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Consult NATO- 1NC Shell
TEXT: The North Atlantic Treaty Organization will enter into prior binding consultation on the mandates of the affirmative plan. The United States will advocate the mandates of the plan during consultation. We’ll clarify. 

Observation One: Not Topical – It’s not a resolved action- it’s contingent on NATO’s decision
Observation Two: Solvency and Net Benefits
Now is a key time to bolster relations- genuine consultation over military issues is vital to revitalize NATO effectiveness and maintain the Alliance

Korski and Williams ’08 [Daniel Korski is a Senior Fellow at the European Council on Foreign Relations and Michael Williams is the Head of the Transatlantic Security Programme at the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies in London,  “The End of NATO and the Danger of US Unilateralism,” Feb. 8, http://www.rusi.org/downloads/assets/TheEndofNATO.pdf]

Now, as the Bush administration draws to a close, European allies do not want to be lectured about the dangers of abandoning NATO. They expect a new US president – whether from the Republican or Democratic Party – to re-launch Euro-Atlantic relations. However, this is a high-risk strategy. For, while a new U.S president will undoubtedly want to re-invest in NATO, most presidential candidates have talked about the need to deploy more troops to Afghanistan; expect the next occupant of the White House to come calling for more troops. The Americans see NATO as part of a tool box to effect operations around the world, not just for the territorial defence of Europe. If Europe remains unwilling to make the necessary military contribution to ISAF – and the U.S becomes forced to “surge” unilaterally, as it did in Iraq – a new administration is likely to conclude, as the current one did in 2001 that NATO has little to offer as a war-fighting organisation and, by extension, is not relevant as an alliance of ideals. For, in the words of Sun Tzu, “virtue is not enough.” Ideas survive because they are supported by people who believe in them. Way ahead How, then, to get out of the current downward spiral and ensure that NATO’s Bucharest Summit does not become a venue for an alliance-destroying argument about ISAF? First, the Alliance should be re-asserted as the centre of US-European relations. The United States needs to put aside talk of ‘coalitions of the willing’ and allegations of European weakness and reaffirm the 4 multilateral nature and collective defence orientation of the Alliance. In order to restore the Alliance to a central place in US-European relations, Washington must find a way to walk back from the depth of damage done to the Alliance through the unilateral invasion of Iraq and restore the political character of NATO. This means a real, consultative engagement with the Alliance as it existed during the Cold War years. But, for this to be sustained, Europe must accept a role for the Alliance ‘out of area’ and it must do much more than has been the case in Afghanistan. Second, the members of the Alliance need to reaffirm their liberal values as the basis of NATO and redraft a strategic concept that addresses the current ‘narrative confusion’ in current counter terrorist and stabilization operations. A strategic concept based on the defence of political liberalism would reduce the current difficulties the Alliance has in resolving traditional notions of collective defence versus out of area operations involving stabilization operations—difficulties which currently threaten the very identity and future of the Alliance; the relationship of Article 5 to current operations in Afghanistan is far from clear. A new strategic consensus is vital in helping to shape US engagement in global affairs and for making liberal interventionism more effective. By making liberal interventionism less erratic, a new strategic consensus would greatly enhance the ability of NATO to condition behaviour and deter courses of action before they occur. With a new concept, hopefully, all the allies could contribute more equitably to future missions avoiding the ‘tiering ‘of the Alliance that has occurred in Afghanistan. Third, NATO needs to become truly operationally capable. It is not enough to be willing to act; allies must also be capable of acting. An inability to contribute effectively to missions further re-enforces the perception of a multi-tier alliance. The Alliance needs to redirect its military transformation agenda from the seamless conduct of low-intensity stabilization operations to high-intensity combat operations. While niche capabilities are a useful way to complement the war-fighting capabilities of other members, all new members in the Alliance must demonstrate an ability to directly contribute to full spectrum operations. The Alliance must make itself directly useful to its most powerful member, the United States. The United States needs help in Afghanistan. Unless NATO can supply additional troops to their ISAF operations and lift national caveats on their use to allow for the eventual defeat the Taliban through more agile operations, the United States will come to view the Alliance as of no further utility. This is not about NATO being subservient to the US – it is about the transatlantic community making a serious, cooperative contribution to global peace and security. America thinks in global terms, not simply European ones. Without US support, the Alliance is moribund. 
Consult NATO- 1NC Shell 

NATO members will not reject US efforts – they want to maintain relations 
Schmidt ‘07 [John R., the senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the Department of State and former director of the NATO office at the State Department and as director for NATO affairs at the National Security Council, “Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11” Washington Quarterly - PROVOCATIONS; Vol. 30, No. 1; Pg. 93. Winter, Lexis]

Although France is not without allies, most EU-member NATO allies seek a middle road. They favor a strong and autonomous ESDP and would probably be prepared to go further in this direction than the United States would like, but they are generally not prepared to cross the U.S. redlines discussed above. This reflects an enduring commitment to maintain close relations with the United States despite the absence of any palpable military threat to their security. Yet, just as they are unwilling to go as far as the French would like in pushing ESDP independence from NATO, they are similarly disinclined to go as far as the United States would like in finding new roles and missions for the alliance, particularly if they conflict with perceived EU prerogatives, or in funding the NRF.
Finally, NATO is critical to cooperative efforts to deal with WMD proliferation, terrorism, and global instability. 

Robertson, 6 May 2003 Speech by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson

at the 9th Conference de Montreal http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2003/s030506a.htm

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

Consultation is vital to further facilitate NATO’s political role

Wenger et al. 2007 [Andreas, Christian Nuenlist, & Anna Locher, CSS Studies in Security and International Relations, “Transformation NATO in the Cold War: Challenges beyond deterrence in the 1960s,” www.isn.ethz.ch/about/css/_doc/transforming-nato.pdf]
In addition to addressing different themes and providing varying perspectives, the chapters of this book draw three overarching conclusions that explain the resilience of political NATO in a period of a decreasing military threat. First, the importance of common norms and values – of soft power in addition to hard power – emerges in a majority of the contributions in one form or another. The effects of a “habit of consultation,” as these effects accumulated in NATO’s institutions and in associated transatlantic elite networks, brought about a sense of a community of values and interests among the allies that facilitated NATO’s political role. While the impact of norms on concrete policy decisions is often hard to pin down, democratic values certainly transcended the declaratory level of policy and shaped the policy making cultures within and outside NATO’s institutional structures. Second, over time, NATO’s decision-making process integrated and expanded elements of democratic consensus building. Political consultations within NATO were marked by continuing consideration of the balance between bilateralism and multilateralism and between genuine consultation and post-fact information. The United States had to learn to lead by persuasion, rather than by control; the Europeans, in turn, were able to exert considerable influence on NATO’s political structures, even with regard to the highly contentious issue of nuclear sovereignty. The growing political influence of the smaller allies, both within NATO’s multilateral framework and in bilateral and trilateral bargaining processes, is evident in most of the contributions in this book. Moreover, coalitions of transgovernmental and transnational actors were at times able to decisively influence domestic politics in key member states. Transatlantic elite networks facilitated personal contacts between policy makers on a regular basis, which in turn contributed to the formation of ad hoc coalitions that allowed quick reactions to often fluid and ambiguous policy challenges.

Consult NATO – Consult on Military decisions

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 is a key player in military decisions- consultation is critical

Rozoff 2-10-10 [Rick,  “NATO’s Role In The Military Encirclement Of Iran,”  http://rickrozoff.wordpress.com/2010/02/10/natos-role-in-the-military-encirclement-of-iran/]

During the First World War Austrian journalist and dramatist Karl Kraus lamented: “What mythological confusion is this? Since when has Mars been the god of commerce and Mercury the god of war?” If he were alive today he would be equally bemused by the U.S.’s top diplomat delivering an address at a military academy (and condescendingly admonishing the world’s most populous nation) and its defense chief pressuring the world to impose punitive sanctions against a country that has not attacked any other in centuries. The secretary general of the U.S.-led “world’s sole global military bloc” – Anders Fogh Rasmussen – spoke at the annual Munich Security Conference on February 7, delivering himself of a ponderous and grandiose screed entitled NATO in the 21st Century: Towards Global Connectivity, during which he touted the role of the military bloc in intruding itself into almost every interstice imaginable: The ever-expanding war in Afghanistan, terrorism, cyber attacks, energy cut-offs – the last two references to Russia if not formally acknowledged as such – nuclear non-proliferation, climate change, piracy, failed states, drugs, “humanitarian disasters, conflicts over arable land, and mounting competition for natural resources,” [4] North Korea and Iran. In repeating Alliance and other Western leaders’ demands that “NATO should become a forum for consultation on worldwide security issues,” Rasmussen stated that “to carry out NATO’s job effectively today, the Alliance should become the hub of a network of security partnerships and a centre for consultation on international security issues….And we don’t have to start from scratch. Already today, the Alliance has a vast network of security partnership[s], as far afield as Northern Africa, the Gulf, Central Asia, and the Pacific.” [5] Indeed NATO has a broad and expanding network of members and military partners throughout the world. It has one member, Turkey, the second largest contributor of troops to the bloc, which borders Iran, and a partnership ally, Azerbaijan, which does also. 

NATO has a lot at stake regarding US military presence- they must have a say

Millen ’04 [Raymond,  “Reconfiguring the American Military Presence in Europe,” Feb., http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=369]

As the United States prosecutes the war on terrorism, it is also in the process of adjusting its global security posture. Not surprisingly, the American presence in Europe will be profoundly affected by the U.S. calculations, and hence by extension, so will NATO. It is no exaggeration that the whispered conversations within the Pentagon reverberate within the halls of NATO headquarters, so the ultimate decision has the potential to rock the Alliance, no matter how benign it may appear to the United States. The United States has three basic options regarding its future ground presence in Europe?withdraw completely, rotate divisions, or restructure the Alliance to permit a smaller U.S. presence. Maintaining the status quo in Europe is not a viable option, since it does not rectify the U.S. over-extension of forces or accommodate the dynamics associated with the war on terrorism. 
Consult NATO – Consult on Middle East

Should consult with Europe on the Middle East to repair transatlantic relations – negative European perceptions based on unilateralism are the greatest threat to improving relations. 

Shad Islam, The Business Times Singapore, March 17, 2006 LN
THREE years after their acrimonious public clash over the US-led invasion of Iraq, European and American policymakers are engaged in a long, uphill struggle to repair the bruised and battered transatlantic relationship. The struggle to rebuild trust has resulted in some important victories. Talk of Europe emerging as a counterweight to America has all but faded from EU leaders' public speeches and the anti-European rhetoric of hawks in the US administration has been silenced as Washington seeks its allies' support to stabilise Iraq and fight insurgents in Afghanistan. In stark contrast to their verbal skirmishes over the Iraq war - opposed by France, Germany, Belgium and several other EU states - officials on both sides of the Atlantic are now working closely on defusing tensions in the Middle East and curbing Iran's nuclear ambitions. Germany's new chancellor Angela Merkel has been particularly successful in mending fences with the Bush administration, ending years of angry sparring between Berlin and Washington. The European Union's foreign and security policy chief Javier Solana is in close consultations with the US over ending the bloody ethnic conflict in Sudan's Darfur region. Europe and America have 'reconnected', the head of the European Commission Jose Manuel Barroso said last year. US officials talk enthusiastically about supporting the development of a united Europe with which they share common values. True, most of the venom that marked transatlantic relations ever since the Iraq war has progressively disappeared from the public utterances of policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic. But even as European governments and the US strive to put past differences behind them, ordinary Europeans remain extremely wary of US foreign policy. Opinion polls continue to spotlight European dislike of Washington's rhetoric on the so-called 'war on terror', scepticism over America's post-war strategy in Iraq and growing criticism of the treatment of detainees in Guantanamo Bay. Allegations that the CIA has run secret prisons in Europe have further tarnished America's public image in Europe. Negative perception Europeans' negative perception of the Bush administration's dealings with the rest of the world are an important brake on EU leaders' efforts to put relations with Washington back on track. Unwilling to confront their public opinion, European politicians are being extremely careful over how far they go in rebuilding bridges with the US. Ms Merkel's decision to raise concerns over the CIA allegations in her first meeting with the US administration last year is a case in point. Despite her determination to draw closer to Washington, she has said repeatedly that Germany will not be sending troops to Iraq. America's standing in Europe is not going to improve, at least in the short term. Wider public suspicions of the US created by the Iraq war are being further fanned by what many see as America's policy failures in Iraq and rising violence and bloodshed in the country. Still, despite continuing public unease about America's role in the world, policymakers in Washington and European capitals have changed both the style and substance of the transatlantic dialogue. Acrimonious mutual name-calling and finger-pointing have been replaced by a more cordial discourse on promoting a transatlantic partnership. And while they still disagree fiercely on trade and agriculture protection, trade and investment flows between America and Europe are booming. Both sides have been making an effort to turn over a new page. US President George W Bush's summit with EU leaders in February 2005 was clearly aimed at sending a strong signal of a new era in transatlantic relations. In addition to Ms Merkel's determination to give top priority to relations with the US, President Jacques Chirac has toned down France's traditional anti-American rhetoric. Significantly also, former Portuguese premier Jose Manuel Barroso, who backed the Iraq war, has taken over as head of the EU Commission from Italy's Romano Prodi who never disguised his dislike of US foreign policy. In addition, the EU entry in 2004 of several pro-American central and eastern European states has made the 25-nation bloc more open to Washington's overtures. The second Bush administration, for its part, also appears to be going the extra mile to make new friends and mollify old ones in Europe. Strident anti-EU statements by US Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld have been replaced by the softer pro-European rhetoric of Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice. Diplomats in Brussels point out that the Bush administration also appears to be replacing its earlier focus on unilateral action by a new readiness to consult allies and try out United Nations-based multilateral diplomacy. In a far cry from its attitude prior to the attack on Iraq, the US has been willing to show patience in its dealings with Iran by backing EU efforts at nuclear diplomacy. The new mellowness in transatlantic relations is not just the result of a deliberate policy choice by both sides.
Genuine consultation on the Middle East at such a pivotal time in transatlantic relations dramatically improves transatlantic cooperation on areas of mutual interest.  

Brown, Bernard E., American Foreign Policy Interests; Apr2005, Vol. 27 Issue 2, p61-80, 20p

Are transatlantic relations better or worse since the Iraqi invasion? The presenter agreed that relations have improved but only superficially. We do not yet know whether underlying shifts in the balance of power are going to be taken into account in order to make improvement more solid and long lasting. President Bush now wants to consult with Europeans, but this could be simply a tactic inspired by short-term domestic politics. To be frank, there were similar considerations on the European side. President Chirac did not want the D-Day celebration to take place under the cloud of Iraq. The presenter disagreed with those observers who believe that Europeans will be driven to unity in order more effectively to oppose President Bush’s policies. There is no consensus among Europeans to create a united front against the United States. For better or for worse, a period of transatlantic tension leads to intra-European tensions. For many Europeans the road to Brussels still goes through Washington. He also observed that objective factors are bringing both sides together. Europeans and Americans have a common interest in fighting terrorism, preventing the proliferation of WMDs, and specifically in persuading Iran not to build nuclear bombs. Even during the height of the crisis, cooperation between American and French security officials was as close as could be imagined in exchanging intelligence and planning strategy concerning Iranian and North Korean nuclear programs. But accord between Europeans and Americans is still fragile because disputes over Iraqi policy still continue. Iraq is still between war and peace. Even though no serious analyst believed allegations of links between Saddam Hussein and Al Qaeda, American rhetoric regarding Iraq is still about making America safe from terrorists and bringing democracy to the greater Middle East. This continuing dispute makes it more difficult for Europeans and Americans to cooperate. The international situation today is more open. The French hope that there will be more genuine consultation. The issue has never really been unilateralism versus multilateralism. These concepts are ambiguous; the differences between them are a matter of degree. We are not likely to confront another issue about which the United States believes it must act to defend its vital interests over the opposition of world public opinion. It was not merely a question of opposition by France. The United States could not muster a majority on the Security Council, including such countries as Mexico and Chile with which there is a close political relationship. Both sides now have an interest in cooperating. One of the open questions at present is the Middle East. This French speaker wondered whether President Bush this time will be willing to engage seriously in the Israeli–Palestinian peace process. This is a promising avenue for U.S.–EU cooperation. It will be interesting to see how the United States reacts to the Solana plan on how to accompany the Israeli disengagement from Gaza.
Consult NATO – Consult on Asia

NATO wants a closer role in Asian security affairs

Weinrod ’08 [Bruce, Secretary of Defense Representative, Europe, and Defense Advisor for the US Mission to NATO, “NATO and Asia’s Changing Relationship,” http://globalasia.org/articles/issue7/iss7_11.html]

For most of its existence, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization has viewed Asia at best as an afterthought in its policies or actions. Formed in 1949 as an alliance that would permit Western Europe and North America to form a common defensive front, NATO was devoted primarily to protection against the Soviet Union and its allies. During this period, NATO had a very low-profile relationship with Asia. Indeed, it would have been very difficult to find anyone at NATO who would have suggested that the relationship be noticeably enhanced or formalized. In recent years, however, NATO has been gradually expanding its international role beyond Europe. In this regard, Asia has become an important dimension of an evolving global network. Indeed, without visible fanfare, NATO and parts of the Asian region have been developing a systematic and growing relationship.1 These emerging relationships have been driven by several factors: first, NATO’s operational imperatives resulting from its intense and sustained involvement in Afghanistan; second, NATO’s objective of establishing capabilities that could be useful for future military contingencies; and third, interest in developing a broadened NATO global political-military network. Given the nature of 21st century security threats, an enhanced network of relationships between NATO and various Asian nations appears plausible. 
Consult NATO – Consult on Afghanistan

Afghanistan is the perfect place to renew transatlantic ties – lack of consultation undermines relations. 

Joseph Fitchett, International Herald Tribune, MONDAY, NOVEMBER 26, 2001 http://www.iht.com/articles/2001/11/26/trend_ed3_.php
This has irritated European leaders. Behind their unflagging public political support for Washington are private complaints about the constant risk of being caught flat-footed by the U.S. refusal to limit its own options by revealing its plans. Accustomed to being consulted about or at least alerted to U.S. moves, these leaders are now embarrassed. In effect, a French policymaker said, the message from Washington is: "We'll do the cooking and prepare what people are going to eat, then you will wash the dirty dishes." His remark last week, in a private discussion among officials and reporters, was echoed in other terms by Europeans from several countries, including Britain. Looking for ways to demonstrate European involvement alongside the United States in the Afghan conflict, Britain, France, Germany and smaller countries have focused on the promotion a stable postwar Afghanistan.

Consult NATO – Consult on Japan

NATO wants a say in Japan military decisions- they’re a key player in Afghanistan support

Weinrod ’08 [Bruce, Secretary of Defense Representative, Europe, and Defense Advisor for the US Mission to NATO, “NATO and Asia’s Changing Relationship,” http://globalasia.org/articles/issue7/iss7_11.html]

Over the past few years, several Asian and Pacific nations have established structured relationships with NATO. These include Japan, South Korea, Australia and New Zealand. At a deeper level, five Asia-Pacific countries have joined NATO’s Tailored Cooperation Program—Australia, New Zealand, Japan, South Korea and Singapore—which implies being a “global partner” with the alliance. As noted above, NATO’s relationship with these nations has increased significantly in large measure due to ongoing work with NATO in Afghanistan. Whether these relationships would have emerged anyway is open to debate, but there is no doubt that concerns about Afghanistan and the security threat it could represent were important motivating factors for the growing connections. Australia, for example, has approximately 1,000 troops deployed with NATO in Afghanistan. There is an Australian contribution to a Provincial Reconstruction Team in Uruzgan Province, and a Special Operations Task Group deployed under an Australian commander in the same province that operates in direct support of ISAF. New Zealand has provided around 160 troops in Afghanistan. Japan’s relationship with NATO is also primarily focused on Afghanistan, where Tokyo has supported peace and security-oriented operations. For example, Japan has conducted refueling missions for US forces in Afghanistan and has financially supported a Law and Order Trust Fund to strengthen police activities. Japan has also committed funds in support of basic human needs projects in conjunction with NATO, and Japan may consider providing additional support for allied efforts in Afghanistan. 
Consult NATO – Consult on TNWs

Any changes in nuclear policy in Europe should only be done after extensive consultation with NATO
Sam Nunn, 8/5/2009 (co-chair and chief executive officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090805_4929.php)

Nations located near Russia believe that U.S. nonstrategic forces in Europe remain necessary to prevent the Kremlin from using its nuclear arsenal as a means of coercion against them, according to the report.  It warns that the United States should not abandon "strategic equivalency with Russia" and should not cede to Moscow "a posture of superiority in the name of de-emphasizing nuclear weapons in U.S. military strategy."  Balance "does not exist in nonstrategic nuclear forces, where Russia enjoys a sizable numerical advantage," the report states, adding "the current imbalance is stark and worrisome to some U.S. allies in Central Europe."  Einhorn cautioned that any changes to the United States' nuclear deployments in Europe "should only be considered after extensive consultations and consensus-building within" NATO.
Consult NATO – Consultation solves collapse

Consultation over security issues like the plan is key to ensure NATO effectiveness- otherwise the Alliance will collapse and 

Naumann et al ’07 [General (ret.) Dr. Klaus Naumann is theFormer Chief of the Defence Staff in Germany and Former Chairman Military Committee NATO; General (ret.) John Shalikashvili is the Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States of America and Former NATO Supreme Allied Commander in Europe; Field Marshal The Lord Inge is the Former Chief of the Defence Staff, United Kingdom; Admiral (ret.) Jacques Lanxade is the Former Chief of the Defence Staff, France; General (ret.) Henk van den Breemen is the Former Chief of the Defence Staff, the Netherlands; With Benjamin Bilski and Douglas Murray, “Towards a Grand Strategy for an Uncertain World,” http://www.ssronline.org/edocs/3eproefGrandStrat_b.pdf]
NATO, the EU and other existing organisations should be refined, not suppressed. If these institutions were able to work together better, then we would have a very significant base from which to work. Of course, central to the refining of those institutions is the part played in the process by America. The USA remains Europe’s most important, closest and indispensable ally. For the USA to play its role as effectively as possible, the transatlantic bargain between the European countries, Canada and their American ally must be renewed. All of America’s European allies acknowledge that their relationship with the USA is indispensable. But in order to convince the US to enter into a renewed bargain, Europe needs, in return, to become a truly indispensable partner to the US. There is a heavy onus on the Europeans to prove their worth here, not least in improving their own capabilities. If they do not do so, then there is no incentive for America to enter into such a bargain. To bring about renewal, Europe will have to pay the price of enhancing its capabilities. Once that is under way, then the transatlantic partners can agree on a better balance in sharing decision making and carrying the burden of implementation. Hence, the first step in managing change is to guarantee security for the period of change. To this end, our agenda for change begins with a set of proposals for the organisations that already exist in the area of influence from Finland to Alaska. In parallel with these steps, which should enhance the resolve of allied nations to act collectively and which should produce improved capabilities, the allies should discuss, and eventually decide on, a new grand strategy for transatlantic security. Our proposal in Chapter 3 could serve as the starting point for such a process, which could – and possibly should – take place simultaneously in NATO and the EU. Having thus established a solid foundation, the move towards real management of change can begin. First and foremost, this will require a forum in which most allied nations are represented. Such a forum should not be limited to discussion of one set of tools (e.g. the military), but it should be small and effective enough to achieve quick progress. We will propose one possible solution at the end of this chapter. 
Consult NATO – Consultation solves collapse

Only prior binding consultation will keep NATO collapse from becoming a self fulfilling prophecy.

Philip H. Gordon is Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and Director of the

Center on the United States and France at the Brookings Institution. Foreign Affairs

January/February 2003, volume 82, number 1

Even on an issue as divisive as Iraq, it would be wrong to assume either that European and American attitudes have irrevocably diverged or that Europeans have nothing to offer in the effort to contain or depose Saddam Hussein. In Germany, of course, Chancellor Gerhard Schršder exploited deep public skepticism about preventive war by campaigning in September 2002 against an invasion of Iraq. Schršder's unilateral decision unfortunately reversed a more than decade-long trend in Germany toward support for the responsible use of force – from nonparticipation in the Gulf War to combat roles in Kosovo and Afghanistan. Elsewhere, however, European support for a potential military operation is within reach provided the United States carefully prepares the ground. The British government has already signaled its strong support, and Prime Minister Tony Blair is far more "American" on the issue than many Americans are. In France, long seen as hostile to American interests in Iraq, President Jacques Chirac has suggested that his country would support the use of force if sanctioned by the un, and Paris remains open to participating in an eventual war. Governments in Italy, Spain, and a number of central European countries have also made clear that under the right circumstances they would back the United States should a conflict in Iraq take place. If Washington goes the extra mile to ensure legitimacy and international support for the use of force in Iraq, it may find that the massive task of rebuilding that country after an invasion would make a fine joint project that would do much to put the transatlantic alliance back on track.Americans and Europeans may not live in different worlds, but there is hardly grounds for complacency. September 11, Bush's election, the Israeli-Palestinian crisis, and the Iraq debate all exacerbate the structural and cultural differences that have always been manageable in the past. What is important, however, is not to allow the prospect of a transatlantic divorce to turn into a self-fulfilling prophesy; wrongly assuming that Europeans and Americans are determined to go their separate ways would be the best way to ensure that very outcome. Unfortunately, this is precisely what many in the Bush administration - and some of its European critics -- seem to be doing.
The Bush administration came to office determined to overcome what it perceived to be its predecessor's penchant for compromise in the name of getting along with others. The new president, his team made clear, was going to lead based on a precise definition of American interests; European allies could and would grumble about American unilateralism, but in the end they would appreciate the new decisiveness from Washington, and the result would be better for all. Backing up this approach seemed to be the assumption that if the Europeans did not see the light, it did not matter. Allied support would be nice but certainly not indispensable to a United States that deemed itself by far the most powerful nation in history. As Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld put it with regard to the Iraq issue, "it's less important to have unanimity than it is to be making the right decisions and doing the right thing, even though at the outset it may seem lonesome." The new U.S. National Security Strategy document published in September 2002 officially enshrined this notion: that it is up to the United States to decide what is right and to use its unprecedented power to achieve its goals. There is much to be said for assertive American leadership. As developments over the past decade -- from the Persian Gulf to the Balkans to Central Asia – have shown, Washington's willingness to lead often seems to be the only way to get the rest of the international community to act. But it is also clear that when taken too far, assertive leadership can quickly turn into arrogant unilateralism, to the point where resentful others become less likely to follow the lead of the United States. Few have put this argument better than did candidate Bush when, in October 2000, he warned that potential allies around the world would "welcome" a humble United States but "resent" an arrogant one. The Bush team's policies, however, thus far seem to have been based on the opposite premise. Telling allies that if they do not support Washington's approach to the war on terrorism, they are "with the terrorists," slighting key NATO allies (and NATO itself) in Afghanistan, and refusing genuine consultations before important decisions seem far more likely to foster resentment than to muster support. Whatever the merits of the administration's opposition to the long list of multilateral agreements it has fought since coming to office – and many of those agreements were genuinely flawed -- it should have been clear that the United States could not abruptly pronounce the Kyoto Protocol "dead," seek to undermine the International Criminal Court, raise tariffs on steel and increase agricultural subsidies, and oppose a range of arms control agreements without such actions' having a cumulative impact on the attitudes of European leaders and publics toward the United States. The September 2002 German election, where for the first time in the postwar period a leading candidate concluded that major electoral gains could be had by running against the United States, should be taken as a warning that American unilateralism could indeed come at a price.  The United States maintained a sort of "European empire" so successfully in the past because it was what historian Geir Lundestad has called an "empire by invitation" -- the United States was predominant in European affairs because Europeans wanted it to be. Today the United States risks alienating those it is most likely to need as twenty-first-century allies. European sympathy and support for the United States will not disappear from one day to the next, but over time, treating allies as if they do not matter could produce that very outcome; the United States would find itself with an entire European Union that resembles the common U.S. perception of France: resentful of American power, reluctant to lend political support, and out to counter American interests at every turn. MORE LIKE THAN NOT For all the talk of a transatlantic rift in the post-September 11 world, the fact is that basic American and European values and interests have not diverged -- and the European democracies are certainly closer allies of the United States than the inhabitants of any other region are or are likely to become anytime soon. Although their tactics sometimes differ, Americans and Europeans broadly share the same democratic, liberal aspirations for their societies and for the rest of the world. They have common interests in an open international trading and communications system, ready access to world energy supplies, halting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, preventing humanitarian tragedies, and containing a small group of dangerous states that do not respect human rights and are hostile to these common Western values and interests. Europeans, finally, will also have to wake up to the fact that their security now depends more than ever on developments beyond their borders. One of the reasons for the current transatlantic divergences is that while Washington is focused on global developments, Europeans, quite understandably, are preoccupied with the enormous challenges of finishing the peaceful integration of their continent, through EU enlargement, the euro, and a constitutional convention. These are very important projects, themselves major contributions to world peace and stability, but they are no longer enough. By 2004, when ten new members are likely to have joined the EU and a new constitution is in place, the new Europe will have to set its sights beyond its borders if it wants to preserve the close global partnership with the United States that both sides need. Europeans and Americans are not destined to go their separate ways. But they could end up doing so if policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic act on the assumption that fundamentally different world-views now make useful cooperation impossible. The reality is that despite their differences, in an age of globalization and mass terrorism, no two regions of the world have more in common nor have more to lose if they fail to stand together in an effort to promote common values and interests around the globe. Now is not the time to start pretending that either the United States or Europe can manage on its own.

Consult NATO – Consult Key to Alliance/Relations 

Consultation on issues of mutual interest is key to keep the momentum going forward towards a continually viable NATO. 

Christian Science Monitor (Boston, MA), February 18, 2005, Friday LN
But the chancellor has a point. The political and security landscape has radically changed - in Europe and the world. As it expands, the EU is growing in political and economic strength. And while a wobbly NATO tried to get its bearings in the post cold-war 1990s, it's got some points on the compass to steer by now - namely, the global threat of weapons of mass destruction and Islamist terrorism.

Recognizing differences. Rather than coming up with an EU-NATO crossbreed, as some experts suggest, perhaps the best course is simply a greater acceptance of differences on both sides of the Atlantic, and greater coordination and consultation in areas of common interest.
Failure to genuinely consult NATO before foreign policy decisions will undermine the alliance

Philip Gordon, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution, June 24th, 2004
LETTER TO EUROPE, http://www.brookings.edu/views/articles/gordon/20040701.pdf.

DEAR FRIENDS. How did it come to this? I cannot remember a time when the gulf between Europeans and Americans was so wide. For the past couple of years, I have argued that the Iraq crisis was a sort of “perfect storm” unlikely to be repeated, and that many of the recent tensions resulted from the personalities and shortcomings of key actors on both sides. The transatlantic alliance has overcome many crises before, and given our common interests and values and the enormous challenges we face, I have been confident that we could also overcome this latest spat. Now I just don’t know any more. After a series of increasingly depressing trips to Europe, even my optimism is being tested. I do know this: if we don’t find a new way to deal with each other soon, the damage to the most successful alliance in history could become permanent. We could be in the process of creating a new world order in which the very concept of the “west” will no longer exist. I am not saying that Europe and America will end up in a military stand-off like that between east and west during the cold war. But if current trends are not reversed, you can be sure we will see growing domestic pressure on both sides for confrontation rather than co-operation. This will lead to the effective end of Nato, and political rivalry in the middle east, Africa and Asia. Europeans would face an America that no longer felt an interest in—and might actively seek to undermine—the united, prosperous Europe that Washington has supported for 60 years. And Americans would find themselves dealing with monumental global challenges not only without the support of their most capable potential partners, but perhaps in the face of their opposition. Britain would finally be forced to choose between two antagonistic camps. Some argue that such an outcome is inevitable. But I have always thought my friend Robert Kagan’s claim that “Americans are from Mars and Europeans are from Venus” was exaggerated. Obviously there are real and even growing differences between Americans and Europeans on a range of issues. The end of the cold war, the rise of US military, political and economic power during the 1990s, and Europe’s preoccupation with the challenges of integration and enlargement, have combined to accentuate these differences. But we have had different strategic perspectives— and fights about strategy—for years, and that never prevented us from working together towards common goals. And despite the provocations from ideologues on both sides, this surely remains possible today. Leaders still have options, and decisions to make. They shape their environment as much as they are shaped by it. The right choices could help put the world’s main liberal democracies back in the same camp, just as the wrong choices could destroy it. WHAT WE need is a “new deal,” and that’s what I am writing to propose: Americans will have to show some humility, admit that we do not have all the answers and agree to listen, consult and even compromise. We must accept that even our immense power and new sense of vulnerability does not mean that we can do whatever we want, however we want. We must acknowledge that we need allies to achieve our goals, which means bringing others into the decision-making process, however frustrating that process might be. On a range of issues that have divided the US and Europe in recent years—from climate change and nuclear testing to international law—Americans will have to recommit to seeking practical compromises with others, rather than assuming that our power exempts us from obligations to the global community. 

Regular consultation is the best way to sustain the alliance
Financial Times (London, England), February 18, 2005 LN
Diplomats such as Mr Solana and Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, Nato secretary-general, urge governments on both sides of the Atlantic to take a non-ideological, pragmatic approach that focuses on the tasks in hand. "We should do transatlantic relations rather than talk transatlantic relations," Mr de Hoop Scheffer says. Transatlantic partnership could depend less on a shared grand vision than on regular consultation to identify common ground and minimise disputes.

Consult NATO - Consultation Snowballs 

The ball is in the US’ court – consultation snowballs
Brown, Bernard E., American Foreign Policy Interests; Apr2005, Vol. 27 Issue 2, p61-80, 20p
The National Committee on American Foreign Policy believes that an initiative by political

leaders to improve and better structure transatlantic relations will resonate within civil society

on both sides of the Atlantic. Several participants in the roundtable said that only one political

leader in the world has the power and prestige to launch any initiative, and that person is the newly

reelected president of the United States. The National Committee concurs that the ball is in the

American court. If a bold new policy is to be proposed and carried out, it can be done only if the

second Bush administration provides a firm lead.

Consulting on the Middle East results in future sustained dialogue
Christian Archick et al. Specialist in European Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division of CRS, January 23, 2006 http://www.usembassy.at/en/download/pdf/us_eu_options.pdf
As noted earlier, the options discussed are illustrative guideposts meant to facilitate consideration of the future shape of the transatlantic relationship. Each potential option contains both pitfalls and promises for the United States. However, the bulk of the analysis suggests that maintaining the U.S.-European political and strategic relationship in some form would continue to offer the United States certain tangible benefits and serve to buttress at least some U.S. foreign and economic policies. All of the options, with the possible exception of maintaining the status quo, would require serious and sustained U.S.-European dialogue and consultation; this would also be true for “de-emphasizing Europe” in order to insulate the trade and investment relationship from being negatively affected by any political distancing. The reality of the future shape of the transatlantic relationship may be most

likely to surface somewhere between any of the two given options and combine different elements. For example, the multitude of security challenges facing both the  United States and Europe argue that neither side can do all, and that there is bound to be some sort of division of labor, especially given current differences in U.S. and European military strengths. At the same time, politics and ambitions on both sides of the Atlantic impede a stark division of labor because neither the United States nor Europe would want to relinquish segments of its security interests to the other.32 Thus, these factors could prompt a new bargain to be reached at the political level — entailing perhaps a statement of U.S.-European solidarity in confronting global and regional challenges, and an elaboration of joint policies to address issues such as Iran or the Middle East peace process — while a division of labor is practiced and 33 See House International Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Europe and Emerging Threats, “An Overview of Transatlantic Relations Prior to President Bush’s Visit To Europe,” 109th Congress, 1st Session, February 16, 2005; House International Relations Committee, Europe Subcommittee, “Transatlantic Relations: A Post-Summit Assessment,” 108th Congress, 2nd Session, July 15, 2004; also see two companion hearings: House International Relations Committee, Europe Subcommittee, “Renewing the Transatlantic Partnership: A View from the United States,” 108th Congress, 1st Session, June 11, 2003; and House International Relations Committee, Europe Subcommittee, “Renewing the Transatlantic Partnership: A View from Europe,”  08th Congress, 1st Session, June 17, 2003. managed on a case-by-case basis as the need for a specific mission arises. It is alsopossible that any given option may evolve over time, or that different options may be possible or suitable depending on the specific issue facing the alliance.
Counterplan institutionalizes genuine consultation. 

Charles Krauthammer, National Interest, 2003 Winter LN
If the concern about the new unilateralism is that American assertiveness be judiciously rationed, and that one needs to think long-term, it is hard to disagree. One does not go it alone or dictate terms on every issue. On some issues such as membership in and support of the wto, where the long-term benefit both to the American national interest and global interests is demonstrable, one willingly constricts sovereignty. Trade agreements are easy calls, however, free trade being perhaps the only mathematically provable political good. Others require great skepticism. The Kyoto Protocol, for example, would have harmed the American economy while doing nothing for the global environment. (Increased emissions from China, India and Third World countries exempt from its provisions would have more than made up for American cuts.) Kyoto failed on its merits, but was nonetheless pushed because the rest of the world supported it. The same case was made for the chemical and biological weapons treaties-sure, they are useless or worse, but why not give in there in order to build good will for future needs? But appeasing multilateralism does not assuage it; appeasement merely legitimizes it. Repeated acquiescence to provisions that America deems injurious reinforces the notion that legitimacy derives from international consensus, thus undermining America's future freedom of action-and thus contradicting the pragmatic realists' own goals.

Consult NATO – Now key

Now is a key time to strengthen relations- NATO members are beginning to question the alliance

Burns 4-21-10 [Robert, writer for The Huffington Post, “NATO Future Raises Questions: U.S. And Europe Rethink Role Of Cold War Alliance,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/21/nato-future-raises-questi_n_545666.html]

WASHINGTON — Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton is heading to a meeting of NATO ministers in Estonia at a time when the 61-year-old organization is suffering from a kind of mid-life crisis. Almost 20 years after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the 28-member North Atlantic Treaty Organization is in the midst of an intense self-examination, trying to rethink its basic purpose. NATO was founded to blunt the long-extinct threat of a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. Now it finds itself divided on many fronts: doubts among some members about its combat mission in Afghanistan, unease with the continuing presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, prickly relations with Moscow and concerns about the wisdom of expanding NATO deeper into Russia's backyard. Clinton and 27 of her NATO counterparts will gather Thursday in Tallinn, capital of the former Soviet state of Estonia, where they're expected to take stock of the alliance and the challenges it faces. Among the most difficult issues on the agenda are NATO's outlook for success in Afghanistan and the prospects for putting the Balkan nation of Bosnia on track toward NATO membership. The foreign ministers also are expected to debate the future of the U.S. nuclear umbrella for Europe, which boils down to a question of whether to withdraw the remaining Cold War-era U.S. nuclear weapons there. The Tallinn meeting, in fact, could split over the question of whether it's time to remove an estimated 200 U.S. nuclear bombs that remain at six air bases in five NATO countries. The Obama administration hasn't taken a public position on the fate of this small but politically nettlesome nuclear arsenal. Administration officials say NATO should debate the matter and make a collective decision.  But the U.S. is trying to persuade Russia to match any Western reductions of these short-range nuclear weapons with cuts of its own. Some in Europe, including the Germans, are less certain that such linkage is needed. The meeting also is likely to review progress in rewriting what NATO calls its "strategic concept," updating its mission statement for the first time since 1999. That document predated the Sept. 11 attacks, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and the August 2008 conflict between Russia and Georgia, which is eagerly pursuing NATO membership. A final draft spelling out NATO's new mission is to be endorsed when President Barack Obama and other alliance leaders meet in November. U.S. relations with Europe have deteriorated in recent years, in part due to opposition inside the alliance to the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003. One of Obama's main foreign policy goals upon entering the White House was to repair ties with Europe, while also "resetting" relations with Russia, which regards NATO expansion as a threat to its influence in the former Soviet Union. There is no serious talk inside NATO of dismantling the alliance but, as analyst Stephen Flanagan of the Center for Strategic and International Studies put it in an interview, "Some are questioning what it's for." 

Consult NATO – NATO Says Yes – Iraq/Afghanistan

NATO would go along with the plan- the US can lead on issues regarding its military presence
Dancs ’09 [Anita, “The Cost of the Global U.S. Military Presence,” http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0907dancs.pdf]

The Afghanistan and Iraq wars account for much of the growth in the U.S. military’s global presence over the past decade. Aside from the stationing troops in and around those countries, the United States seeks to establish more military bases in these two countries. These wars comprised 42% of the total cost of the military’s global presence in 2008. The United States, with limited assistance from other countries, invaded Afghanistan in October 2001, in response to the 9/11 terrorist attacks. The government’s stated goal was to root out Osama bin Laden and other al-Qaeda members. The UN Security Council also established a second operation to secure Kabul and surrounding areas, which has since been taken over by NATO forces. NATO is led by the United States, so even this operation primarily represents U.S. global presence. By the end of 2008 fiscal year, 32,300 troops were stationed in and around Afghanistan. President Barack Obama, at the beginning of his presidency, expanded the U.S. war in Afghanistan. The U.S. invaded Iraq in March 2003. Initially, President George W. Bush and his administration falsely claimed that evidence pointed to Iraqi possession of weapons of mass destruction. Instead, real evidence points to the desire of neoconservatives to occupy Iraq, obtain access to Iraqi oil, and reshape the Middle East to better serve U.S. interests. Nevertheless, the Iraq War and occupation have lasted for more than six years. While Obama has officially promised a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, it isn’t yet clear whether this will indeed happen, or how long it will take if it does. At the end of 2008 fiscal year, there were 190,400 troops stationed in and around Iraq. The administration is currently shifting some of these troops to Afghanistan. 
NATO would accept the CP- they don’t want to make the commitments necessary to finish the job in Iraq or Afghanistan
Naumann et al ’07 [General (ret.) Dr. Klaus Naumann is theFormer Chief of the Defence Staff in Germany and Former Chairman Military Committee NATO; General (ret.) John Shalikashvili is the Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States of America and Former NATO Supreme Allied Commander in Europe; Field Marshal The Lord Inge is the Former Chief of the Defence Staff, United Kingdom; Admiral (ret.) Jacques Lanxade is the Former Chief of the Defence Staff, France; General (ret.) Henk van den Breemen is the Former Chief of the Defence Staff, the Netherlands; With Benjamin Bilski and Douglas Murray, “Towards a Grand Strategy for an Uncertain World,” http://www.ssronline.org/edocs/3eproefGrandStrat_b.pdf]
The ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have shown that the current force structures of most Western nations are not fully capable of meeting today’s military challenges. While NATO members are investing in new capabilities, most of these are designed for the defence of the NATO Treaty Area. In the main, NATO members are not willing to invest in the new capabilities that are required today, and defence budgets still do not reflect new priorities. This is partly because of European nations’ unwillingness to face up to the current 44 threats and challenges. The most recent example of this is the lack of will to fund what was to be the flagship of NATO’s transformation – the NATO Response Force. Western nations need to rethink their security posture and recognise the gaps in the military and other capabilities. 
Consult NATO – NATO Says Yes - Afghanistan

NATO says yes to the plan- growing opposition to Afghanistan military missions

Kluempers ’09 [John, writer for  Deutsche Welle, Germany’s international broadcaster, Feb. 12, “US announces major Afghanistan troop surge ahead of withdrawal,” http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,4956044,00.html]

Flagging support in NATO countries However, opinion polls show that European NATO members, including Germany, are facing growing public opposition to the Afghanistan mission. As a result, European troop pledges have so far fallen short of US expectations. Britain has offered an additional 500 troops, and Italy has said it will send an unspecified number, while Poland is considering deploying several hundred more soldiers. France has ruled out sending more combat troops, while hinting at the possibility of sending more military trainers, paramilitary police or supplies. The German government is struggling to contain a widening Afghanistan controversy, which flared last week after former defense minister Franz Josef Jung was forced to drop out of the cabinet over an alleged cover-up in connection with a September airstrike that also claimed the lives of Afghan civilians. Speaking at a joint news conference with visiting Pakistani Prime Yusuf Raza Gilani in Berlin on Tuesday, German Chancellor Angela Merkel reiterated that Berlin would not be forced into making any hasty decisions prior to a major Afghanistan conference scheduled for January 28 in London. "After the conference ... Germany will decide whether, and if necessary, what additional efforts we can make. We hear the wishes of the United States but we will not decide in the coming days but after the conference." 
Consult NATO – NATO Says Yes – Japan

NATO’s concern with the US-Japan security blanket has relaxed- they’d probably accept the CP

Shinohara ’09 [Hatsue, Professor at the Graduate School of Asia Pacific Studies, Waseda University, Dec. 15, “The Changing Era and U.S.-Japan Relations: Erosion of the Cold War Paradigm,” http://www.researchsea.com/html/article.php/aid/4806/cid/4]

In the 19th and the first half of the 20th centuries, an alliance did not necessarily mean a close relationship among allies as a whole, because the alignment was always changing, as represented by Bismarck’s alliances and the Anglo-Japanese Alliance. On the contrary, NATO and the U.S.–Japan security treaty system that the United States built after World War II are comprehensive alliances in which closely tied allies share the same fate as well as democratic values. After the Cold War, these systems have gradually deteriorated. For example, the relationships among the United States and European nations are now less solid with respect to NATO. When the United States built these systems after World War II, they were based on its overwhelmingly superior political, military, economic, and cultural power. Whereas the United States is realizing that the basis for these systems has declined, it cannot easily give them up politically or ideologically, because these American style alliances allow the U.S. to exercise political influence on its allies by leveraging security and acquiring the right to use military bases within allied territory. On the other hand, it is possible that the United States will establish a “creative” framework with China in the future that is different from the American style alliances seen during the Cold War in order to strengthen their friendly relationship. Even though the value of human rights and democracy is still important and the United States maintains alliances with Japan and South Korea, a paradigm in which these three countries confront China, for instance, does not appear to directly apply in the emerging international situation. Time keeps on moving. We should track the development of U.S.-Japan relations without being overshadowed by terms such as “foundation,” “redefinition,” or “deepening.” 
Consult NATO – NATO Says Yes – Bandwaggoning

NATO says yes – US persuasion causes a bandwaggoning effect 

Terriff, Terry, Perspectives on European Politics & Society; Dec 2004, Vol. 5 Issue 3, p419-446, 28p

The final issue is the role of America in Europe. There are two aspects to this, one being the firmness of the US commitment to European security and the other its authoritative voice in NATO. Firstly, the forward deployment of US troops in Europe and the extension of the American nuclear deterrent to protect Europe has been the primary foundation of NATO’s defence efforts. The Europeans have long harboured fears that the US might abandon them. In the period of the cold war the issue of whether and to what degree the security of the United States was coupled to the security of western Europe occasioned iterative, often heated, transatlantic debates, most notably over the nature and practice of the strategy of flexible response.21 In the post-cold war period this issue manifested itself in European concerns about whether the United States, with the Soviet threat gone, would remain militarily engaged in Europe, particularly as Washington drew down substantially American forces from forward deployment on the continent. Moreover, the general reticence of the US to use its military force, particularly ground forces, to address the serial crises in the former Yugoslavia (including Kosovo), raised questions amongst the European allies about whether the US was willing to share equally the risks entailed in protecting Europe. Secondly, the US, due to its substantial military contribution to the common defence and European reliance on this contribution, meant that Washington assumed a dominant or hegemonic position of authority in NATO’s councils. In an alliance based on consensus decision-making, the US was the primes inter pares. When it wanted something strongly enough, it could through consultation and persuasion, even including diplomatic arm twisting, convince the European members to agree. There has long been a general sense that where the US led, the rest of NATO usually followed. Washington’s dominant position within alliance councils has been the source of some tension over the decades, particularly for France which has long argued for more equality for the Europeans in NATO’s political and military decision making. In the 1990s, with the Soviet threat to Europe gone and no other immediate threat apparent and with the slow US withdrawal of some 200,000 personnel from the continent, the European’s dependency on the US was lessened considerably. Nonetheless, the US has continued to be dominant in NATO’s councils, largely resisting efforts (particularly those by France) to institute a greater European role and voice within the alliance, leaving European aspirations for a more equal role within the alliance frustrated.22
Pressure from new NATO states to support the US will prevent a veto

Douglas ‘03 [Douglas Feith, Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, 3-27-2003 [FNS], http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2003/March/Feith.pdf ]
I wish to make two points …within Europe than across the Atlantic. I wish to make two points to launch our discussion here of this issue. First, the consensus rule has proven valuable in certain important ways. It has been a means to force nations to make decisions. And it has tended to create pressure for unified positions, rather than encourage divisiveness and obstructionism. Second, the absence of consensus does not (and should not) stop NATO members from acting militarily outside of NATO as their own interests may require. When NATO members so act, they can benefit from the Alliance by cooperating with allies whose military capabilities are available or usable because of the interoperability, combined training, combined doctrine and the like attributable to Alliance activities. The Role of France: Now, as to the recent problem of France’s regrettable conduct within NATO. French efforts to block steps to enhance Turkey’s security against possible chemical, biological or other attacks by Saddam Hussein reflected a deliberate decision to block initiatives important to the Alliance. It raised questions not only about NATO’s decision-making, but its ability to make good on its obligations to member states. Fortunately, the majority of current Allies value NATO for the links it provides between Europe and North America. NATO enlargement and EU enlargement promise to reinforce in those institutions the ranks of those seeking close partnership with the United States. On issues of transatlantic concern, divisions appear more frequently within Europe than across the Atlantic.

NATO consultation is a unique forum that overcomes other sources of disagreement and creates a presumption toward passage

Wallander ’03 [Celeste, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and the director of its Russia and Eurasia Program, http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract?fromPage=online&aid=164731]
When asked why its members were able to turn to NATO at that point, officials  answer that it is because NATO is a consensus-building institution that had developed norms and procedures for making and implementing decisions.72 This is true of  many international organizations: what made NATO’s assets for consultation and  decision making different? NATO’s political procedures and practices were un-  matched among security institutions in their design for intensive consultation, commitment to consensus, aversion to the appearance of disarray, and concrete capacity  for implementation. As important as the abstract commitments to consensus, officials  explain, were the day-to-day procedures and practices that made consensus possible:  bureaucratic tricks that made the alliance work. A good example is the ‘‘silence  procedure.’’ When the office of the secretary-general seeks to get agreement on a  decision, it drafts a memo to the permanent representatives of all the member countries. The memo takes the form ‘‘I propose decision X, and unless I hear no from you,  I will go ahead. ’’ Over the years, NATO’s norms have developed such that countries  do not want to ‘‘break silence, ’’ so these decisions tend to get passed.73  In other words, NATO could adapt to post–Cold War security in part because it is  mundane: it is an organization of hundreds of daily interactions and procedures.  NATO functions on a permanent basis and has bureaucracies with practices and  procedures staffed by civilians from many countries who work together.74 ‘‘NATO’s  institutions gave us a base for  crannies which are very helpful for getting cooperation going. . . . [It] is a process-  oriented organization: we do not want to spend time talking about structure, but just  do it.’’75 The alliance’s structures and practices, especially its elaborate committee  system, allow countries to focus on specimous, cumbersome forum for discussing big issues. Furthermore, NATO’s structure   ensures that progress becoming stalled in one area will not prevent progress in another. The patterns and methods of working that evolved during the Cold War have  been extended to new post–Cold War security problems.  NATO After the Cold War 725  
Consult NATO – NATO Says Yes – Bandwaggoning
Genuine consultation creates a bandwaggoning effect that solves the risk they’ll say no

Christian Science Monitor, 7-25-97 LN
But the fact that the United States appeared to have abandoned the process of NATO consultations in making its choice clear, and then said its decision was non-negotiable, troubled even our closest allies. It strengthened the hand of those in Europe who claim that the United States is acting like a "hegemonic" power, using its impressive position of strength to have its way with weaker European allies. One official of a pro-American northern European country that supports the package of three told me, "We liked the present but were troubled by the way it was wrapped." US officials say that they wanted to keep the issue within alliance consultations but that their position was being leaked to the press by other allies. They decided to put an end to "lobbying" for other outcomes. Their choice to go strong and to go public may be understandable and even defensible. However, the acknowledged leader of a coalition of democratic states probably needs to set the very best example in the consultative process if it wants other sovereign states to follow. Perhaps it is just hard being No. 1. US officials have noted that the United States is "damned if it does, and damned if it does not" provide strong leadership. Perhaps the style of the NATO decision simply reflects a Washington culture in which the bright and brash more often than not move ahead in the circles of power. But the style does not work well in an alliance of democracies. Whatever the explanation, US-European relations would have been better served by a US approach that allowed the outcome to emerge more naturally from the consultative, behind-the-scenes consensus-forming process. The final result would have been the same, and the appearance of a United States diktat to the allies would have been avoided.
Consult NATO – NATO Says Yes – No’s Abstain

Nations opposing the plan will abstain, not veto
John Hulsman, Ph.D., Research Fellow, Davis Institute, The Heritage Foundation, 2-16-2005 (FDCH)

While agreeing with American unilateralists that full, unqualified approval of specific missions may prove difficult to achieve diplomatically with NATO in the new era, I disagree with them about continuing to engage others at the broadest level. As Iraq illustrates, there are almost always some allies who will go along with any specific American policy initiative. In April 1999, the NATO governments ratified the CJTF mechanism that adds a needed dimension of flexibility to the alliance.(see footnote 10) Until recently, alliance members had only two decision-making options: either agree en masse to take on a mission or have one member or more block the consensus required for a mission to proceed. Through the CJTF mechanism, NATO member states do not have to actively participate in a specific mission if they do not feel their vital interests are involved, but their opting out of a mission would not stop other NATO members from participating in an intervention if they so desired. The new modus operandi is a two-way street. In fact, its first usage (de facto) involved European efforts to head off civil conflict in Macedonia. The United States, wisely enough, noted that Macedonia was, to put it mildly, not a primary national interest. However, for Italians, with the Adriatic as their Rio Grande, the explosion of Skopje would have had immediate and direct geostrategic consequences, both by destabilizing a nearby region and causing an inevitable flow of refugees. By allowing certain European states to use common NATO wherewithal—such as logistics, lift, and intelligence capabilities, most of which were American in origin—while refraining from putting U.S. boots on the ground in Macedonia, the Bush Administration followed a sensible middle course that averted a crisis emerging in the alliance. Beyond the sacrosanct Article V commitment, which holds that an attack on one alliance member is an assault on all members,(see footnote 11) the future of NATO consists of just these sorts of ''coalitions of the willing'' acting out of area. Such operations are likely to become the norm in an era of a politically fragmented Europe. The CJTF strategy is critical to the development of a modus operandi for engaging allies in the new era. Here my strategy confounds the impulses of both unilateralists and strict multilateralists. Disregarding unilateralist attitudes toward coalitions as not worth the bother, the U.S. should call for full NATO consultation on almost every major politico-military issue of the day. If full NATO support is not forthcoming, the Bush administration should doggedly pursue the diplomatic dance, rather than seeing such a rebuff as the end of the process, as many strict multilateralists would counsel.
Consult NATO – Genuine consultation key

Genuine consultation with NATO is key to its survival

Kissinger ‘02 (Henry A., national security adviser and later secretary of state under Presidents Nixon and Ford, advisor to Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon, 12-1- 2002 San Diego Union-Tribune, “NATO at the crossroads; NATO'S uncertain future in a troubled alliance,” http://www.icai-online.org/69477,46136.html)
Why NATO is still important As the alliance shifts its emphasis from the military to the political arena, from defending a geopolitical dividing line to what in NATO parlance used to be called "out of area" conflicts, both sides of the Atlantic need to define for themselves why NATO is still important.The United States must resist the siren song of basing foreign policy on hegemonic power. Many of the problems affecting world order are not susceptible to solution by military means. History shows that, sooner or later, every powerful country calls into being countervailing forces. And at that point -- and I would insist even now -- the United States will not be able to sort out every international problem alone without exhausting itself physically and psychologically.  We will need allies, and the countries that most share our values and history are the NATO countries. And however much conventional wisdom balks at the concept of a clash of civilizations, that is what Western societies face together from the radical crusading version of Islam.  The ultimate challenge for American foreign policy is to turn dominant power into a sense of shared responsibility; it is to conduct policy, as the Australian scholar Coral Bell has written, as if the international order were composed of many centers of power, even while we are aware of our strategic preeminence. It implies the need for a style of consultation less focused on selling immediate policy prescriptions than on achieving a common definition of threats and long-range purposes. By the same token, Europe must resist the temptation of "distinctiveness" for its own sake. Criticism of American culture and policy has been a staple of European opponents of NATO for 50 years. What is unusual now is that the governments in key countries are making no efforts to stem the tide and occasionally even stir it up.  The alliance needs a clearer declaration of what is intended by a "European" foreign policy and one less geared to pacifying domestic pressure groups. Europe must be allowed scope for disagreeing with its partner. But if distinctiveness is defined by disagreement for its own sake, Western civilization is on the road to destroying its substance as it did in the first half of the 20th century. Europe must take seriously that America's attempt to shape a world order reflects a sense of global responsibility and not the psychological orientation of particular leaders.  In this context, the debate between multilateralism and unilateralism assumes a different dimension. Abstract multilateralism is as incompatible with a new Atlantic relationship as abstract unilateralism. The former absorbs purpose in a quest for a general global consensus, the latter in overemphasis on a special national character.  But NATO, to be meaningful, needs to have a special character between these two extremes. It must be able to define common purposes more precise than the attainable international consensus and more embracing than the national interest of an individual partner, however powerful.  Is this possible? Or are we condemned to drift apart? We cannot know the answer today, but the future of our civilization requires that we make the effort to find it.
Consult NATO – Consultation spillover

Genuine consultation spills over to a new dialogue that sustains relations

Serfaty ‘05 [Simon, senior professor in international politics at Old Dominion, The Vital Partnership: Power and Order, America and Europe Beyond Iraq, pg. 14, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc.]
Thus faced with a crisis of international legitimacy coming on top of a crisis of structural legitimacy, the United States and the states of Europe ought to agree on a strategic dialogue that would transform an alliance based on shared goals, overlapping interests, compatible values, and close intimacy, as it was developed for the Cold War, into the community of action that first became necessary after the Cold War but has become urgent since September 11. That, too, will not be easy. For the United States especially, but also for some of its senior European partners, a Euro-Atlantic community of action presupposed a willingness to give NATO of right of first refusal because of natural predilection for NATO members as like-minded partners of choice. Yet, even assuming a broad strategic agreement on goals and interests, action that demands the use of military force cannot be managed by a committee of twenty-six NATO member states, including nineteen countries that also belong to another committee of twenty-five EU members, six of which are not NATO members. That is a challenge to common sense. After the decision to act has been made by all NATO members, its enforcement should bear some resemblance to the contributions made by each ally, reflective of its willingness but also respectful of this relevance and cognizant of its capabilities. As a second Bush administration gets under way, and after the historic enlargement of both NATO and the EU in the spring of 2004, new modalities in U.S.-EU-NATO relations are needed with the same urgency as was shown in 1949, when President Truman was starting a new presidential term after his surprising triumph over Governor Thomas Dewey. At the time, it took only a few months to sigh a North Atlantic Treaty that revolutionized the nation’s history, as well as the history of its relations with Europe. Not acting as urgently now would not only be a mistake, it would be irresponsible. 
Consult NATO - A2: France Says No

France is drawing closer to the US, ready to make a symbolic concession
The Weekend Australian, January 22, 2005, lexis
France and Germany, which fell out with Washington over Iraq, led the calls for a new and better relationship with the re-elected US President. "A new administration around President Bush is being put in place. We hope for stronger co-operation," French Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffarin said. French Foreign Minister Michel Barnier added it was "not just France that must make concessions". "A new relationship means that we respect each other. We are allies," he said. "The French want to move on, and so do the Americans.
France is eager to please the US – on a campaign to mend fences after Iraq
JANE'S DEFENCE WEEKLY, April 6, 2005, Wednesday, lexis
Country briefing looks at France, which seems to be on drive to mend fences with US over Iraq; higher defense spending fuels transition from largely static Army to lean rapid-reaction force; since 2002 average of EUR 14.6 billion per year has been allocated for equipment purchase; defense industry is on brink of new round of consolidation; to prepare for future lead-nation role, Army has begun putting together headquarters staff for high-readiness force capable of running multinational operation involving 40,000 to 50,0 00 troops; success in recruitment and retention lead to highly experienced officer corps; Air Force has begun flying Rafale fighter; construction of 17 multirole frigates was delayed and new carrier project is experiencing slight difficulties; Navy gears itself for land attack and support missions; photos, drawing (L)
Consult NATO - A2: Germany Says No

Germany wants better relations, would be deferential
Columbus Dispatch (Ohio), October 12, 2005 LN
Both parties agree on the need to unravel Germany's convoluted federal system and to try to spark its stagnant economy, but Merkel also made a point of underscoring her desire to improve ties with the United States, saying, "I am convinced that good trans-Atlantic relations are an important task and that they are in Germany's interests."
Merkel made campaign commitments to better US ties
Financial Times (London, England), July 28, 2005 Thursday LN
Angela Merkel, leader of Germany's opposition Christian Democratic Union, yesterday signalled her intention to strengthen ties with the US if - as predicted - she becomes chancellor after an election in September. In a move aimed at reinforcing her international profile, Ms Merkel's personal envoy Wolfgang Schauble, the CDU's top foreign policy expert, was due yesterday to hold meetings in Washington with Condoleezza Rice, secretary of state, and other senior US officials. The CDU's election manifesto says a "new start" to US-German relations would be a cornerstone of a Merkel-led administration, following the strain over Germany's opposition to the Iraq war.

Consult NATO - A2: Belgium Says No

Belgium wants to mend ties with the US

The Independent (London), February 19, 2005, lexis
Mr Bush arrives tomorrow night in Belgium for two days of talks with EU and Nato heads of government and the European Commission. His visit is seen by both sides as a vital opportunity to mend trans-Atlantic relations, which touched a nadir over the 2003 US-led invasion of Iraq.

Relations are stable with Belgium and the US now, Belgium wants to keep it that way
States News Service, December 8, 2004 Wednesday

FOREIGN MINISTER deGUCHT: Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. Secretary of State Powell and myself had a very interesting discussion on a number of matters in international politics, about the outcome in Ukraine, for example, and what it means for stability in Europe, about NATO, also about Iraq, and more specifically about Congo. And, I can say I think, Mr. Secretary, for all of these topics we came to the same conclusion. We had the same analysis.
So this discussion certainly showed us the relation between the United States and Belgium is again very well, and we are very pleased that this is the case, especially at the moment that Secretary Powell is leaving us, unfortunately, probably for better things in life. He has gone, and his country has gone, through a very difficult period and we can expect, unfortunately, that the four years to come will not be easier. So, we are wishing all the success also to his successor.

Consult NATO - A2: Bulgaria Says No

Bulgaria will put relations first
BBC Monitoring Europe – Political, September 28, 2005, lexis
Sliven, eastern Bulgaria, 27 September: The US military bases issue is important for the country. It concerns the relations between Bulgaria and the United States and we do our best to solve it as soon as possible, Defence Minister Veselin Bliznakov told journalists on Tuesday [27 September] in Sliven (eastern Bulgaria).

Consult NATO - A2: Canada Says No

Canada can’t afford to sour relations with the US, they’ll say yes
The Toronto Star, January 29, 2005 LN
"The issue has two dimensions: will it make Canadians safer, or Americans happier?" he said. "For some people it's a matter of going along because our relationship with the U.S. requires it. But we must ask if it makes sense overall. Does it make Canadians safer? If we do things only to make Americans think better of us, it might not even work in the long run, when governments and policies change."
Running afoul of the world's sole superpower - or being ignored by it - appears to some analysts a major drawback for Canada's world influence.
US appeasement is a huge lobby in Canada, they’ll say yes 

The Toronto Star, January 29, 2005 LN
That uncertainty has not ruled out an emotional debate on Canada's international priorities: "There are those who argue that Canada's international relations should play second string to preserving the health of the economy and our trade and investment relations with the United States," says the 2004 review.

Consult NATO - A2: Czech Republic Says No

Czech Republic  makes relations a priority, will say yes
Czech News Agency, November 3, 2004 LN
"The United States is an important partner for the Czech Republic; a great economic partner and no matter what president is elected, we have to get along with him," Zantovsky said by phone from Jerusalem.

Consult NATO - A2: Denmark/Sweden/Finland Says No 

Denmark, Sweden, and Finland all want to stabilize relations with the US, would let small differences go
AFX.COM, November 3, 2004, lexis
The prime ministers of Norway, Denmark, Sweden and Finland have said they hope for better relations between the US and Europe in the next four years if George Bush is re-elected president.

The US gets consensus from Denmark 

States News Service, May 20, 2005 Friday, lexis
On his fourth visit to the United States as prime minister, Rasmussen praised U.S.-Danish relation. The United States and Denmark are close friends and allies. We share the same fundamental values. We are allied in our efforts to promote freedom and democracy worldwide, he said.

Consult NATO - A2: Estonia Says No

Estonia wants better relations with the US

Baltic News Service, November 4, 2004, lexis
In his letter Prime Minister Parts expressed the hope that relations between Estonia and the United States would strengthen even further during Bush's second term of office, a spokesman for the government told BNS.
US and Estonia ties run deep – US will have a friend in Estonia

Baltic News Service, May 7, 2005, lexis
Estonian President Arnold Ruutel reconfirmed in Riga that Estonia had good relations with the United States and was interested in the development of democracy in Russia."Today's meeting is another confirmation of the strength of our deep and friendly alliance," Ruutel said about Estonian-U.S. relations at the international press conference after meeting with U.S. President George W. Bush and his Latvian and Lithuanian colleagues Vaira Vike-Freiberga and Valdas Adamkus.

Consult NATO - A2: Greece Says No

Greece is pursuing a policy of strategic cooperation with the US – that means agreeing with the US in multilateral forums 

Athens News Agency, June 2, 2005, lexis
Asked repeatedly on the term "strategic cooperation", used in relations with the United States, the foreign minister said Greece is a European country which is utilizing its participation in international organizations and it is not only developing cooperation with the U.S. but with Russia as well.
Greece wants to acquiesce to US policy.
The Washington Times, April 5, 2005, lexis
Official Greek sources said the government of Prime Minister Costas Karamanlis is prepared to adapt itself "as far as possible" to U.S. foreign policy objectives in the Balkans and in the Middle East.

Consult NATO - A2: Hungary Says No

Hungary wants to be predictable partner of US in NATO
Hungarian News Agency (MTI), November 3, 2004 LN
Hungary intends to remain a predictable partner of the United States, both in bilateral relations and in the handling of global challenges within NATO, Foreign Minister Ferenc Somogyi said on Wednesday.
Hungary wants better relations with the US – feels Hungarian actions will be key. 

Hungarian News Agency (MTI), November 3, 2004 LN
Hungary wants to contribute to improving relations between the United States and the European Union by helping to ease differences over Iraq and restoring regular cooperation, the minister said.

Consult NATO - A2: Italy Says No

Italy wants to reach out- they won’t take a stand
BBC Monitoring International Reports, February 4, 2005, lexis
On his first trip to London in his capacity as foreign minister, Fini also made it clear that Italy wants to play an important mediator role with the United Kingdom in relations between the EU and the United States: "We are very possibly the two countries that can work together best," he said, "to ensure that the relationship between the EU and the United States is based on the utmost mutual comprehension." The solid bridge built by Blair across the Atlantic is thus being improved by the addition of an Italian section, "hopefully with a return lane," Fini added with a hint of irony, possibly voicing the hope of seeing greater amenability on the United States' part.
Disputes with Italy don’t change support for US policy
Turkish Daily News, May 6, 2005, lexis
Relations between Italy and the United States have come under strain following the March 4 killing of Nicola Calipari at a U.S. checkpoint, with Washington and Rome blaming each other. In a somber address to parliament, Berlusconi looked to strike a delicate balance between defending national dignity and reassuring his ally that relations would remain strong "The friendship between Italy and the United States has overcome more difficult problems than this," said Berlusconi, who is one of U.S. President George W. Bush's closest allies "We have no intention of establishing any link between the events surrounding the death of our agent and the role of our country in Iraq," he added, shrugging off calls from some parties for Italian troops to be pulled from Iraq in protest.

Consult NATO - A2: Latvia/Lithuania Says No

Lithuania knows relations with the US are most valuable
States News Service, April 21, 2005 Thursday, lexis
Rice added that they also discussed the meeting she completed in Moscow with Russian President Vladimir Putin. Rice said she stressed to Adamkus America' s desire that Lithuania would have good relations with Russia, and that the United States would have good relations with Lithuania and that we would each have good relations with each other.

Lithuania wants good relations with the US

Baltic News Service, July 7, 2005, lexis
In the Lithuanian president's opinion, Lithuania's membership in the European Union and NATO has brought a qualitative change in the country's involvement in regional and global politics. At a meeting with foreign ambassadors accredited to Lithuania Thursday morning, President Valdas Adamkus reminded that "last autumn, Lithuania was the first to ratify the Constitution for Europe, last winter, we were active participants in the mediation mission to resolve political crisis in Ukraine, last spring, at the Baltic-US Presidential Summit, we discussed the issues of eastward advancement of democracy and strengthening of transatlantic relations, this summer, for the first time in the history of independent Lithuania, the Lithuanian soldiers began the Lithuanian-led reconstruction mission in the province of Ghor in Afghanistan."


Consult NATO - A2: Luxemburg Says No

Luxemburg puts relations with the US first
European Report, January 15, 2005, lexis
Speaking in the EP's debate on transatlantic relations, Nicolas Schmit, Luxembourg's Minister Delegate of Foreign Affairs and Immigration, referred to the "unique and irreplaceable nature" of transatlantic relations, saying that by acting together the EU and US could represent a formidable force in the service of their common values, such as freedom, democracy and human rights. Overall, relations were "very positive", but had to adapt to new circumstances.

Consult NATO - A2: Turkey Says No

Turkey wants better relations with the US

The Washington Times, June 8, 2005 Wednesday, lexis
Turkey's prime minister, who meets President Bush at the White House today, still is reeling from French and Dutch referendums that were seen as a slap at his country and he hopes to relieve strains with the United States caused by the war in Iraq.

Consult NATO - A2: Netherlands Say No

The Netherlands want continued cooperation with the US

BBC Monitoring Europe – Political, November 3, 2004, Wednesday, lexis
Text of report by Radio Netherlands web site on 3 November
Prime Minister Jan Peter Balkenende has congratulated US President George W. Bush on his election victory. He did this in a personal letter, in his capacity as president of the European Union. Balkenende writes that he looks forward to a "continuation of the fruitful cooperation".

The Netherlands is one of three countries holding the line on the EU arms embargo – they don’t like China and value relations with the US

The Washington Times, December 9, 2004 Thursday, lexis
The United Kingdom, Denmark, the Netherlands and others are still upholding the embargo, and it seems that even many Germans want it to remain, since Mr. Schroeder is opposing his own Bundestag. Clearly, much of European opinion still dislikes the idea of arms for China. It's not hard to fathom why. China simply hasn't improved its human-rights record enough - nor has it improved its hostile posture on Taiwan in the slightest. No reasonable person can think the arms wouldn't be used at best to intimidate the United States and its allies or at worst to kill U.S. soldiers and those of U.S. allies if a war over Taiwan were to occur. The acrimony over the Iraq war highlighted rifts and differences in opinion across the Atlantic, but that's all they were: differences. Most Europeans are nowhere near wanting to give China greatly increased war-fighting abilities.
Consult NATO - A2: Norway Says No 

Norway wants US multilateralism really bad- they’d agree to the CP
Deutsche Presse-Agentur, November 3, 2004, Wednesday, lexis
With projections indicating that U.S. President George W. Bush would remain in office after the U.S. elections, Nordic leaders said Wednesday they hoped Bush would show greater interest in multilateral cooperation in his second term. The prime ministers of Denmark, Norway and Sweden were cautious, noting that Democratic vice presidential candidate John Edwards had not conceded the elections. "We need a United States that is closer involved with its allies and partners," Danish premier Anders Fogh Rasmussen said. Fogh Rasmussen said that he expected the U.S. and Bush, if he is re-elected, to cooperate more with the United Nations, and work harder to find solutions to the Middle East conflict. "It is clear that the United States is a divided society and I believe Bush will take initiatives to mend the wounds," the Danish prime minister said. "Tensions have developed between the United States and Europe under Bush. I hope that he will try to bridge the gap and push for more cooperation in international organisations," Norwegian prime minister Kjell Magne Bondevik told NTB news agency in Oslo. Bondevik said that although this would signify a different approach from Bush, it was a possibility since Bush did not have to focus on being re-elected. Swedish Prime Minister Goran Persson, who said he and his government had had excellent ties with the Bush administration, said he did not anticipate a change in transatlantic relations, if Bush was returned to office. "I believe he will continue the policies he has supported and believes in," Persson said, adding Iraq would likely remain a sticking point. 
Consult NATO - A2: Poland Says No

Poland wants to cooperate with the US

Deutsche Presse-Agentur, January 20, 2005, lexis
Having squabbled publicly over Iraq, Iran and a range of other issues over the last four years, European Union policy makers are looking for a fresh start in frayed transatlantic relations during U.S. President George W. Bushs second term. Calls for stronger transatlantic cooperation are not only emanating from Americas traditional allies - Britain, Netherlands, Poland and the Nordic states - but also from Germany and France, which had strongly opposed the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq. The new mood is also very much on display in Brussels where E.U. policy makers have put repairing relations with the U.S. on the top of their foreign policy and trade agenda. However, reviving transatlantic relations will be a long-haul effort following the acrimony provoked by differences over the Iraq war, E.U. diplomats admit. Many are heartened by the U.S. Presidents decision to visit E.U. and NATO headquarters in Brussels on Feb. 22. Diplomats in Brussels say the trip - Bush's first foreign visit after his inauguration - signals Washington's readiness to mend fences with Europe, replacing years of tension with sweet talk of common transatlantic values and shared global concerns. The U.S. President and his top officials are already illustrating "a more positive articulation about the E.U.," a senior E.U. diplomat told Deutsche Presse-Agentur, dpa. There were references to the E.U. per se rather than just to Europe, the diplomat said, adding that Bush would also be the first U.S. president to come to the E.U. Council headquarters. The pledge by incoming U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice in her Senate hearings to use diplomacy in international relations has also heartened many in Brussels who had grown weary of Washingtons focus on unilateral action. The E.U. is also under new leadership. The new head of the European Commission, Jose Manuel Barroso, is a former Portuguese prime minister who backed the Iraq war and has made no secret of his commitment to forging stronger ties with Washington. His trade chief Peter Mandelson has also put improved contacts with America at the top of his priorities. Eager to avoid what Mandelson termed "a gladiatorial clash" over government subsidies to Boeing and Airbus, he and outgoing U.S. trade representative Robert Zoellick recently agreed to stop squabbling and start negotiating an end to state handouts to civil aircraft makers. A "disastrous confrontation" between the two economic giants over Boeing and Airbus would have cast a cloud over President Bushs visit to Europe, making vows of turning over a new leaf in E.U.-U.S. ties sound extremely hollow, Mandelson told reporters. The mood-switch in Brussels is reflected in other E.U. capitals. Instead of lecturing the U.S. on the merits of multilateralism and the advantages of "soft" European diplomacy compared to Washington's use of military power, E.U. leaders have been going out of their way to underline the importance of transatlantic relations. "I think 2005 should mark a new start in our relations, between the United States and France and between the United States and Europe," French Foreign Minister Michel Barnier said recently. Relations should be based on "listening to each other, having a more regular dialogue and mutual respect," Barnier said. German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder is also hoping his talks with Bush on February 23 in Germany will inject much-needed harmony into relations between Washington and Berlin. Repairing damages to the Atlantic alliance will not be achieved overnight, however. Diplomats in Brussels say a healing of wounds requires that the two sides put in place preventive mechanisms needed to allow a discussion of issues in time to avoid full-blown disagreements such as current differences over E.U. plans to lift the arms embargo on China. Crucially, disagreement over how to tackle Irans nuclear ambitions also continue to be a source of transatlantic friction. But neither side wants to cloud the Feb 22 visit with such feuds. Instead, with the Americans clearly in conciliatory mode and ready to reach out to Europe, "we must be ready to respond," says a senior E.U. diplomat, speaking on condition of anonymity. The E.U. will be looking for "more U.S. involvement in the Middle East peace process," the diplomat said. Europeans, however, will also have to reassess their so far limited role in Iraq. "The U.S. is interested that we do more on Iraq. We have to look at this, in particularly in the aftermath of the Iraqi elections," the diplomat added. dpa si emc
Consult NATO - A2: Romania says No

Romania wants to build US confidence – they’ll say yes
BBC Monitoring International Reports, March 11, 2005 LN
Text of report by Romanian radio on 11 March
(Announcer) President Traian Basescu has commented that his talks with US officials strengthened the political and military relations between the United States and Romania, and that the level of confidence between the two administrations has increased substantially. Today the Romanian head of state returned home after a two-day official visit to Washington. Here is Traian Basescu: (Basescu) It was a short but extremely productive visit from the political point of view. As far as I am concerned, my objectives have been achieved. On the other hand, I consider that from the point of view of the US administration, the political objectives, as well as those related to the long-term prospects of Romanian-US relations have also been achieved. I consider that reiterating the problems of the Black Sea area and especially that of Moldova and the Dniester region is an extremely important thing in Romanian-US relations. In my assessment, the visit strengthened the level of political and military relations between the United States and Romania. Moreover, one of the objectives of my visit was to raise the level of confidence between the two administrations, considering that, as a result of the (November 2004) elections a change has taken place in the Bucharest administration.
Consult NATO - A2: Slovakia Says No

Slovakia is eager to please the US

Facts on File World News Digest, February 24, 2005, lexis
U.S. President Bush February 20-24 visited Europe, delivering speeches and holding meetings in Belgium, Germany and Slovakia as part of an effort to seek a rapprochement in transatlantic relations, which had been frayed by differences over the 2003 U.S.-led invasion of Iraq. It was Bush's first overseas journey of his second term in office. [See 2005 U.S. Secretary of State Rice Tours Europe; Calls for Transatlantic Reconciliation]
Consult NATO - A2: Slovenia says No

Slovenia wants to cooperate in all areas of foreign policy with the US
BBC Monitoring International Reports, March 29, 2005, lexis
Text of report by Slovene radio on 29 March
(Presenter) As part of an eight-day tour of 14 European countries, the US secretary of state's deputy, Robert Zoellick, arrived for a visit to Slovenia today. He is scheduled to meet Prime Minister Janez Jansa and Foreign Minister Dimitrij Rupel. The talks are expected to focus on trans-Atlantic relations, Slovenia's OSCE chairmanship, bilateral cooperation in all areas, and in particular on ways of strengthening business ties in the field of trade of goods and services, as well as direct foreign investments.

Consult NATO - A2: Spain Says No

Spain will put relations first
Deutsche Presse-Agentur, November 12, 2004, Friday, lexis
Spain is attempting to repair its relations with the United States amid signs that its defiant attitude towards the superpower is beginning to cost it dear. After Spanish hopes that John Kerry would replace George W. Bush as U.S. president were smashed, Prime Minister Jose Luis Rodriguez Zapatero's government wants to swap its alleged idealism for a more pragmatic approach. Foreign Minister Miguel Angel Moratinos said Bush's invitation to King Juan Carlos and Queen Sofia to visit his Texas ranch after a Latin American tour on November 24 was "very positive", while Zapatero held "cordial" talks with outgoing U.S. ambassador George Argyros. 
Consult NATO - A2: Britain Says No

Relations are solid with UK, they’ll side with the US

Agence France Presse – English, January 21, 2005 Friday 8:32 PM GMT LN
"I think our relationship with the British has far transcended any particular issue, given the number of areas, the myriad of areas where we cooperate," State Department spokesman Richard Boucher told reporters.
Consult NATO – Relations Good- General

US-NATO relations are critical to preserve global stability

Ron Asmus, executive director of the German Marshall Fund's Transatlantic Center in Brussels, Financial Times (London, England), February 7, 2007 
When western security experts gather this weekend in Munich to discuss the future of Nato at their annual security conference, they will be considering an Atlantic alliance that faces two rather stark choices: re-reinvent itself to handle the threats of a new century, or watch itself drift slowly into strategic marginalisation. I say "re-reinvent" because Nato once before reinvented itself, in the 1990s. Back then, the question was what to do in the wake of the cold war. After fierce debate, Nato members opted to enlarge the alliance to encompass central and eastern Europe, intervene in the Balkans and establish a new if bumpy relationship with Russia. With the benefit of hindsight, this strategic leap looks almost self-evident. At the time, however it was anything but that, and involved more than one near-death political moment as members brawled over the issues before them. We now look back at the 1990s as the lull before the storm - the inter-war period between the cold war and the onset of a new war against radical Islam and terrorism. But as these new threats have appeared, Nato has failed to keep pace. The alliance must be re-reinvented because the US and Europe face a set of real and growing threats in an "arc of crisis" stretching from northern Africa through the wider Middle East to Afghanistan and into central Asia. Instability across this region arguably poses the greatest threat to global stability since the early 1960s and the Cuban missile crisis. Nato alone cannot solve these problems. There must be a broader strategy that integrates civilian and military means. Yet, that strategy must also include the ability to act militarily to help bring stability to these troubled regions. Plain and simple, Nato must become a more global alliance that takes it to places beyond the European heartland and on missions beyond the imaginations of the founding fathers if it hopes to remain a relevant alliance that addresses the main challenges of our era. Nato's biggest test is taking place right now in Afghanistan. It is the first, but certainly not the last, time Nato members will fight an unconventional war beyond Europe with global partners that require a co-ordinated civilian and military effort with the European Union and United Nations. But the war there is not going well. Afghanistan will be with us far longer than Iraq and a defeat there would be catastrophic. The sheer difficulty of generating political will within the alliance to produce the necessary resources underscores the fact that Nato allies have not yet grasped the new threats faced or the stakes involved. When it comes to the other hotspots in this arc of crisis, Nato is largely missing in action. Yet there are clearly issues where a reinvented Nato could help make a difference. One is Iraq. While we should do everything possible to maintain Iraq's unity, it is clear the country could fragment. This will directly affect Nato members, above all Turkey. The best way to reduce that risk would be for Nato to be prepared to deploy troops to northern Iraq to help contain the spillover of an Iraqi civil war. Nato took a pass when it came to deploying troops in southern Lebanon. Yet one can envisage scenarios where more muscular reinforcements are needed and if such a situation emerges, Nato should be ready. The alliance should also expand its political dialogue in the Middle East. Even as the west seeks to curb Iran's nuclear aspirations, Nato should deepen its relations with the Persian Gulf states and Israel. If the shock of Balkan -ethnic cleansing lent impetus to the reinvention of Nato a decade ago, today's horror in Darfur should do the same. A centrepiece of the alliance's reinvention in the 1990s was enlargement. Nato's door must remain open for countries in the Balkans as well as candidates such as Georgia and Ukraine across the wider Black Sea region. This is especially true if, as seems likely, the EU's doors are closing. Such a policy could help stabilise the southern flank of the Euroatlantic community and counter spillover effects from an unstable Middle East. It is time to stop pretending that all is fine in Brussels. An open debate is needed about fixing the alliance and making the strategic leap to a new era. Nato must be re-reinvented to confront the gathering dangers we face. How to do this is the question that should be central to the discussions in Munich this weekend. At stake is nothing less than the west's ability to meet fully the strategic challenges of our time.

Consult NATO – Consult Solves Hegemony

A. Consultation with NATO is key to avoid European balancing US hegemony
Michael O'Hanlon. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 57.1 (Jan 2001)
The alliance also helps give U.S. defense policy international legitimacy. Washington can often act with the acquiescence and cooperation of 18 other democratic countries in operations such as the 1999 war against Serbia. Criticisms of a supposedly hegemonic United States would multiply if Washington did not consult with, and often act with, most of the world's other industrialized democracies. NATO may or may not be absolutely essential, but it is a wise investment and sound policy tool to retain in the post-Cold War era.

B. THE DECLINE OF U.S. HEGEMONY WOULD CREATE A DEVASTATING POWER VACUUM, ENSURING ANARCHY, TERRORISM, GLOBAL ECONOMIC COLLAPSE, AND MULTIPLE SCENARIOS FOR NUCLEAR WAR
Ferguson, Prof. History NYU, 2004 (Niall, FOREIGN POLICY, July/August, p. )
The defining characteristic of our age is not a shift of power upward to supranational institutions, but downward. With the end of states' monopoly on the means of violence and the collapse of their control over channels of communication, humanity has entered an era characterized as much by disintegration as integration. If free flows of information and of means of production empower multinational corporations and nongovernmental organizations (as well as evangelistic religious cults of all denominations), the free flow of destructive technology empowers both criminal organizations and terrorist cells. These groups can operate, it seems, wherever they choose, from Hamburg to Gaza. By contrast, the writ of the international community is not global at all. It is, in fact, increasingly confined to a few strategic cities such as Kabul and Pristina. In short, it is the nonstate actors who truly wield global power—including both the monks and the Vikings of our time. So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous—roughly 20 times more—so friction between the world's disparate “tribes” is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization—the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital—has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization—which a new Dark Age would produce—would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony—its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.

Consult NATO – Ext. Consult Solves Hegemony

Consultation is key to solve backlash against US power 
Rosen, Prof of National Security and Military Affairs @ Harvard, 2003 National Interest. LN

It is a naive and perhaps uniquely American notion that those states inferior in power to the United States ought not resent their own subordinate status; that, if it is nice enough, Washington can build a "benign" imperium in which all love it. This does not mean that the United States should dispense with tact. Ritual plays a role in ameliorating tensions in a social hierarchy by creating and confirming expectations of how members of the hierarchy are treated, but rituals do not fundamentally change reality or the attitudes of those subordinate in power. Acting in a humble manner is a ritual worth much respect, so the United States does well to consult the United Nations and NATO councils before it acts. But such rituals will only reduce, not eliminate, the resentment toward the United States that springs from the fact that it can do what it must in any case. And what it must do, if it is to wield imperial power, is create and enforce the rules of a hierarchical interstate order.
Consult NATO- NATO Good- General

Unified NATO key to deal with political violence and prevent nuclear war
Brzezinski ‘09 [Zbigniew Brzezinski, former U.S. National Security Adviser, Sept/Oct 2009, “An Agenda for NATO,” Foreign Affairs, 88.5, Ebsco]

NATO's potential is not primarily military. Although NATO is a collective-security alliance, its actual military power comes predominantly from the United States, and that reality is not likely to change anytime soon. NATO's real power derives from the fact that it combines the United States' military capabilities and economic power with Europe's collective political and economic weight (and occasionally some limited European military forces). Together, that combination makes NATO globally significant. It must therefore remain sensitive to the importance of safeguarding the geopolitical bond between the United States and Europe as it addresses new tasks. The basic challenge that NATO now confronts is that there are historically unprecedented risks to global security. Today's world is threatened neither by the militant fanaticism of a territorially rapacious nationalist state nor by the coercive aspiration of a globally pretentious ideology embraced by an expansive imperial power. The paradox of our time is that the world, increasingly connected and economically interdependent for the first time in its entire history, is experiencing intensifying popular unrest made all the more menacing by the growing accessibility of weapons of mass destruction -- not just to states but also, potentially, to extremist religious and political movements. Yet there is no effective global security mechanism for coping with the growing threat of violent political chaos stemming from humanity's recent political awakening. The three great political contests of the twentieth century (the two world wars and the Cold War) accelerated the political awakening of mankind, which was initially unleashed in Europe by the French Revolution. Within a century of that revolution, spontaneous populist political activism had spread from Europe to East Asia. On their return home after World Wars I and II, the South Asians and the North Africans who had been conscripted by the British and French imperial armies propagated a new awareness of anticolonial nationalist and religious political identity among hitherto passive and pliant populations. The spread of literacy during the twentieth century and the wide-ranging impact of radio, television, and the Internet accelerated and intensified this mass global political awakening. In its early stages, such new political awareness tends to be expressed as a fanatical embrace of the most extreme ethnic or fundamentalist religious passions, with beliefs and resentments universalized in Manichaean categories. Unfortunately, in significant parts of the developing world, bitter memories of European colonialism and of more recent U.S. intrusion have given such newly aroused passions a distinctively anti-Western cast. Today, the most acute example of this phenomenon is found in an area that stretches from Egypt to India. This area, inhabited by more than 500 million politically and religiously aroused peoples, is where NATO is becoming more deeply embroiled. Additionally complicating is the fact that the dramatic rise of China and India and the quick recovery of Japan within the last 50 years have signaled that the global center of political and economic gravity is shifting away from the North Atlantic toward Asia and the Pacific. And of the currently leading global powers -- the United States, the EU, China, Japan, Russia, and India -- at least two, or perhaps even three, are revisionist in their orientation. Whether they are "rising peacefully" (a self-confident China), truculently (an imperially nostalgic Russia) or boastfully (an assertive India, despite its internal multiethnic and religious vulnerabilities), they all desire a change in the global pecking order. The future conduct of and relationship among these three still relatively cautious revisionist powers will further intensify the strategic uncertainty. Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons -- and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally. 
Strong relations with NATO solves nuclear war
DUFFIELD, assistant professor of government @ University of Virginia, 1994
(http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?index=0&did=1778229&SrchMode=1&sid=1&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1122844474&clientId=3552, John, “NATO's functions after the Cold War”)

Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain relevant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mechanism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable.  In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe--as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies--remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.(11)
Consult NATO – NATO Key to Solve Terrorism

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

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

The threat to NATO today does not come from great powers, but from weak ones. Terrorism finds sanctuary in failed or failing states, in unresolved regional conflicts, and in the misery of endemic poverty and despair. No single state, including the United States, even with its vast military and economic power, can meet these challenges alone. The struggle in which we are now engaged is a global struggle that does not readily conform to our understanding of military confrontations or alliances of previous eras. It is not a traditional contest of standing armies battling over territory. Progress must be made in these countries with human rights, good governance, and economic reform, beyond military force, before we can expect lasting security and stability. Military power will continue to play a vital role; however, the future success of NATO will be determined by its members' ability to deepen and expand their cooperation in the intelligence, law enforcement, economic, diplomatic, and humanitarian fields. Adapting to this new strategic environment will not come easily or cheaply and will require a new NATO strategic doctrine. As the Alliance adjusts to both an expanded membership and a new global strategic environment, NATO must address the gaps in military expenditures and capabilities of its members. The tough decisions cannot continue to be deferred. It is essential that NATO members not allow themselves to drift into adversarial relationships over disagreements. The challenges and differences that will always exist among members must be resolved inside - not outside — of NATO. NATO can only be undermined by its own internal distractions. President Bush has offered a plan for the Greater Middle East that is potentially historic in scope, and conveys the strategic importance of this region for American foreign policy. America's support for freedom in the Greater Middle East must be matched with operational programs of partnership with the peoples and governments of the region to promote more democratic politics and more open economies. NATO is critical to this success. Let me suggest five specific areas where NATO can play a larger role in bringing security and stability to the Greater Middle East: Turkey, Afghanistan, Iraq, the Mediterranean, and the Israeli-Palestinian problem. Tom Friedman, the Pulitzer Prize winning columnist for the New York Times, has described this era in world politics as a "hinge of history." And Turkey hangs on that hinge. Our course of action with Arab and Islamic societies must emphasize building bridges rather than digging ditches — and the NATO Alliance can provide that mechanism. As Europe and NATO have reached out to a united Germany and the states of the former Warsaw Pact, we must now ensure that we apply the same inclusive approach to Turkey. Turkey has been a vital member of NATO. Its government has been a strong and honest force for the people of Turkey. It deserves credit and recognition for this effort. Turkey is also a cultural and geographic bridge to the Arab and Islamic world. By drawing Turkey closer, the Atlantic Alliance will have a better chance of encouraging continued political and economic reforms and improving the prospects for resolution of disputes involving that country. If we were to push Turkey away, we would jeopardize our interests in bringing peace and stability to the entire region. In Afghanistan, the Loya Jirga recently completed drafting a new constitution that sets a course for elections later this year and holds the promise of a democratic transition and the rule of law. The government of President Hamid Karzai and the people of Afghanistan have come a long way in the past two years. But the job in Afghanistan is far from complete. Reconstituted Taliban and al-Qaeda forces continue to threaten the fragile progress that has been made there.
The impact is extinction. 
Yonah Alexander, Inter-University for Terrorism Studies Director and Professor, WASHINGTON TIMES, August 28, 2003, p. A20. 

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna]. Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.
Consult NATO – Ext. NATO Solves Terrorism 

NATO’s contributions are unique – the global alliance makes unique contributions to the global war on terror. 
Daalder, Ivo, and Goldgeier, James, Foreign Affairs; Sep/Oct2006, Vol. 85 Issue 5, p105-113, 9p, 1bw
WITH LITTLE FANFARE--and even less notice--the North Atlantic Treaty Organization has gone global. Created to protect postwar Western Europe from the Soviet Union, the alliance is now seeking to bring stability to other parts of the world. In the process, it is extending both its geographic reach and the range of its operations. In recent years, it has played peacekeeper in Afghanistan, trained security forces in Iraq, and given logistical support to the African Union's mission in Darfur. It assisted the tsunami relief effort in Indonesia and ferried supplies to victims of Hurricane Katrina in the United States and to those of a massive earthquake in Pakistan.

NATO's expanded ambit is a result of the new global politics that emerged after the Cold War. Today, terrorists born in Riyadh and trained in Kandahar hatch deadly plots in Hamburg to fly airplanes into buildings in New York. Such interconnection means that developments in one place affect the security, prosperity, and well-being of citizens everywhere. NATO has recognized that the best (and at times the only) defense against such remote dangers is to tackle them at their source. Such forward defense often requires a global military reach: helicopters to deliver supplies to disaster zones and evacuate the injured; command, control, and reconnaissance capabilities to sustain peacekeeping missions; and experienced military officers to train local security forces. As the world's premier multinational military organization, comprising many prosperous nations with a vested interest in maintaining global stability, NATO is uniquely suited to meeting such demands.
NATO is key to prevent the Balkans from becoming a new Afghanistan and exporting terrorism globally. 

Rebecca Johnson, and Micah Zenko, Parameters,  Winter, 2002 http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBR/is_4_32/ai_95447360/pg_2 
Lord Robertson has called Afghanistan a "black hole" that lacks any sustainable state structure, and has argued, "That is why NATO is engaged in South-East Europe--to prevent such black holes from emerging on our doorstep." (45) He is right, and in order to avoid having the Balkans serve as the same sort of fertile breeding ground for extremism that is present in Afghanistan, a coordinated approach must be developed to respond effectively to these concerns.

This approach exists in the Balkans. NATO troops operate alongside representatives of the UN, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the European Union (EU), as well as aide workers from numerous international relief agencies. In Bosnia and Kosovo, NATO takes responsibility for security, policing, and border monitoring. (46) The UN runs civil administration; the OSCE is in charge of democratization and institution-building; and the EU takes the lead in reconstruction and economic development. One can see how these missions overlap--civil administration and effective institution-building rely on security, and economic development relies on effective policing. For all the criticism levied against civil reconstruction campaigns in Bosnia and Kosovo, the parties are closer to a peaceful, stable existence than at any time in the past decade. NATO security forces are conducting an effective campaign to combat criminal and extremist networks in the region.
NATO solves terrorism – also key to non military elements of the war on terror. 

The Washington Post, February 1, 2002 LN
As U.S. leaders have repeatedly stressed, the war against terror cannot be won by bombs and bullets alone. Much of the action will take place out of sight, as information is gathered and exchanged. In many countries law enforcement agencies will be far more relevant than military forces. And these factors underscore the need for the strongest possible political and diplomatic cooperation. We vitally need NATO's "consensus engine" if we are to align domestic policies, share information closely and coordinate information collection, dissemination and enforcement actions across numerous nations.
Consult NATO - Ext. NATO Solves Terrorism

 NATO is critical to the global war on terror – key to access the global special forces pool and other integral aspects of the war on terror. 

Rebecca Johnson, and Micah Zenko, Parameters,  Winter, 2002 http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBR/is_4_32/ai_95447360/pg_2 
This is not to say that the European NATO members have had no military role in the first stages of the campaign against global terrorism. The most significant contribution has come from the NATO ally with the greatest capacity to provide the United States support for its operations in Afghanistan--the United Kingdom. Reflecting their long-standing special relationship with the United States, the British have been the most vocal American ally in the aftermath of the attacks, with Prime Minister Tony Blair at times appearing out in front of Washington in his condemnation and demands of the Taliban and the al Qaeda terror network. Militarily, the British provided three nuclear-powered submarines armed with precision-guided munitions, tactical fighter aircraft, 600 Royal Marine Commandos, and permission to use its strategically important air base on Diego Garcia. All told the British have contributed more than 6,000 military personnel to the South Asian theater of operations during the military campaign, with 1,7 00 infantry troops committed to Operation Jacana in the mountainous regions along the Afghan-Pakistani border. (21) The British also led the initial International Security Assistance Force that provided stability during the transition period for the interim government in Kabul. The importance of this contribution should not be overlooked. According to Anthony Cordesman, senior scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, "The US and British experience in Afghanistan may indicate that the US and NATO have overstressed the high technology and high investment aspects of coalition warfare and interoperability, and paid too little attentionto the value of being able to draw on a pool of highly trained lighter forces, like the SAS, or their Australian, Canadian, German, and other equivalents." (22) Not only have British troops played a critical role in strategic operations on the ground in Afghanistan, they also have taken the lead in reconstruction efforts and are responsible for rebuilding airfields, de-mining large segments of land in and around Kabul, and rebuilding roads from the capital to the countryside. (23) The rest of the NATO alliance also has participated in the war against terrorism in smaller though still important ways. (24) Although they were not included directly in combat operations in Afghanistan, as Colin Powell noted, "Not every ally is fighting, but every ally is in the fight." (25) As a part of this participation, the alliance decided to operationalize Article 5 in support of US efforts at the 4 October 2001 North Atlantic Council meeting. The council reached consensus on an eight-point strategy, based on a list of the eight formal requests that the US Ambassador to NATO, Nicholas Burns, made of the alliance. (26) The strategy omitted any statements about NATO connections to the command and control of the operations in Afghanistan. It also omitted the need for directly declaring that collective defense of NATO was necessary. However the eight requests did provide a crucial role and clarity of purpose for the alliance in support of the American-British military strikes by compelling member states to enhance intelligence sharing, backfill assets that are diverted to support the military campaign, and provide overflight clearance and access to airfields. The European military contribution has been useful to backfill those US forces that are needed to operate in the theater surrounding Afghanistan. Seven German-based AWACS planes, with Germans composing one-third of those on board, were deployed to America to relieve similar US assets, providing air interdiction support on the East Coast and other areas of interest. (27) Before the mission's termination in late April, the alliance's crew, including ground support for the AWACS operation, reached 830 personnel from 13 countries. (28) NATO also has dispatched seven frigates, a destroyer, and an auxiliary oiler to the Mediterranean to take the place of American naval assets there that moved into the Indian Ocean closer to Afghanistan. (29) And NATO forces will likely replace low-intensity, high-demand American forces in the Balkans in order to free them up for operations elsewhere. (30)

Consult NATO – NATO Key to Solve German Proliferation

Perception of a weak NATO causes German proliferation
MAJ MARK N. GOSE, USAF, 1996 THE NEW GERMANY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS

OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE http://www.fas.org/news/germany/gose.html

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

Proliferation causes extinction

Taylor '02 (Stuart Jr., Senior Writer with the National Journal and contributing editor at Newsweek, Legai Times, September 16, L/N)
< The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation another five or ten potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off on our soil by terrorists or terrorist governments. Even an airtight missile defense will be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat.
Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations," So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.
Consult NATO – Ext. Weak NATO causes German Proliferation

Weak NATO causes German nuclear acquisition
MAJ MARK N. GOSE, USAF, 1996 THE NEW GERMANY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE http://www.fas.org/news/germany/gose.html
Option 3: "Europeanize" the Security Structure If it appears that NATO has clearly outlived its military usefulness or that it will in fact disappear (especially if the United States becomes less committed to European security), the Germans may consider the third option-that of Europeanizing the security arrangements either within a transformed NATO or some other organization such as the Western European Union (WEU) or the European Community (EC). To Germans, the transformation must take into account different threat assessments, new force structure requirements, and changed rules for operational cooperation, as well as, perhaps, an increased overall security role for a new, more responsible Germany. Importantly, in this scenario Germany would probably feel more responsible for its own security-in the conventional sense. It would most likely insist on a more equally shared responsibility among new or remaining alliance members for providing training areas and would demand reciprocity in certain military relationships and responsibilities during training or combat operations. From the nuclear standpoint, the absence of the United States as a major player is a given in this Europeanization model. Consequently, Germany could no longer depend upon the American nuclear umbrella but would pursue nuclear guarantees with its remaining European allies, while trying to remain integrated into some type of alliance structure to alleviate its neighbors' fears. The acceptance of this option would at least initially enhance the role of the French and British nuclear forces as they became the only basis for nuclear deterrence in a greater Europeanized alliance or organization. However, some scholars believe there would also exist some impetus for deploying certain types of substrategic/prestrategic weapons throughout the participating countries for a greater deterrent effect.7 These weapons would act not only as deterrents against re sidual Russian nuclear threats but also against the new proliferation threats from outside the Continent. In this option, Germans may decide that over the long term it would be advantageous to obtain their own nuclear weapons on an equal footing with the other "great powers" of Europe. This could be rationalized in terms of wanting to show a serious German commitment to the protection of Europe, while minimizing fears of a resurgent Germany by remaining well integrated into a European security arrangement. In fact, out of necessity, any nuclear capability would probably include a well­coordinated, routinized nuclear consultative group similar to the current Nuclear Planning Group of NATO. The potential motivations for German nuclear weapons is thus greater in this op tion; however, domestic politics and growing fears from Germany's neighbors would certainly constrain the debate as long as there was a clear likelihood of remaining within some form of alliance/organizational structure.
Consult NATO – NATO key to Solve Proliferation

A reinvigorated NATO solves WMD proliferation
Lugar, Richard G., US-Senator (Republican), Indiana; Chairman, US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 02/08/2004 http://www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/rede.php?menu_2005=&menu_konferenzen=&id=134&sprache=en&

NATO, too, must adapt to play its part in this new transatlantic program for peace, justice and security in the Greater Middle East. At Prague, NATO launched its military transformation for the 21st Century. At the Istanbul summit in June, NATO can finish the work of Prague and embark upon a complementary political transformation for the new era. This would involve orienting NATO to look outward toward the Greater Middle East and beyond, and to realign the alliance's decision-making processes to match the new missions that flow from its military transformation. In my view, the Istanbul summit represents an opportunity to complete the process of reunifying the Alliance by coming to a political agreement on NATO's role in the Greater Middle East.  Let me outline some of the challenges and possibilities. First, NATO can play a role in combating the number one threat from the region-development of WMD capabilities. Joint diplomacy with one of our NATO partners, Britain, has brought apparent success in Libya, which has promised to dismantle its clandestine nuclear and chemical weapons programs. Similarly, we share with our European partners grave concern about the nuclear program in Iran. We appreciate European diplomatic efforts to induce the Iranians to open up to more International Atomic Energy Agency inspections.
Proliferation causes extinction

Taylor '02 (Stuart Jr., Senior Writer with the National Journal and contributing editor at Newsweek, Legai Times, September 16, L/N)
The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation another five or ten potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off on our soil by terrorists or terrorist governments. Even an airtight missile defense will be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat.
Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations," So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

Consult NATO – NATO Solves Democracy 

NATO provides a proven framework for incentive based democracy promotion
Schnake, Sr Rsch Prof @ National Defense U. and Simon, Sr Fellow @ INSS, 2001 Strategic Challenges for the Bush Administration 12-13 

Expanding Market Democracy. While there are reasons to be skeptical about the theory of democratic peace and the emphasis Clinton administration strategy placed on democratization, the United States has an interest in seeing the Western model succeed throughout the greater European area. Virtually all states of central, southern, and eastern Europe want the prosperity rule of law and representative government we have and (with varying resolve) are making domestic sacrifices to achieve those goal: creating institutions of democratic governance, breaking historical traditions of civil military relations, demanding tolerance of minorities, settling disputes with neighbors and tackling cross border crime and corruption. These difficult adaptations supported by generally complementary US and EU economical and technical assistance and political and military engagement programs ) are making a much greater contribution to the security of Europe that would NATO or EU membership of those same sates, and at much less cost to the United States. However these governments would have a very difficult time sustaining these reforms without the incentive that the promise of NATO and EU membership provides.  
 

Democracy promotion key to preventing inevitable extinction

Diamond, senior research fellow at Hoover Institution, 95
(Larry, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and Instruments, Issues and Imperatives, A Report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, December 1995, p. 6)

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.
Consult NATO – NATO key to Middle East Democracy 

NATO causes Middle East democracy – central Europe provides the model 

Lugar, Richard G., US-Senator (Republican), Indiana; Chairman, US Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 02/08/2004 http://www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/rede.php?menu_2005=&menu_konferenzen=&id=134&sprache=en&
NATO's work with Greater Middle Eastern militaries would signal to the region's political and civilian institutions that they can proceed with reform efforts under helpful, if not protective, Western support. As many East and Central European military figures can attest, their sense of confidence in developing civil society was bolstered by their own interactions with Western military and policy leaders through Partnership for Peace.

Mideast democracy is essential to prevent war and terrorism

Natan Sharansky, deputy prime minister of Israel and a former Soviet dissident, October 10, 2001, Wall Street Journal, “What Are We Fighting For?,” p. A16, proquest
The democratic world must export freedom throughout the Middle East not only for the sake of people who live under repressive regimes, but for the sake of our own security. For only when the world is free will the world be safe. The consequences of merely eradicating an enemy rather than building a friend were made crystal clear in the decades following World War II. In Eastern Europe, the evils of Nazism were replaced with the evils of Communism. One dictatorship replaced another and the effect was continued internal repression and external belligerence. In contrast, democracy was forced on Germany and Japan and the result has been over 50 years of peace and stability -- both within those states and in their relations with the outside world. The logic of why democracies do not go to war with each other is ironclad. When political power is a function of popular will, the incentive system works towards maintaining peace and providing prosperity. For nondemocratic regimes, war and terror are essential to survival. In order to justify the internal repression that is inherent in nondemocratic rule, dictators and autocrats must mobilize their nation for wars against both internal and external enemies. Democratic leaders can be corrupt, prejudiced and xenophobic. But they will not survive long in office if they impoverish their people and sacrifice their sons in wars that are not vital to their nations’ existence. That is why war is always the last option for democratic states.
Consult NATO – NATO key to the Economy

NATO PREVENTS ANOTHER WAR IN EUROPE, SOLVES TERRORISM, AND PROLIF, AND GLOBAL PROSPERITY
FISCHER, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, Winter/Spring 2000; (http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00l.html)

To that concern my immediate response is: It is unfounded. The Alliance is still the guarantor of collective defense and security in the North Atlantic area and will keep this role in the twenty–first century. For Germany in particular, transatlantic partnership and the U.S. political and military presence in Europe remain the key to peace and security on our continent. Four times in this century the United States has intervened militarily in Europe, most recently in Kosovo, because we Europeans believed ourselves incapable of acting on our own. That is a lesson we must heed for the future, too. And given its geopolitical position, even a Europe that is one day united will still need transatlantic safeguards.  The United States is vital to Europe’s security, whether internal or external. In this age of globalization and increasingly shared interests and challenges, however, one thing is also more obvious than ever: Europe is crucial to America’s security. This nexus is reinforced by the new challenges that both the United States and Europe face, ranging from proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, to terrorism and organized crime, to environmental threats. In a globalized world, there can be no security and prosperity on either side of the Atlantic unless that security and prosperity are shared. After all the blood spilled in what the British historian Eric Hobsbawm has aptly called an “age of extremes,” this is a lesson hopefully both the United States and Europe will never forget. The two components of this transatlantic bridge–Europe’s importance to America’s security and America’s role in European security–together constitute the strong and solid foundation of shared interests on which we have to build a transatlantic security partnership adapted to the new environment.  The crisis in Kosovo confronted NATO with a severe test. It passed the test with flying colors, demonstrating extraordinary cohesion and the capacity to act. The Alliance proved it had successfully realigned itself, as agreed at the Washington summit, to respond to the new strategic environment in Europe and assume an important role in conflict prevention and management. As in Bosnia, NATO placed its military capabilities at the service of the international community, aiding the search for a political solution to restore peace and respect for human rights. NATO’s intervention halted rampant nationalism, violence, and expulsion in Kosovo, paving the way for the long–term stabilization of Southeastern Europe.

European stability is key to the US economy. 

Adams, Editor of SWU Int’l Trade Jnl, 2001 10 Currents int’l Trade L.J. 91 
The U.S. and the EU are weaving mutual entanglement into their economies. 138 Their huge commercial relationship is without parallel. 139 U.S. investors are firmly entrenched in the majority of the powerful European countries and many large European companies operate in North America. 140 Economics, politics and security are so closely coupled that these two giants have also opened channels to share information in such areas as international crime, drug trafficking, terrorism, the environment and public health. 141 Additionally, a Transatlantic Legislators Dialogue has been established enabling legislators on both sides of the Atlantic to compare problems and resolutions. 142 Prosperity in Europe, more than ever, is essential to American economic vitality. 143 As there can be no prosperity without peace, the U.S. has a great deal at stake in ensuring the existence of functional European defense mechanisms. 144
Economic Decline Causes Nuke War:  

Walter Mead, NPQ's Board of Advisors, New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer 1992, p.30 
What if the global economy stagnates-or even shrinks? In the case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor, Russia, China, India-these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the '30s.

Consult NATO – Relations key to the Economy

Transatlantic relations directly benefit the economy
The Banker, July 1, 2007 LN
The transatlantic agenda is another key issue. Transatlantic relations are a priority for the EU. A transatlantic partnership must be promoted in all respects and, in particular, with regard to the economy. The European and North American economies have much to gain from greater dialogue and regulatory convergence.

Economic decline causes nuke war 

Walter Mead, NPQ's Board of Advisors, New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer 1992, p.30 
What if the global economy stagnates-or even shrinks? In the case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor, Russia, China, India-these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the '30s.

Consult NATO – NATO Key to Iraq

Civil war is the reality in Iraq – only NATO has proven it can bring peace in the midst of civil war. 

Fearon, James D.Prof @ Stanford, Foreign Affairs; Mar/Apr2007, Vol. 86 Issue 2, p2-15, 14p, 1bw
The Bush administration has attempted to help put in place an Iraqi government based on a power-sharing agreement among Shiite, Sunni, and Kurdish leaders, but it has done so in the midst of an escalating civil war. The historical evidence suggests that this is a Sisyphean task. The effective provision of security by an intervening power may even undermine the belief that the government could stand on its own without the third party's backing. U.S. military intervention in Iraq is thus unlikely to produce a government that can survive by itself whether the troops stay ten more months or ten more years. Could Iraq in 2007 be one of the rare cases in which power sharing successfully ends a civil war? Examining earlier such cases suggests that they have two distinctive features that make power sharing feasible. First, a stable agreement is typically reached only after a period of fighting has clarified the relative military capabilities of the various sides. Each side needs to come to the conclusion that it cannot get everything it wants by violence. For example, the Dayton agreement that divided power among the parties to the Bosnian war required not only NATO intervention to get them to the table and enforce the deal but also more than three years of intense fighting, which had brought the combatants essentially to a stalemate by the summer of 1995. (Even then, the agreement would not have held, and the government would surely have collapsed, if not for a continued third-party guarantee from NATO and effective sovereign control by the Office of the High Representative created under Dayton.)

Failure in Iraq causes Middle East war and collapses US leadership. 

Fareed Zakaria, Newsweek, September 1, 2003, U.S. Edition

Failure in Iraq would be a monumental loss for America's role in the world. Washington will have created instability in the heart of the oil-producing world; weakened America's ability to push for change in other Middle Eastern countries like Saudi Arabia, Iran and Syria, and given comfort to its foes. The old order will rejoice and the Middle East would return to its stagnant and self-destructive ways. And things might even get worse. The fundamental purpose behind the invasion of Iraq--more important than the exaggerated claims about weapons of mass destruction--was to begin cleansing the Middle East of the forces that produce terror. Were America to quit, it would give those armies of hate new strength and resolve. A failed Iraq could prove a greater threat to American security than Saddam Hussein's regime ever was.
Middle East war risks nuclear war:
Steinbach 2002 (www.converge.org.nz/pma/mat0036.htm, 3 March 2002)
"Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability." Seymour Hersh(1)
Consult NATO – Ext. NATO Solves Iraq

Consultation is necessary to unite the US and NATO on Iraq reconstruction. Only with NATO assistance can the US win in Iraq. 

Andrew Moravcsik, Prof of Gov @ Harvard, July August 2003 Foreign Affairs, LN 
The recent war in Iraq has triggered the most severe transatlantic tensions in a generation, dividing Europeans and Americans from each other and themselves. Pundits proclaim daily the imminent collapse of three vital pillars in the institutional architecture of world politics: NATO, the UN, and even the EU. And yet some form of transatlantic cooperation clearly remains essential, given the vast mutual interests at stake. Where, then, should the Western alliance go now? The Iraq crisis offers two basic lessons. The first, for Europeans, is that American hawks were right. Unilateral intervention to coerce regime change can be a cost-effective way to deal with rogue states. In military matters, there is only one superpower -- the United States -- and it can go it alone if it has to. It is time to accept this fact and move on. The second lesson, for Americans, is that moderate skeptics on both sides of the Atlantic were also right. Winning a peace is much harder than winning a war. Intervention is cheap in the short run but expensive in the long run. And when it comes to the essential instruments for avoiding chaos or quagmire once the fighting stops -- trade, aid, peacekeeping, international monitoring, and multilateral legitimacy -- Europe remains indispensable. In this respect, the unipolar world turns out to be bipolar after all. Given these truths, it is now time to work out a new transatlantic bargain, one that redirects complementary military and civilian instruments toward common ends and new security threats. Without such a deal, danger exists that Europeans -- who were rolled over in the run-up to the war, frozen out by unilateral U.S. nation building, disparaged by triumphalist American pundits and politicians, and who lack sufficiently unified regional institutions -- will keep their distance and leave the United States to its own devices. Although understandable, this reaction would be a recipe for disaster, since the United States lacks both the will and the institutional capacity to follow up its military triumphs properly -- as the initial haphazard efforts at Iraqi reconstruction demonstrate.

Europe is key to win the peace in Iraq. 

Andrew Moravcsik, Prof of Gov @ Harvard, July August 2003 Foreign Affairs, LN 
Gaining international legitimacy now for the postwar occupation will be just as crucial, and the participation of the UN and Europe remains the best way to achieve it. By laundering its power through various multilateral mechanisms, the United States would minimize the potential for violent popular backlash directed at it while still maintaining critical behind-the-scenes influence (as in Afghanistan). From this perspective, the gravest danger to coalition policy in Iraq now is not European opposition but European apathy, for without multilateral legitimation, national parliaments are likely to be stingy, and the United States will be left holding the bag. AFTER IRAQ For all these reasons, the reconstruction of Iraq and the reconstruction of the transatlantic alliance should proceed hand in hand, with the former serving as a template for the latter. A new transatlantic bargain based on civil-military complementarity would reflect hardheaded national interests. Europe needs American military might; America needs European civilian power. Each side has reason to value a predictable relationship that will induce moderation, self-restraint, and greater accommodation in advance of military action. If this is indeed what U.S. policymakers seek, they would do well to avoid flagrant violation of multilateral norms and instead start accumulating political capital for future crises. For their part, Europeans should acknowledge the effectiveness of U.S. military power and support ongoing efforts to establish a flexible EU foreign policy that better coordinates civilian, peacekeeping, and military decision-making. Now is the time to commit to this realistic goal.
Consult NATO - NATO Key to Afghanistan 

NATO is key to stabilizing Afghanistan

NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson and  Mr. Abdullah Abdullah, Minister of Foreign Affairs  of the Afghan Interim Government, 16 July 2003 http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2003/s030716a.htm

So this is the new transformed NATO. Afghanistan, we're dealing with in August. We're helping Poland and Spain in Iraq. So we're well out of area, but we're going where the threat to stability is and we're helping with stabilization in areas that have a direct impact on all of the countries and the Alliance. Q: John Chalmers with Reuters. A question for the Foreign Minister. You have been quite critical of the international community's efforts to bring stabilization back to Afghanistan. There today you were full of praise for the efforts by the NATO nations. What do you think the international community can do more to prevent Afghanistan descending into a mess? Abdullah Abdullah: Rather than being critical of the efforts by the international community I've always been praiseful and grateful of the international community for their contributions to Afghanistan, in security as well as reconstruction assistance. But my point has been to maintain that attention and focus on Afghanistan, to raise the consciousness about the situation in Afghanistan and to reenergize their efforts in all fields; security as well as reconstruction, humanitarian efforts for Afghanistan. I think NATO taking the lead will be one step in reenergizing these efforts, and one major step and one historical step as I put it in my remarks today to the North Atlantic Council.

Failure in Afghanistan risks a coup in Pakistan and Middle East War 

Nicholas Watt and Ned Temko The Observer
Sunday July 15, 2007 http://observer.guardian.co.uk/world/story/0,,2126817,00.html

The consequences of failure in Afghanistan are far greater than in Iraq,' he said. 'If we fail in Afghanistan then Pakistan goes down. The security problems for Britain would be massively multiplied. I think you could not then stop a widening regional war that would start off in warlordism but it would become essentially a war in the end between Sunni and Shia right across the Middle East.'
Pakistani coup leads to nuclear war

The Washington Post, 10/21/2001
The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists. A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games. Having both the United States and India fighting Muslims would play into the hands of bin Laden, warned Mackubin Owens, a strategist at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. "He could point out once again that this is the new crusade," Owens said. The next step that worries experts is the regional effect of turmoil in Pakistan. If its government fell, the experts fear, other Muslim governments friendly to the United States, such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, might follow suit. "The ultimate nightmare is a pan-Islamic regime that possesses both oil and nuclear weapons," said Harlan Ullman, a defense analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Ullman argued that the arrival of U.S. troops in Pakistan to fight the anti-terrorism war in Afghanistan could inadvertently help bin Laden achieve his goal of sparking an anti-American revolt in the country. Andrew Bacevich, a professor of international relations at Boston University, said it is possible "that we are sliding toward a summer-of-1914 sequence of events" -- when a cascading series of international incidents spun out of control and led to World War I.

Consult NATO - Ext. NATO Solves Afghanistan 

NATO has brought stability back to Afghanistan – it is key to keeping the peace. 

Rubin, Sr. Fellow @ NYU, Barnett R.1, Foreign Affairs; Jan/Feb2007, Vol. 86 Issue 1, p57-78, 21p

AFGHANISTAN HAS stepped back from a tipping point. At the cost of taking and inflicting more casualties than in any year since the start of Operation Enduring Freedom in 2001 (and four times as many as in 2005), NATO troops turned back a frontal offensive by the Taliban last summer. The insurgents aimed to capture a district west of Kandahar, hoping to take that key city and precipitate a crisis in Kabul, the capital. Despite this setback, however, the Taliban-led insurgency is still active on both sides of the Afghan-Pakistani border, and the frontier region has once again become a refuge for what President George W. Bush once called the main threat to the United States--"terrorist groups of global reach." Insurgents in both Afghanistan and Pakistan have imported suicide bombing, improvised explosive technology, and global communications strategies from Iraq; in the south, attacks have closed 35 percent of the schools. Even with opium production at record levels, slowing economic growth is failing to satisfy the population's most basic needs, and many community leaders accuse the government itself of being the main source of abuse and insecurity. Unless the shaky Afghan government receives both the resources and the leadership required to deliver tangible benefits in areas cleared of insurgents, the international presence in Afghanistan will come to resemble a foreign occupation an occupation that Afghans will ultimately reject.

NATO solves Afghanistan. 

Financial Times (London,England), May 29, 2003 LN
Mr Bush can point to Nato's value in Afghanistan. Nato partners provided important bases, shared intelligence, blocked the flow of funds to terrorists and gave over-flight rights during the war against the Taliban and al-Qaeda. Military forces from Nato countries have since been working on land, sea and air to root out the remaining resistance there and in the rest of the world. That mission will take a big step forward in August, when Nato assumes leadership of the international security assistance force in Afghanistan, which has so far been headed by individual Nato members on a rotating basis. This is an overdue move that will help cement the Karzai government's authority in Kabul and beyond, preventing the country from lapsing into warlordism and again becoming a haven for terrorists.
Consult NATO – Ext. Afghanistan Collapse Bad 

Failure in Afghanistan causes overthrow of Musharraf in Pakistan

Stephan Buttry, Omaha World Herald (Nebraska), January 3, 2004 LN
If democracy fails in Afghanistan, and especially if chaos returns, the impact could be severe in Iran and Pakistan, Gouttierre said. U.S. relief efforts after the earthquake in Bam are helping our credibility in Iran, he said, but if a secular government fails in Afghanistan, "the future of secular government in Iran is going to be affected."
Pakistan may be the most troubling of Afghanistan's neighbors, he said. Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf, who survived two assassination attempts last month, needs a secure and stable Afghanistan on his northwestern border.
Osama bin Laden is believed to be hiding in the rugged, lawless region of Pakistan's northwestern frontier, recruiting more followers to al-Qaida from Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and other hotbeds of Muslim extremism.
If Islamic extremists topple the Musharraf government and take control of Pakistan's nuclear weapons, Gouttierre said, "that to me looms far more ominous than anything happening in Iraq."
This triggers nuclear war between India and Pakistan

Hamilton Spectator (Ontario, Canada), February 1, 2003 

Pakistan and perennial rival India are both nuclear-armed. If a radical government overthrew Musharraf, the danger of nuclear war in South Asia would increase dramatically, a possibility raised by Strobe Talbott, former deputy secretary of state under former U.S. president Bill Clinton.

The impact is extinction
Dr. Ghulam Nabi Fai 11/19/03 Pakistan Times p. Online 

Kashmir, it might be said, is the Alsace-Lorraine of Europe. Just substitute India and Pakistan for France and Germany. It has sparked two conventional wars between the South Asian rivals, and, at present, is the most dangerous territory on the planet. If their historical and sister enmities erupt in war again, with both belligerents sporting nuclear warheads and advanced delivery vehicles, a nuclear winter could endanger every nation and every human.

Consult NATO – NATO Deters WMD Use

NATO deters WMD attacks. 

NOL, NATO ONLINE LIBRARY, March 2005  http://www.hq.nato.int/docu/briefing/wmd/html_en/wmd02.html
The Alliance's Strategic Concept notes that NATO's forces contribute to the preservation of peace: by deterring the use of weapons of mass destruction, NATO forces contribute to Alliance efforts aimed at preventing the proliferation of these weapons and their delivery systems. The Allied defence posture must make it clear to any potential aggressor that NATO cannot be coerced by threats or use of weapons of mass destruction, and that the Alliance has the capability to respond effectively. This posture includes an appropriate mix of conventional and nuclear forces based in Europe.

WMD attacks lead to extinction

Houston Space Society 97
(“Extinction by madness,” http://www.houstonspacesociety.org/mad.html, accessed 9/5/03)
Perhaps the most immediate threat to humanity's survival on planet Earth is the potential for madness, by a single person or by a group, to make vast portions of the Earth's surface uninhabitable. One of the most bizarre concepts in this regard is that of "Mutual Assured Destruction," the MAD paradigm that was supposed to "protect" us from nuclear conflagration during the Cold War. The Cold War was ended, in no small measure, by the commitment of the United States to fund an advanced strategic defense initiative. The technological competition rose to a level at which the Soviet Union could not compete. Even had MAD played a role in keeping the nuclear powers from dropping bombs on each other, there is no guarantee that this paradigm will function in the future. The genie is out of the bottle. Nuclear weapons have disappeared from Soviet-era stockpiles in many former-Soviet states. These warheads have almost certainly made their way to Middle Eastern countries. Some of the more radical Islamic fundamentalists have proven repeatedly their willingness to die as individuals to achieve their goals. If a group of radical militants is willing to commit suicide by carrying a bomb to its destination, or having one of their number do so, how much protection do you suppose other nations have in the concept of Mutual Assured Destruction? Why should fanatics care if retaliation is swift and deadly? After all, according to their fundamental religious precepts, they are guaranteed a place in paradise if they die in a holy war. The problem is no longer limited to nuclear warfare, if indeed it ever was. We now have chemical and biological weapons of incredible toxicity. The subway gas attacks in Tokyo by the followers of the Aum Shinrikyo movement may be indicative of the near future. During the Persian Gulf War, various cities in Saudi Arabia and Israel were bombarded by Iraq with short range missiles. The year's since have provided ample opportunity for Iraq to acquire more sophisticated delivery systems and more effective payloads. The proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons is not entirely a negative situation. After all, these weapons are very hazardous. Improper handling of nuclear material has resulted in many deaths. It seems likely that those with newly acquired knowledge in developing countries may be somewhat more likely to experience accidents. These may be thought of as evolution in action, taking out those most likely to use such weapons for terrorist purposes. We cannot, however, rely on such accidents for any significant level of assurance. Rather, we must expect that these weapons will be used. Most likely, they will be used by governments on indigenous or neighboring populations, though the possibility of a terror attack in the United States was brought home quite poignantly by the World Trade Center bombing. A nuclear attack initiated by any party may well escalate out of control. It is widely accepted that Israel has nuclear weapons. If Iraq or any other nation delivers a nuclear warhead to target on an Israeli city, the response is likely to be immediate nuclear retaliation. If the warhead is delivered not by missile but by terrorist activity, there is still some possibility of nuclear retaliation. How the various nuclear powers of the world respond to a small scale nuclear war in the Middle East is certainly an interesting subject for analysis. The possibility of such a small scale conflagration escalating into global thermonuclear war seems very real. Even an accident with a biological weapon of sufficient ferocity may have disastrous consequences. Chemical weapons are relatively innocuous in comparison, as they tend to be diluted by wind, water, and time. Many of the more exceptionally deadly chemical agents break down after prolonged exposure to sunlight. Biological weapons, though, may be able to propagate through a very wide territory, killing everyone within reach. We now have weapons of such sophistication that the elimination of our planet's biosphere is a real near-term possibility. To protect against such an event, we should seek to make humanity a multi-planetary species. 
Consult NATO - NATO Solves Failed States

A. NATO solves failed states.  

The Washington Post, February 1, 2002 LN
Of course NATO has military problems. But why not fix them? Help NATO create a military-political decision-making architecture that can cope more easily with the stresses of target development and operational planning in modern warfare, that can handle sensitive information and that can field and command the kinds of high-tech elite forces that will win the campaigns of the 21st century. Full and active participation in our campaigns under the aegis of NATO will spur European military transformation more effectively than any number of studies, committees or harangues. At the same time, build on our common values to harvest the commitment of our closest allies in addressing the threat of al Qaeda wherever it may be, in healing the immediate post-operation trauma of failed states exploited by terrorist organizations and in providing the foundations for the development or restoration of governments effective in meeting their citizens' needs. The conflicts of the past decade have shown NATO's remarkable capacity to provide effective political direction in the difficulties and challenges of U.N.-mandated peace enforcement operations.

B. Failed states cause terrorism, organized crime, refugee crisis, environmental destruction, and drug smuggling. 

The Watson Institute, Oct. 11, 2005 http://www.watsoninstitute.org/gs/Security_Matrix/failedstates.htm

Failed and failing states provide a potential refuge for transnational terrorists, transnational criminal organizations, pirates as well as drug and human smugglers. They are breeding grounds for refugee crises, political and religious extremism, environmental degradation and organized criminal activity. Afghanistan under the Taliban regime is a recent example of how non-state actors like al Qaeda used the government of a failed state to carry out a campaign against a state adversary, the United States , with global consequences for the rest of the international community. Thus, even if a failed state has little significance in the traditional sense of strategic resources or geographical position, it will take on greater strategic importance in the future by virtue of the potential base it offers to powerful non-state actors.

Consult NATO – Ext. NATO Solves Failed States

NATO is key to solve failed states in and out of Europe. 

The Boston Globe, November 25, 2001 LN
In Europe, NATO also needs to keep its focus on other critical challenges to complete the dream of a continent whole, free, and at peace. In the months ahead, NATO must pursue four specific and critically important aims:
First, it must finish the job of bringing stability to the Balkans, a region that has known little of that since before World War I. Failed states are breeding grounds for terrorism, and in Bosnia, Kosovo, and Macedonia, NATO is engaged militarily and politically to stanch the kind of chaos and instability that allowed terror's malevolent seeds to take root in Afghanistan. President Bush's pledge - that the United States went into the Balkans with our allies and will come out together with them - stands.

NATO RRF is key to solve failed states, prolif, and terror. 

The Straits Times (Singapore), November 25, 2002 Monday
True, a larger Nato is not necessarily a stronger Nato, unless it wants to be so. It appears that Nato does want to make a difference in the world beyond Europe. Underlining Nato's role in the global war against terrorism, its secretary-general, Lord George Robertson, has declared that a 'transformed and modernised' Nato is at the very heart of the free world's response to 'terrorists and their backers, the failed states in which they flourish, and proliferating weapons of mass destruction'. Nato's transformation is embodied in the launch of a new Rapid Response Force, a 21,000-strong army capable of flying to troublespots outside Nato's traditional European theatre of operations. While the force is small compared to the size of the challenge, it reflects the recognition that Europe is not safe so long as the rest of the world is not safe from terrorism. Indeed, it might be argued that the threat of terror is greater than that posed by a hostile Soviet Union. For all its prowess, the former Soviet Union was a rational state with a stake in the global order with which nuclear deterrence could be practised. Terrorists have no such stake; even nuclear might is not sufficient to deter them. The Sept 11 attacks occurred, after all, on the territory of the world's most powerful nuclear state. Terrorists, wherever they are, need to be engaged before they can turn their anonymity and irresponsibility into weapons against unsuspecting countries. Nato's enhanced role outside Europe should contribute to that effort - but only if its actions match its words.
RRF solves failed states. 

The Guardian (London), November 18, 2002

Extending Nato's reach far out of its traditional European area of operations will also extend opportunities for the summit's most controversial novelty - the multinational Nato response force, which is being pushed hard by the US.
Failed states
Planners say the 20,000-strong NRF will be sent anywhere at short notice to fight terrorists, or operate in failed states that are seeking weapons of mass destruction, another post-9/11 buzz word.

Consult NATO - A2: NATO Peacekeepers Fuel Sex Trafficking
Sex trafficking and violence against women is used as a weapon of war, there is a direct correlation between military violence and the sex trade, our 1NC impact proves NATO on balance solves sex trafficking.  

Amnesty International Oct. 11, 2005
http://www.amnestyusa.org/stopviolence/factsheets/armedconflict.html

During wartime, the safety and economic situation of many women deteriorates so drastically that the offer of refuge and paid employment in another country may seem impossible to refuse, thereby heightening women’s vulnerability to being trafficked. Frequently aided by government, police, and military, traffickers encounter few deterrents. In all cases, coercive tactics, including deception, fraud, intimidation, isolation, threat and use of physical force, or debt bondage are used to control trafficked women.
Turn - Organized Crime 

A. NATO is critical to combat transnational crime. 

Demetri Kantarelis, Associate Professor of Economics, Department of Economics and Global Studies at Assumption College,  

1999 http://www.westga.edu/~bquest/1999/nato.html

As EU and NAFTA become increasingly more economically interdependent, borders become less meaningful, national militaries lose their state support, and the need for collective defense and security becomes vitally important and simultaneously more difficult to satisfy. Undeniably, the NAFTA and EU economies are what NATO tries to protect from the multidimensional enemies of instability, poverty, neo-totalitarianism, terrorism, and transnational crime, an enemy common to all those countries that have decided to take the "prosperity" path, the path to free markets and democracy. Continues Two realities speak in favor of NATO’s effectiveness: its history in preventing the unthinkable and its current successful operations in Bosnia. In both of these realities the U.S. played and continues to play the most significant role. Naturally, one may wonder whether, as the U.S. and the other allies pursue different strategies, will the Alliance continue being effective in the future? Moreover, as the Alliance has become a desirable "club" to join, should it continue accepting new members? Are there limits as to how far it is reasonable for NATO to expand? Could continuing enlargement of NATO negatively affect the quality of the security that the Alliance provides?
B. Transnational crime is integral to successful sex trafficking.

RCMP Royal Canadian Mounted Police, October 11, 2005, http://www.rcmp.ca/ccaps/traffick_e.htm

Some of the research dealing specifically with the connection between trafficking in women for the purposes of prostitution and organized crime points to a very close association. Shannon (1999) addresses this topic, which she acknowledges from the outset has not received much attention. She notes that organized crime is one of the major players in the sex industry (Shannon, 1999: 126), although she recognizes that the nature and scope of its activities have not yet been well documented (Shannon, 1999: 129). She then endeavours to give us a geographic overview of organized crime’s involvement in this area using newspaper and magazine articles. She draws two conclusions: the magnitude and geographic scope of the sex industry are phenomenal and organized crime is involved at various levels (Shannon, 1999: 140). She further acknowledges that the nature and even the scale of this involvement is not always easy to determine and that further knowledge in this area is needed. Then, between 1995 and 1997, Caldwell, Galster, Kanics and Steinzor (1999), mandated by the Global Survival Network22, investigated the role of the Russian Mafia in trafficking in women for the purposes of prostitution. They indicate that, since the fall of the Soviet bloc, trafficking in women from that part of the world towards Asia, Europe and the United States has been continually increasing. On the basis of interviews with Russian pimps, law enforcement officials, traffickers and others (?), they note that this type of commercial activity is essentially under the direct control of organized crime groups or under their protection; international operations are under the control of small criminal groups that are less visible to enforcement officials and competitors (Caldwell, Galster, Kanics, Steinzor, 1999: 43). Richard (2000), whose research is largely based on interviews and news reported in the media, comments on the impossibility of evaluating the extent of organized crime’s involvement in trafficking in women in the United States. However, she reports that such activity is not in the hands of the major crime syndicates but rather small groups, crime networks that are interconnected to varying degrees, and corrupt individuals. She cites as evidence of this the fact that Interpol’s files have no reference to any of the people arrested.

NATO has made significant strives to eradicate sex traffickers amongst its ranks and to keep PK’s from fueling sex trade. 

U.S. Department of State, Wednesday, March 9, 2005 http://wwwc.house.gov/international_relations/109/mil030905.htm

NATO has also adopted a zero tolerance policy on trafficking in persons.  At the Istanbul Summit in June 2004, NATO Heads of State and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership (EAP) council endorsed the NATO Policy on Combating Trafficking in Human Beings, which reinforces efforts to prevent and combat trafficking.  This policy was initially led and sponsored by the U.S. and Norway.  NATO is implementing reporting mechanisms to ensure compliance with the human trafficking policy.

NATO has implemented a mandatory anti-human trafficking education and awareness program for all its troops prior to their deployment on a NATO mission.  Training for all 26 NATO countries and 20 EAP countries will be implemented this summer. 
This is offense – NATO peacekeepers are on balance better at fighting sex trafficking than UN, AU, EU or Arab League contingents which would be used extensively if NATO collapsed.  

Consult NATO - NATO Solves Environment

NATO is integral both to funding environmentally benign technology and in active environmental protection. 

IICER, Oct 18, 2005 http://iicer.fsu.edu/ourwork_nato.cfm

It is not so well known that, in addition to its political and military dimensions, NATO has a “third dimension” which considers some of the challenges facing our modern society, including environmental security, and fosters the development of science and technology to help meet these challenges.
Biodiversity loss causes ecosystem collapse and human extinction (gender modified)

Major David Diner, JAG Corps, United States Army, Winter 1994, Military Law Review, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, p. 170-173
1. Why Do We Care? -- No species has ever dominated its fellow species as man has. In most cases, people have assumed the God-like power of life and death -- extinction or survival -- over the plants and animals of the world. For most of history, mankind pursued this domination with a single-minded determination to master the world, tame the wilderness, and exploit nature for the maximum benefit of the human race. In past mass extinction episodes, as many as ninety percent of the existing species perished, and yet the world moved forward, and new species replaced the old. So why should the world be concerned now? The prime reason is the world’s survival. Like all animal life, humans live off of other species. At some point, the number of species could decline to the point at which the ecosystem fails, and then humans also would become extinct. No one knows how many species the world needs to support human life, and to find out -- by allowing certain species to become extinct -- would not be sound policy. In addition to food, species offer many direct and indirect benefits to mankind. 2. Ecological Value. -- Ecological value is the value that species have in maintaining the environment. Pest, erosion, and flood control are prime benefits certain species provide to man. Plants and animals also provide additional ecological services -- pollution control, oxygen production, sewage treatment, and biodegradation. 3. Scientific and Utilitarian Value. -- Scientific value is the use of species for research into the physical processes of the world. Without plants and animals, a large portion of basic scientific research would be impossible. Utilitarian value is the direct utility humans draw from plants and animals. Only a fraction of the earth’s species have been examined, and mankind may someday desperately need the species that it is exterminating today. To accept that the snail darter, harelip sucker, or Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew could save mankind may be difficult for some. Many, if not most, species are useless to man in a direct utilitarian sense. Nonetheless, they may be critical in an indirect role, because their extirpations could affect a directly useful species negatively. In a closely interconnected ecosystem, the loss of a species affects other species dependent on it. Moreover, as the number of species decline, the effect of each new extinction on the remaining species increases dramatically. 4. Biological Diversity. -- The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world’s biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. “The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole.” By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft’s wings, mankind [humankind] may be edging closer to the abyss.

Consult NATO – Ext. NATO Solves the Environment

NATO is key to innovative environmental protection efforts. 

N.O.L, NATO Online Library, August 2005 http://www.nato.int/docu/environment/html_en/environment_03.html

In the past, environmental policies were reactive, as opposed to preventive, and efforts focused on short-term, local problems such as the reduction of pollution. Currently, environmental management philosophy is evolving towards the examination of critical environmental problems over larger areas and the assessment of cumulative risk resulting from multiple sources of difficulty. Environmental managers, urban planners, and decision-makers are increasingly expected to examine environmental and economic problems in a larger geographic context in order to develop management strategies and alternatives that could help reduce environmental and economic vulnerability.

Within this context, the assessment of land use - and the consequences it can have on the environment - is an extremely important activity for contemporary land management. Human land-use practices have a considerable degree of influence over natural resource management at local, regional, national, and global levels.

In 2001, NATO launched a pilot study to explore the possibility of quantifying and assessing environmental conditions. It is co-directed by the United States and Germany, and involves representatives from NATO member and Partner countries. The project aims to encourage the exchange of information on landscape science approaches used for environmental assessment and transfer landscape assessment technologies to environmental protection and preservation programmes.
Many areas in Europe and the United States have been selected for this study, which will observe the process of land degradation and its subsequent impact on natural and human resources. In order to do this, the study will combine some advanced practical technologies such as remote sensing and geographic information systems. It will also use process models that benefit from the input of landscape sciences, which offer a more academic approach.
Consult NATO– NATO Solves Organized Crime

NATO is critical to combat transnational crime. 

Demetri Kantarelis, Associate Professor of Economics, Department of Economics and Global Studies at Assumption College,  

1999 http://www.westga.edu/~bquest/1999/nato.html

As EU and NAFTA become increasingly more economically interdependent, borders become less meaningful, national militaries lose their state support, and the need for collective defense and security becomes vitally important and simultaneously more difficult to satisfy. Undeniably, the NAFTA and EU economies are what NATO tries to protect from the multidimensional enemies of instability, poverty, neo-totalitarianism, terrorism, and transnational crime, an enemy common to all those countries that have decided to take the "prosperity" path, the path to free markets and democracy. continues
Two realities speak in favor of NATO’s effectiveness: its history in preventing the unthinkable and its current successful operations in Bosnia. In both of these realities the U.S. played and continues to play the most significant role. Naturally, one may wonder whether, as the U.S. and the other allies pursue different strategies, will the Alliance continue being effective in the future? Moreover, as the Alliance has become a desirable "club" to join, should it continue accepting new members? Are there limits as to how far it is reasonable for NATO to expand? Could continuing enlargement of NATO negatively affect the quality of the security that the Alliance provides?
Transnational crime fuels proliferation of WMD components and technology. 

Graham H. Turbiville, Jr., INSS Occasional Paper 10, Proliferation Series, June 1996
The proliferation of weapons of all types, especially weapons of mass destruction (WMD), has emerged as a primary international security challenge in the post-Cold War era. This paper examines the critical issue of weapons proliferation in a unique way by focusing on how criminality in the former Soviet Union (FSU) exacerbates this problem. Undoubtedly, this dimension of the weapons proliferation problem does not receive enough attention, is not well understood, and presents extremely difficult policy-making challenges. As the author points out, many very worrisome proliferation ingredients are already present in the FSU, including huge stockpiles of conventional arms and WMD; widespread corruption, turmoil, and uncertainty in military and security establishments; and the potential for huge profits from state and nonstate markets. Adding organized crime to this volatile mix creates an explosive recipe and marks the FSU as the primary source of weapons proliferation for years to come.

Consult NATO – Ext. NATO Solves Organized Crime

NATO is key to police training. 

Lord Lucas of CHILWORTH, Chairperson of the Subcommitte on Civilian Security and Cooperation in NATO, 1996 p. online

In many cases, for NATO members, police co-operation means aid to the modernization and training of police forces of non-NATO Partner countries, as well as legislative advice. This was particularly emphasized in the relationship between Germany and Poland, but German officials disclosed that Germany was involved in broader police equipment assistance programmes to the new democracies, having allocated DM 30 million to that end in 1992-94 and earmarked another DM 40 million for the same purpose over 1995-98. Equipment assistance aims, among others, to provide the police of Partner countries with reliable and compatible detection and communication systems. Officials from various countries also pointed to the training activities designed for police forces of the new democracies in new "police academies" (for example the Police Academy created by the FBI in Budapest) or in older ones. Thus, Germany, France, the United Kingdom and the United States were all heavily involved in such programmes.
NATO is key to eradicating organized crime in the Balkans. 


PAUL AMES; Associated Press Writer, March 12, 2002, p. online

NATO troops in Kosovo will intensify cooperation with U.N. police units to crack down on the territory´s thriving organized crime gangs, the alliance Secretary-General Lord Robertson said Monday. "We have been looking at ... how those that are ripping off the population and encouraging the culture of violence can be robustly dealt with," Robertson said at a meeting with Michael Steiner, the U.N. administrator in Kosovo. Robertson said the NATO-led KFOR peacekeeping force would be stepping up actions with the 4,500-strong international policing operation in Kosovo and local police. Diplomats are concerned Kosovo´s emergence as a center for gangs running international prostitution, drugs and arms smuggling rackets is undermining progress in stabilizing the territory since NATO and the United Nations took over the administration in 1999.
Consult NATO– Ext. Organized Crime Causes Terrorism

Organized crime is integral to terrorism
Rebecca Johnson, and Micah Zenko, Parameters,  Winter, 2002 http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBR/is_4_32/ai_95447360/pg_2 
The links between terrorist organizations like al Qaeda and regional crime syndicates in southeastern Europe have been trumpeted by specialists in Washington at luncheon talks and in the news since 9/11 (36) the NATO troops on the ground in the Balkans realized long ago that these networks are the main obstacles to peaceful and sustainable reconstruction. Indeed, these networks are even more corrosive to the region than any lingering ethnic radicalism. According to British defense sources, "All NATO troops in the Balkans will be contributing to the campaign [against terrorism] because a lot of terrorist activity is funneled through the region in terms of arms-trafficking. money-laundering, and drugs." (37)
Consult NATO – Ext. Organized Crime Causes AIDS

A. European organized crime is at the root of global heroin smuggling. 

Interpol, Oct 19, 2005 http://www.interpol.int/Public/Drugs/heroin/default.asp

As regards the organization of heroin traffic in Europe it still remains to a large extent in the hands of Turkish criminal syndicates, but ethnic Albanians are not far behind them. The latter were particularly active in Switzerland, Norway, Sweden and Balkan countries and accounted for over 15% of drug traffickers arrested in Europe in 1998. Paradoxically, although there has been in 1999 a drop in the number of Albanian traffickers arrested, their networks are becoming increasingly influential. The reason behind this is that to avoid arousing suspicion, Albanian organizations are employing more and more couriers mainly from Central or Western Europe (Bulgarians, Poles, Germans, Czechs).

B. Heroin use is a critical method for AIDS’ spread an accounts for half of all new cases. 

NIDA, National Institute for Drug Abue, May/June, 1995 http://www.drugabuse.gov/NIDA_Notes/NNVol10N3/AIDSLinks.html
HIV infection is now the leading cause of death among Americans ages 25 to 44, according to the CDC. The transmission of HIV from women to their newborn infants is also a growing problem. The critical connection between drugs and AIDS has become increasingly evident. Injection drug use was the second leading cause of new AIDS cases through mid-1994, accounting for 31.8 percent of all cases, according to the CDC (see chart below). One analysis based on current CDC data concluded that more than half of the 40,388 new HIV infections in 1994 were drug related. Groups at extremely high risk of infection include injecting drug users who share needles and other drug-use paraphernalia as well as crack addicts who engage in unprotected sex with multiple partners. Also at high risk are sexual partners and offspring of these drug abusers.
C. AIDS causes extinction

Muchiri 2K (Michael Kibaara, Jakarta Post Writer. Lexis., 3/6)

The challenge is not one of a single continent alone because Africa cannot be quarantined. The trouble is that AIDS has no cure -- and thus even the West has stakes in the AIDS challenge. Once sub-Saharan Africa is wiped out, it shall not be long before another continent is on the brink of extinction. Sure as death, Africa's time has run out, signaling the beginning of the end of the black race and maybe the human race.

Consult NATO– Ext. Organized Crime key to IPR Violations

Transnational crime is at the root of global counterfeiting rings 

CISC, Criminal Intelligence Service Canada, October 11, 2005 http://www.cisc.gc.ca/annual_reports/annualreport2005/intellectual_property_2005_e.htm
To various degrees, organized crime is involved in all types of IPR crime. IPR crimes generally fall under one of three categories: violations of copyright, which includes the piracy and counterfeiting of digital media such as software,music, and movies; violations of trademark, which involves the counterfeiting of brand names; the theft of trade secrets, which includes the theft of proprietary information such as design templates and production schematics. The range of actors and groups involved in IPR crime is a testament to the significance of this criminal activity. Indeed, product counterfeiting and piracy are not constrained by regional or national boundaries, and virtually no consumer sector is beyond its exploitive reach. The Secretary General of Interpol has recently stated that, internationally, IPR crime is dominated by organized crime. It is clear, however, that the more sophisticated networks in Canada and operations have organized crime involvement at some or all points of the supply chain from manufacturing to sales. Complex supply chains can involve compartmentalized operations that are carried out in different countries. For example, counterfeit goods could be partly manufactured in a factory in Country X, assembled and packaged in Country Y, to be eventually sold in Country Z.Asia continues to be the primary source continent for counterfeit goods sold throughout the world.Approximately 80% of the counterfeit goods for sale in Canada, on the streets by vendors, at flea markets, or even retail chain stores, originate from abroad, primarily the Asia-Pacific region and, to a lesser extent, Europe and the U.S., while the remainder is manufactured in Canada.There are indications that Canada functions as a conduit for foreign-manufactured counterfeit goods destined for the U.S. market. 

Consult NATO– NATO Solves Disease

NATO has implemented critical programs to check disease outbreak. 

NATO, Oct 11, 2005 www.nato.int/events/030409wmd/pdf/wmd5.pdf

To improve its defence against a WMD threat, NATO has completed the preparation of five NBC defence

initiatives, which were presented to Heads of State and Government at the Prague Summit. These initiatives

were designed to serve as a first step in addressing the most critical deficiencies in NATO's NBC defences.
These initiatives will be developed over the next year and will emphasise multinational participation and the

rapid fielding of enhanced capabilities. The initiatives include:

- a nuclear, biological and chemical event response team

- a deployable analytical laboratory

- a biological and chemical defence stockpile

- enhanced nuclear, biological and chemical training

- a disease surveillance system.
Disease outbreaks and mutations risk extinction

South China Morning Post 96

((Hong Kong) January 4, 1996 SECTION: Pg. 15 HEADLINE: Leading the way to a cure for AIDS BYLINE: Kavita Daswani meets a scientist working on a super vaccine to fight AIDS and more deadly viruses yet to come, l/n)

Despite the importance of the discovery of the "facilitating" cell, it is not what Dr Ben-Abraham wants to talk about. There is a much more pressing medical crisis at hand - one he believes the world must be alerted to: the possibility of a virus deadlier than HIV. If this makes Dr Ben-Abraham sound like a prophet of doom, then he makes no apology for it. AIDS, the Ebola outbreak which killed more than 100 people in Africa last year, the flu epidemic that has now affected 200,000 in the former Soviet Union - they are all, according to Dr Ben-Abraham, the "tip of the iceberg".  Two decades of intensive study and research in the field of virology have convinced him of one thing: in place of natural and man-made disasters or nuclear warfare, humanity could face extinction because of a single virus, deadlier than HIV. "An airborne virus is a lively, complex and dangerous organism," he said. "It can come from a rare animal or from anywhere and can mutate constantly. If there is no cure, it affects one person and then there is a chain reaction and it is unstoppable. It is a tragedy waiting to happen." That may sound like a far-fetched plot for a Hollywood film, but Dr Ben -Abraham said history has already proven his theory. Fifteen years ago, few could have predicted the impact of AIDS on the world. Ebola has had sporadic outbreaks over the past 20 years and the only way the deadly virus - which turns internal organs into liquid - could be contained was because it was killed before it had a chance to spread. Imagine, he says, if it was closer to home: an outbreak of that scale in London, New York or Hong Kong. It could happen anytime in the next 20 years - theoretically, it could happen tomorrow. The shock of the AIDS epidemic has prompted virus experts to admit "that something new is indeed happening and that the threat of a deadly viral outbreak is imminent", said Joshua Lederberg of the Rockefeller University in New York, at a recent conference. He added that the problem was "very serious and is getting worse". Dr Ben-Abraham said: "Nature isn't benign. The survival of the human species is not a preordained evolutionary programme. Abundant sources of genetic variation exist for viruses to learn how to mutate and evade the immune system." He cites the 1968 Hong Kong flu outbreak as an example of how viruses have outsmarted human intelligence. And as new "mega-cities" are being developed in the Third World and rainforests are destroyed, disease-carrying animals and insects are forced into areas of human habitation. "This raises the very real possibility that lethal, mysterious viruses would, for the first time, infect humanity at a large scale and imperil the survival of the human race," he said.

Consult NATO- NATO Solves Refugee Crisis

NATO solves refugee crisis globally
Shalini Chawla, Strategic Analysis: A Monthly Journal of the IDSA , September 2000 (Vol. XXIV No. 6) Online

To provide assistance to the refugees and the most affected countries, the international community set in motion a major relief effort. This effort, led by the United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR), brought about a high level of cooperation among international and non-governmental organisations (NGOs), donor nations, as well as neighbouring countries. Most significant was the major involvement of NATO, its member states and its partners in the overall humanitarian effort. Though NATO is not a humanitarian organisation, its considerable capabilities were successful in relieving the sufferings of thousands of refugees.NATO's response to the refugee crisis has been threefold: NATO's air operations against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia brought a halt to the Yugoslav aggression that forced so many Kosovars to flee their homes. At the same time, NATO provided an unprecedented level of humanitarian support to alleviate the sufferings of these refugees. Now that Serb forces have finally complied with the international community's demands to pull out of Kosovo, NATO is leading an international peace implementation force that will help the refugees to return home. 10 
Refugee crisis cause war and failed states 

Nana-Sinkam 2K [Prof. Samuel C. Nana-Sinkam1 Special Representative of the Secretary General of

the United Nations in Guinea Bissau 20 October 2000 The Sources of Conflict,

http://www.clubofrome.org/archive/publications/nana%20sources%20of%20conflict%2011.12.00.pdf] 

The African state system is in distress. Since 1970, more than 30 wars have been fought in Africa. A vast majority of the wars have had domestic origins within the respective states. That notwithstanding, once wars in African states erupt, they are often not contained within the territories of states from where conflicts started. Neighboring states are often, directly or indirectly, covertly or overtly, implicated in the hostilities. In 1999, 15 of the 53 states in Africa were engaged in war. As a result of these conflicts, today, more than 20% of sub Saharan African population is affected by civil war. These wars in Africa account for more than half of war related deaths in the whole world. They have also resulted in more than 8 million refugees. The refugees eventually become sources of new conflicts or central to the escalation of old ones in the region. Refugees are known to have mobilized militarily to be actively engaged in armed hostilities. As a result of these conflicts, some states have imploded. Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Central African Republic, Eritrea/Ethiopia, Zaire, Congo (Brazzaville), Angola, Burundi and Rwanda are examples. Some of them have been fairly reconstituted as in Liberia and should we say Sierra Leone?. Notwithstanding the great costs, Liberia has been plunged back into civil war and Sierra Leone is yet out of the wood. Some states are in a perpetual state of war. These include Angola, Burundi and Somalia, which are practically states almost permanently in distress. Others have succeeded in maintaining a semblance of normalcy, but only after great trauma to their nationals and at great costs to the sub region as a whole. In none of these major flash points of deadly conflict in Africa has sustainable peace been achieved. What these cases demonstrate is the intractability of war in African states, once armed hostilities have erupted.

Consult NATO– Ext. Refugees Kill Economy

Refugee crises devastate regional economies and cause mass instability

Collier and Elliott  '03  

[Paul Collier St Anthony`s College Professor of Economics and Lani Elliott et al. 2003 The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank http://www.polity.org.za/pdf/BreakingConflict.pdf] 

Refugee flows caused by civil wars may also be destabilizing to the host country. During the war in the 1990s, Burundian rebels sought refuge in neighboring Tanzania and the Democratic Republic of Congo and recruited among the Burundi refugee population in Tanzania. The provinces in the Democratic Republic of Congo neighboring those two countries had the highest incidence of fighting and displacements of people (Ngaruko and Nkurunziza 2002). The economic spillover also increases the risk of civil war in neighboring countries (see chapters 3 and 4).

These refugee crises devastate the global economy

Ricupero '97 [Rubens Ricupero Secretary-General of UNCTAD THE LEAST DEVELOPED

COUNTRIES 1997 REPORT EMBARGO UNITED NATIONS OVERVIEW

http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/ldc97ove.pdf] 

While state failure, the deterioration of social institutions and internal conflict have become major obstacles to development in many LDCs, their consequences often extend beyond international borders. The destabilizing effects of refugee flows, disruption of transport routes, the spread of ethnic conflicts, increased banditry, drug trafficking and the undermining of investor confidence can encompass entire regions. The civil war in Mozambique, for example, caused economic losses to the other countries of the Southern African region which are estimated to have amounted to approximately 7 to 8 billion dollars a year during the 1980s. There are obvious humanitarian motives for some form of action by the international community and regional partners to help LDCs tackle these problems. In addition, the magnitude of the potential eco- nomic costs of state collapse and internal conflicts indicates that huge benefits could accrue from effective international action to ensure peace, stability and the maintenance of effective state structures. The international community cannot afford to ignore the problems of regress, nor can it afford to delay effective action until regress has degenerated into a humanitarian crisis. 

Refugee-induced economic problems will spill over from one region to another-the economic problems do not remain contained 

Collier and Elliott  '03  [Paul Collier St Anthony`s College Professor of Economics and Lani Elliott et al. 2003 The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank http://www.polity.org.za/pdf/BreakingConflict.pdf] 
Neighbors' growth rates may be reduced for a number of reasons. In addition to the direct burden the refugee population poses and the effect on military spending, trade is also disrupted, and this is a particularly severe problem for landlocked countries. For example, the war in Mozambique doubled Malawi's international transport costs and triggered an economic decline. Similarly, the war in the Democratic Republic of Congo closed the river route to the sea for the landlocked Central African Republic. A further effect is that the entire region is regarded as riskier, which results in a negative reputation effect with investors.
Consult NATO– Ext. Refugees Cause AIDS

Refugee crises result in the spread of AIDS

Collier and Elliott '03 [Paul Collier St Anthony`s College Professor of Economics and Lani Elliott et al. 2003 The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development / The World Bank http://www.polity.org.za/pdf/BreakingConflict.pdf] 

Refugees and other displaced populations are at increased risk of contracting HIV/AIDS during and after displacement because of poverty; disruption of family and social structures and of health services; increased sexual violence; and increased socioeconomic vulnerability, particularly among women and youth. Data on HIV prevalence in refugee camps are scarce; however, some examples described in box 2.2 suggest the extent of HIV infection in refugee camps in asylum countries. Ghobarah, Huth and Russett (2003) find that the most important effect of civil war on neighboring countries is caused by HIV/AIDS, with the groups that are most affected being young children (who are infected by their mothers) and young and middle-aged adults. The average loss of healthy life for these groups ranges from roughly 2 to 10 years.

AIDS causes extinction

Muchiri 2K (Michael Kibaara, Jakarta Post Writer. Lexis., 3/6)

The challenge is not one of a single continent alone because Africa cannot be quarantined. The trouble is that AIDS has no cure -- and thus even the West has stakes in the AIDS challenge. Once sub-Saharan Africa is wiped out, it shall not be long before another continent is on the brink of extinction. Sure as death, Africa's time has run out, signaling the beginning of the end of the black race and maybe the human race.

Consult NATO – SOLVES EURO WAR

Strong NATO stops nuclear war in Europe:

DUFFIELD, assistant professor of government @ University of Virginia, 1994
(http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?index=0&did=1778229&SrchMode=1&sid=1&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1122844474&clientId=3552, John, “NATO's functions after the Cold War”)

Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain relevant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mechanism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable.  In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe--as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies--remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.(11)

European war destroys the economy and causes nuclear wars between major powers

John S. Duffield, assistant professor of government and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia, Winter 1994, Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 109, No. 5, “NATO’s functions after the Cold War,” p. infotrac
In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe – as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies – remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.
Consult NATO- NATO Solves Free Trade

NATO is trades invisible ally, ensuring that the engine of globalization continues to move forward. 

Robert Dujarric is a Council on Foreign Relations Hitachi visiting scholar at the Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry in Tokyo. Nov 2000 http://www.americanoutlook.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=article_detail&id=1443
Through NATO and its expansion, the United States has strengthened the transition toward liberalism in Central Europe. Perhaps in ten or twenty years, liberal democratic societies will take root in southeastern Europe, thereby increasing free trade and economic growth, but it is very difficult to conceive of how the former Communist countries of the Warsaw Pact can become full liberal democracies in a stable environment without NATO expansion and, therefore, U.S. military power.

PROTECTIONISM LEADS TO TRADE BLOCKS AND NUCLEAR WAR

Michael Spicer, member of the British Parliament, 1996 (THE CHALLENGE FROM THE EAST AND THE REBIRTH OF THE WEST, p, J 2)

A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war. I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife. Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd. But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium.
Hard power secures free trade. 

Robert Dujarric is a Council on Foreign Relations Hitachi visiting scholar at the Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry in Tokyo. Nov 2000 http://www.americanoutlook.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=article_detail&id=1443

During the Cold War, the United States essentially performed the same task as a police force in protecting private property. Now that the Cold War is over, the U.S. military still plays an important role in safeguarding the international trading system. First, it deters war and aggression in major markets such as Korea and Taiwan. In other areas of the world, the military power of the United States serves as a deterrent, to some extent, preventing countries from resorting to force. This does not apply to the entire planet, of course; plenty of wars have occurred in recent years and many more will be fought in the future. But, all other things being equal, the U.S. military has deterred conflict between the major economies, thus sustaining free trade. There surely are individual businesses that would benefit from war, but overall, a major war today between South and North Korea, for example, would be highly detrimental to U.S. commerce. South Korea could very well stop trading altogether for an indefinite period.
The second trade benefit of U.S. military power—an aspect even less understood than deterrence—is its contribution to America’s ability to defuse latent regional rivalries in Asia and Europe. America has created and sustained an international regime in Asia based on the Japanese and Korean military alliance with the United States, thereby neutralizing the potential hostility that Japan often generates in East Asia and possible Japanese fear of Korea. Consequently, Japan and Korea have become great trading powers under the protective umbrella of the United States.


Consult NATO- NATO Solves Missile Proliferation 

A. NATO solves nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and missile proliferation. 

Robert Joseph , Number 66, March 1996, NATO's Response to the Proliferation Challenge p. online

Proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical (NBC) weapons is increasingly perceived by members of the North Atlantic Alliance as a political and military threat that could undermine NATO's ability to conduct essential defense missions, both in protecting Alliance territory and populations and in out-of-area regional conflicts. Alliance progress in addressing the NBC challenge is impressive. Allies have agreed on an assessment of the risks, and on the security implications of, and the military requirements to meet, the growing threat. Allies have identified a set of capabilities--in such areas as intelligence, active and passive defenses, and command and control--needed to give NATO the ability to project power and conduct operations in an NBC environment.  The success of the NATO initiative to counter the proliferation threat, however, will only be assured when allies make national and collective commitments to field the necessary military capabilities and embed the threat in the Alliance defense planning process. To succeed, Alliance leaders will also need to rethink existing positions on nuclear deterrence and on the need for wide-area missile defenses. NATO's ability to respond effectively to the NBC and missile threat may well be the key indicator of the Alliance's ability to adapt to the new security environment and the most important stimulus for force planning and defense analysis in the decades ahead. Acquiring the capabilities to deter and defend against the proliferation threat is essential to the future credibility of the Alliance.

B. Missile proliferation puts the US at risk of bioweapon attack
Hebert ’02 (Adam J. Hebert, Senior Editor, Air Force, Journal of the Air 
Force Association, "Cruise Control" Vol. 85, No. 12 December 2002, Online: 
http://www.afa.org/magazine/Dec2002/1202cruise.asp) 

Two of the most powerful lessons learned from the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks are that enemies don't always attack in predictable ways, and sometimes, the Defense Department is looking for the wrong thing. The ballistic missile threat is well-publicized and has long been a factor in Pentagon planning, but US vulnerability to cruise missiles has only recently come to the forefront.

Cruise missiles are considered ideal platforms for delivering Weapons of Mass Destruction. The concern is that enemies could, with little difficulty, cobble missiles together from parts readily available in the commercial aviation market.
These missiles could be hidden aboard container ships lying just offshore, then uncovered and launched without warning. In a worst-case scenario, they would carry biological or chemical warheads and would surprise US defenses.

C. Bioweapons cause extinction
Ochs ’02 (Richard, “Biological Weapons Must Be Abolished Immediately”, June 
09, Online: http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html


Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE.

Consult NATO- NATO Solves Genocide

NATO RRF solves genocide 

The Irish Times, January 10, 2005 LN
The land component of NATO's NRF consists of brigade-sized teams of up to five battlegroups. Each of these battlegroups consists of what NATO terms "the smallest self-sufficient military operational formation that can be deployed and sustained in a theatre of operations".NATO's battlegroups form the blueprint upon which the EU's battlegroup concept is based.
The reasoning behind the EU's desire for such slimmed-down units lies in their ability to rapidly deploy and intervene in crises as they develop, thus preventing situations from spiralling out of control. Due to the logistics, assembly, co-ordination, and command and control issues affecting larger conventional military forces, reaction times to crises may extend to weeks and even months beyond a political decision to act. Many in the EU's defence and security community look to the successful precedent in recent times of operations involving small battlegroup-sized units.For example, Operation Artemis, launched by the French to Bunia in the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2003 along with Operation Concordia, launched by the EU to Macedonia in 2003, are believed to have averted genocide and ethnic cleansing on a massive scale.
Genocide impact comes first
Rice, 8/7/2005 (Susan, Washington Post, Lexis)

Never is the international responsibility to protect more compelling than in cases of genocide. Genocide is not a regional issue. A government that commits or condones it is not on a par with one that, say, jails dissidents, squanders economic resources or suppresses free speech, as dreadful as such policies may be. Genocide makes a claim on the entire world and it should be a call to action whatever diplomatic feathers it ruffles. 
(-) Genocide causes nuclear war

Diamond, ’92 (The Third Chimponzee; 277)

While our first association to the world “genocide” is likely to be the killings in Nazi concentration camps, those were not even the largest-scale genocide of this century. The Tasmanians and hundreds of other peoples were modern targets of successful smaller extermination campaigns. Numerous peoples scattered throughout the world are potential targets in the near future.  Yet genocide is such a painful subject that either we’d  rather not think about it at all, or else we’d like to believe that nice people don’t commit genocide only Nazis do. But our refusal to think about it has consequences we’ve done little to halt the numerous episodes of genocide since World War II, and we’re  not alert  to where it may happen next. Together with our destruction of our own environmental resources, our genocidal tendencies coupled to nuclear weapons now constitute the two most likely means by which the human species may reverse all its progress virtually overnight. 
NATO interventions stop genocide
RUDI BONAPARTE, for Harvard Model Europe Congress, 2005 http://hcs.harvard.edu/~hmce/materials/Guides/NATO.pdf
Because of the success of the Partnership for Peace initiative in the intervention in Bosnia, NATO began to place further emphasis upon peacekeeping missions. Yet the organization’s intervention in 1999’s Kosovo conflict generated much criticism around the world for its harsh tactics and poorly organized military command. Russia criticized the operation as an attempt to police the continent and China expressed opposition, particularly after NATO’s “accidental” bombing of the Chinese embassy. Some critics considered the “undeclared war” illegal without UN approval. NATO’s decision to intervene with air strikes in a conflict not threatening the alliance’s territory brought many onlookers to question the organization’s authority. NATO, however, claimed victory in the conflict, saying that they successfully stopped an attempt at genocide. As a peacekeeping intervention, NATO said the air strikes were not an act of war and thus did not undermine the UN. Nevertheless, the conflict shows the change of NATO’s deterrence policy of the Cold War to a more aggressive approach.

Consult NATO – A2: NMD 

US is currently at risk of a space based Pearl Harbor – risks collapsing the entire economy and military readiness. NMD is key to solve
William C Marterl and Toshi Yoshihara, prof of national security affairs at the Naval War College and rsch fellow @ the Inst. For Fo Po Analysis. 2003 LN
Conventional wisdom holds that space is so vital to national security and economic prosperity that the United States will do whatever it takes to protect its ability to use space. This rationale was enshrined in an influential report issued in January 2001 by a blue-ribbon commission on space, n1 headed by Donald Rumsfeld before he became secretary of defense, which strongly advocated greater protection for U.S. space assets. The Rumsfeld Commission asserted that "[the] security and economic well being of the United States and its allies and friends depend on the nation's ability to operate successfully in space. To be able to contribute to peace and stability in a distinctly different but still dangerous and complex global environment, the [United States] needs to remain at the forefront in space, technologically and operationally, as we have in the air, on land and at sea." n2 Furthermore, the report argued that "the present extent of U.S. dependence on space, the rapid pace at which this dependence is increasing, and the vulnerabilities it creates, all demand that U.S. national security space interests be recognized as a top national security priority." n3 In economic terms, the United States relies on space technologies and capabilities to support a wide range of commercial activities. Among the most important commercial assets in space is the constellation of Global Positioning System (GPS) navigation satellites. The precise timing signals emitted from the GPS allow automobiles, aircraft, and ships to locate their positions and establish the chronological order for virtually all financial transactions. Indeed, the global financial network would collapse without GPS. Equally important, commercial satellites carry most global communications. Despite the phenomenal growth rate of fiber optics networks, commercial satellites still dominate long-haul global communications. The United States is extraordinarily dependent on space for its national security. n4 The U.S. military has integrated space technologies into virtually all aspects of military operations, dramatically improving U.S. military power. Since the 1991 Persian Gulf War, which is widely considered the first "space war," the Pentagon has relied on electro-optical, hyperspectral, infrared, and radar satellites to see what is happening on the battlefield. n5 Communication satellites allow military commanders to be connected to their forces, while the navigation signal from GPS satellites is essential for precision attacks. The air campaigns over Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq also demonstrated the value of space assets in modern warfare. Similarly, U.S. military commanders increasingly rely on imagery from commercially owned satellites; in fact, commercial satellites handled 80 percent of U.S. military communications during the Kosovo operation in 1999. n6 Government agencies often pay private firms to collect and process vital satellite imagery. For the first five months of the Afghan campaign, the Department of Defense paid the Space Imaging Corporation $ 1.9 million per month for images of Afghanistan collected by its Ikonos imaging satellite. This new commercial satellite market also creates vulnerabilities because of the ability of hostile governments or terrorist organizations to gain access to readily available satellite imagery. Such information could be used to harm U.S. interests in various ways, including attacking military bases and disrupting military operations. In sum, because U.S. military effectiveness and commercial competitiveness depend so overwhelmingly on space, the country is increasingly vulnerable to an adversary's malicious use of space or attacks against space systems. As the Rumsfeld Commission report warned ominously, "If the [United States] is to avoid a 'space Pearl Harbor,' it needs to take seriously the possibility of an attack on U.S. space systems. The nation's leaders must assure that the vulnerability of the United States is reduced and that the consequences of a surprise attack on U.S. space assets are limited in their effects." n7 At present, most nations cannot challenge the United States directly, but there are fears that states might someday attack U.S. satellites to cripple its military capabilities. Policymakers in the United States are increasingly concerned that this is precisely China's strategy.
 

Consult NATO – Enlargement Good 

NATO expansion is good – increases hegemony, deters and contains Russia, contains Germany, and avoids NATO collapse. 

Kay, prof in politics and gov’t @ Ohio Wesleyan University 1998 NATO and the Future of European Security p 7 

The most forceful realist argument for maintaining NATO would be to enhance security by expanding the alliance into central and Eastern Europe. NATO enlargement would consolidate the new status quo after the cold war. By reassuring Germany’s neighbors about its growing power and increasing the West’s deterrence capability against Russia. In this view, NATO will not be sustainable unless it is expanded to constrain Great Power security competition in Central and Eastern Europe. Even in Russia does not pose an immediate threat, NATO enlargement would contain instability in the former Soviet Union. NATO enlargement would also ensure American primacy over Europe by preventing rising competitions from challenging America’s dominant role in Europe and around the world. 
Turn – Democracy 

A. Enlargement provides a proven framework for incentive based democracy promotion. 

Schnake, Sr Rsch Prof @ National Defense U. and Simon, Sr Fellow @ INSS, 2001 Strategic Challenges for the Bush Administration 12-13 

Expanding Market Democracy. While there are reasons to be skeptical about the theory of democratic peace and the emphasis Clinton administration strategy placed on democratization, the United States has an interest in seeing the Western model succeed throughout the greater European area. Virtually all states of central, southern, and eastern Europe want the prosperity rule of law and representative government we have and (with varying resolve) are making domestic sacrifices to achieve those goal: creating institutions of democratic governance, breaking historical traditions of civil military relations, demanding tolerance of minorities, settling disputes with neighbors and tackling cross border crime and corruption. These difficult adaptations supported by generally complementary US and EU economical and technical assistance and political and military engagement programs ) are making a much greater contribution to the security of Europe that would NATO or EU membership of those same sates, and at much less cost to the United States. However these governments would have a very difficult time sustaining these reforms without the incentive that the promise of NATO and EU membership provides.  
 

B. Democracy promotion key to preventing inevitable extinction

Diamond, senior research fellow at Hoover Institution, 95
(Larry, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and Instruments, Issues and Imperatives, A Report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, December 1995, p. 6)

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.
***2NC/1NR blocks***

Consult NATO - AT: Consultation = Normal Means
Even if consultation is normal means in the real world, the resolution inherently excludes it- affirmatives are bound by the words “resolved” and “should,” both of which the CP competes with- the plan can’t topically include consultation
Genuine prior binding consultation is not normal means 

The Independent (London), February 19, 2005, Saturday LN
"Most important is a new tone," said Susan Rice of the Brookings Institution in Washington, pointing to the widespread European distrust of Mr Bush that predates the Iraq invasion. This month's trip by Condoleezza Rice, the Secretary of State, went off well.
Many in Washington as well as Europe remains to be convinced that the US approach has changed from the "take it or leave it" style of Mr Bush's first term - where "consultation" meant the US informed its allies of what it was going to do.
Consult NATO– AT: Perm (lie)
Perm is intrinsic – uniquely adds deception and the act of lie which are not in the actions taken by the CP- intrinsic perms are aff conditionality and totally unpredictable which makes it impossible to be neg. Voting issue for fairness. 

Perm severs the immediacy of the plan- that makes it impossible to debate because we could never win a link and it makes the aff a moving target- it’s a voting issue for fairness
Turn - Allies spy on each other – perm risks triggering the net benefit
Fred Kaplan Sept 1 2004 http://slate.com/id/2106079/

The world is much changed since Henry Stimson shut down the State Department's cryptanalysis branch and sniffed, "Gentlemen don't read other gentlemen's mail." But what about friends' mail—do we read it, too? That is, do nations spy on their allies? Do they do so routinely? And is everybody all right with that? Yes, yes, yes, and—up to a point, apparently—yes.
Turn - White House leaks gamble the whole net benefit
SUNDAY TELEGRAPH(LONDON), October 10, 2004, LN
A POWERFUL "old guard" faction in the Central Intelligence Agency has launched an unprecedented campaign to undermine the Bush administration with a battery of damaging leaks and briefings about Iraq. The White House is incensed by the increasingly public sniping from some senior intelligence officers who, it believes, are conducting a partisan operation to swing the election on November 2 in favour of John Kerry, the Democratic candidate, and against George W Bush. Jim Pavitt, a 31-year CIA veteran who retired as a departmental chief in August, said that he cannot recall a time of such "viciousness and vindictiveness" in a battle between the White House and the agency. John Roberts, a conservative security analyst, commented bluntly: "When the President cannot trust his own CIA, the nation faces dire consequences."  Relations between the White House and the agency are widely regarded as being at their lowest ebb since the hopelessly botched Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba by CIA-sponsored exiles under President John F Kennedy in 1961. There is anger within the CIA that it has taken all the blame for the failings of pre-war intelligence on Saddam Hussein's weapons programmes.
Uniquely, NATO makes the risk of leaks worse

Rebecca Johnson, and Micah Zenko, Parameters,  Winter, 2002 http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBR/is_4_32/ai_95447360/pg_2 
Attention must also be paid to protecting sources and minimizing leaks. NATO has witnessed a series of embarrassing leaks over its history, and increased intelligence sharing threatens to make this worse. Such leaks do not just put the sources and methods of intelligence collection at risk, but alert suspected terrorist networks that they are under surveillance. The alliance needs to develop new ways to share information without jeopardizing the integrity of the information and investigations under way.
Only genuine consultation solves
Richard N. Haass July 2004 (President of the Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/8049/marriage_counseling_for_america_and_europe.html

Americans, for their part, must accept that a strong Europe will not be content to simply do America’s bidding. The US should support European integration, because a strong Europe is at least a potential strategic partner, whereas a weak Europe is not. Indeed, the sort of troop-intensive nation-building exercises taking place in Iraq and Afghanistan are hardly unique; they are sure to be repeated, and European contributions will be required. That American troops are being withdrawn from Korea and sent to Iraq is both unfortunate and revealing. But genuine consultation will be necessary. Consultation cannot consist of simply informing others of what has already been decided, not adapting policies, and yet still expecting support. Nor can consultations on how to deal with today’s central global challenges wait until a crisis. Most importantly, the US and Europe must learn how to disagree. The best guideline is to not permit disagreements to spill over and complicate or infect the relationship. Such “compartmentalization” is as essential now as it was during the Cold War. In order to limit the consequences of disagreement, Americans should explain their position and offer alternatives when a proposed  international arrangement is deemed undesirable. 
Consult NATO– AT: Perm- Do the CP 

1. Its severance – it severs out of the resolved nature of the plan – the 1AC plan that was happening for sure is now contingent on consultation- aff conditionality creates a moving target that destroys all ground which is a voting issue for fairness
2. No way the CP is normal means – its binding consultation, at best only notification is normal means – doesn’t solve the net benefit

3. It severs the immediacy of the plan– delay perms destroy all disad links by letting them fiat the plan after our scenarios, making it impossible to be neg- voting issue for fairness
4. None of this is justified by the counterplan – the counterplan isn’t timeframe because consultation happens immediately
5. The CP text does not include 100% of the plan. Read the text we consult over the mandates of the plan. That includes questions of timing which is a relevant issue for discussion. Helps the aff and gets the solvency arguments. 

Consult NATO– AT: Perm- Consult on Other Issues

1. Intrinsic – the counterplan only fiats consultation on the plan- the perm engages in an entirely new use of fiat to mandate future consultation- intrinsicness is bad because it doesn’t test competition, it’s a 2AC plan amendment, it makes it impossible to be negative when they fiat do plan and world peace
2. No net benefit – non consultation on the plan triggers the net benefit which makes future events irrelevant
3. Its future fiat – fiats consultation on all dates in the future- its bad because it’s not reciprocal and destroys all ground because there’s no good ground in the future
4. Vagueness – should specify the issue of future consultations, its reciprocal to the counterplan and key to ground
Consult NATO – AT: Delay

They can’t win a substantial risk that the case impacts happen before consultation is over- their harms have been a risk for forever but they still haven’t happened, proves it most likely won’t happen soon
And, the net benefit outweighs any potential risk of a solvency deficit- consultation is key to prevent NATO collapse which causes nuclear exchange all around the globe because one of the biggest security alliances will no longer be able to crack down 
The US can get support for consensus efficiently
Colin Powell, Secretary of State for the Bush Administration, April 29th, 2003 Federal Department Clearing House, Congressional Testimony, Lexis
SEC. POWELL: Sure. On the first question of consensus, clearly, when you go from 16 to 19 to 26 to 29, decision-making becomes more difficult when you have that many sovereign nations, each one represented at the council table and all the baggage that comes with them in terms of public opinion and the political dynamic within their parliament or legislature. It makes it much more difficult. But I don't think it makes it impossible to act at 29, or even that much more difficult or that much more unwieldy. I think long before you get into the council chamber, discussions take place, negotiations take place, and you essentially come in with a pretty good lineup. And we have been quite effective in bringing people around to our line of thinking within 19. And when I look at the next seven coming in and I see how they helped us and how they stood by us in this recent debate over Iraq, I have some confidence that they also would be inclined toward our point of view, but they are sovereign nations to make their own decision. So I think that we have been effective in playing the leadership role in the alliance which will help the alliance get through to a consensus decision quickly. And that leadership role will not be diminished as we move forward to either 26 or 29.

NATO procedures have become more flexible and simplified.

Michael Ruhle, Summer 2003 (Parameters, pp. 89-97)

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

Consult NATO– Theory: Consult CP Good

Consult CP are good- 

A. Negation theory justifies- all we have to do is prove that the plan is a bad idea or present a better one
B. Increases plan focus- debating actual implementation methods allows us to test the best process by which to pass the plan
C. Solvency advocates check- as long as we read evidence specific to the topic then there’s no abuse- proves it’s a relevant question of the resolution and it’s predictable

D. Most real-world- we consult with our allies all the time- CP educates us about real-world mechanisms

E. Aff bias justifies- they get to speak first and last and get infinite prep
F. Not a voter- reject the argument, not the team
Consult NATO– Theory: Conditionality Good

Our interpretation is that we get one conditional counterplan- solves all their offense and is a fair burden on the affirmative
Prefer our interpretation:
1. Increases Education - hard debate is good debate- forces them to defend the plan and not just prove that the counterplan is bad – key to topic education
2. Time skew is inevitable – we’ll just fill the block with topicality
3. Illogical - in the search for the best policy the status quo should always be an option
4. Neg flex is key to rectify side bias – they speak first and last, choose the ground of the debate, get 2ac addons, a 9 minute indict of the status quo and get a huge topic to hide in
5. Straight turning the net benefit checks abuse
6. Dispositionality is worse
A. Perms are key – otherwise negs read their best add-ons after aff straight turns and can’t perm it
B. Collapses into conditionality– too many disagreements on what constitutes a straight turn
7. Not a voter- reject the argument not the team
Consult NATO– Theory: Functional/Textual Competition 

1. Counterplan competes functionally – you can’t consult and not consult at the same time- that’s good:

A. Better for the Aff – cuts down on meaningless word PICs and critical net benefits, we only force you to defend words that have meaning


B. It’s the only viable standard for ground –  textual competition justifies severance – they could win do the plan except X as the plan plus some words
C. Least arbitrary - under their interpretation “Ban the Plan CP” doesn’t compete- proves textual competition is just as arbitrary
D. It’s key to education – functional competition minimizes trivial debates about semantics to actual real world alternatives
2. Counterplan competes textually – it doesn’t include the entirety of the text and tests resolved and timing
Consult NATO– Theory: PICs

We’re not a PIC- we exclude the unilateral action of the plan, its resolved nature, and its immediacy – meaning they DO get to leverage the 1AC against the counterplan, that solves back the entirety of their abuse claims
Even if they prove we’re a PIC, those are good-
A. Negation theory justifies- all we have to do is disprove that the plan is a good idea
B. Increases plan focus- forces the affirmative to defend the specifics of the plan which increases depth and specific education
C. Best policy option justifies- if we can find a way to improve the plan by excluding certain aspects of it then we should win- 
D. More real world- minor changes are made in legislation all the time
E. Aff bias justifies- they get the first and last speech and infinite prep time
F. Lit checks- we’re stil tied to an evidentiary basis, which means the CP is predictable and they should be prepared to debate it
G. Not a voter- reject the argument, not the team

Consult NATO– Theory: A2: Inf # of Consult CPs 

1. This is irrelevant- there is an infinite number of counterplans besides consult anyway- we’d just use the infinite advantage CP or agent CP which makes their abuse claims inevitable

2. Their interpretation in a slippery slope that threatens all generic counterplans- this is a big topic with an infinite number of Affs- we need generic CP to check against tiny affirmatives  
3. Specific solvency evidence checks- we have specific evidence on consulting over military issues, which proves we’re a central question on the topic and checks ALL their unpredictability claims

4. Counter interpretation – neg should have to have literature linking the generic counterplan to the topic- we meet this because our evidence is specific to the topic

5. Our CP is predictable– NATO is the largest security organization in the world- it’s obviously predictable on the topic, and we aren’t the small countries that their abuse claims assume 

Consult NATO– Theory: A2: Hurts Topic Edu/Plan Focus

1. Banning arguments based on arbitrary standards of plan specificity justifies banning Ks and DAs- the only thing that has to be specific is the link, which we’re reading

2. Our CP increases topic education and plan focus- in-depth discussions over how international alliances view military withdrawals are central questions of the topic, and we increase education about how the plan would be perceived
3. Counter-interpretation- we can get a generic CP as long as we read a topic-specific piece of solvency evidence- solves their abuse claims and allows the negative core generics that are vital to test the affirmative
Consult NATO– Theory: A2: No Lit = Abusive

1. No one has lit on every topical affirmative – means you allow generic counterplans because without them neg gets railroaded into indefensible positions like “racism good”
2. We have evidence specific to military consultation with NATO- that checks any abuse and should be the only burden of the negative when running a CP
3. This isn’t unique to consult CP- their logic justifies banning all CP that don’t read evidence specific to every aff- we’d never be able to garner any CP ground
4. We’re predictable- it’s consult NATO, not consult Burma- it’s predictable and there’s tons of literature on both sides

Consult NATO– Theory: A2: No Viable Perms = Abusive

1. Don’t blame us because we read a competitive CP- just because the perms they made aren’t enough to beat the CP doesn’t mean 
2. They can still win – they can turn a DA that links to the CP, impact turn the net benefit, or win a solvency deficit-it’s plenty of viable offense
3. Wrong – a correct interpretation of “perm- do both” is legitimate but it doesn’t solve because its consulting on a plan you just passed unilaterally doesn’t solve the net benefit because its not prior
Consult NATO– Theory: A2: Conditional Fiat

1. We’re not conditional fiat, we’re conditioned solvency- there’s a huge difference since we will always consult, which means we’ll always have to deal with the net benefit- we don’t condition the passage of the plan on anything other than NATO’s answer- if they spew down on the net benefit we’re stuck with it 

2. No different from the affirmative’s use of fiat- we can read “X country says no”
Consult NATO– Theory: A2: Conditioned Solvency

A. Conditioned Solvency helps the aff – counterplan starts with a solvency deficit- you shouldn’t be worried about multiple worlds when we run a CP that might have no solvency
B. Say yes and say no evidence is predictable- the CP doesn’t result in a crazy modification of the plan, and the aff should have evidence disproving the CP solvency
Consult NATO– Theory: A2: Consult + Kritik = Multiple Worlds

1. Counter interpretation- we get to test the aff with one K and one CP. 

2. Allowing these multiple worlds is critical to test the affirmative – forcing the choice between one or the other undercuts important negative ground and flexibility
3. Key to check 2AC add-ons that the CP can’t solve
4. Cutting off K ground after a CP is read leaves no avenue to check racist, sexist, or classist language used in the speeches following the 1NC which puts the neg at an inherent disadvantage
5. No double-turns- we will never argue that the K impacts or non-consultation with NATO is a good thing
6. Aff bias justifies- they speak first and last and get infinite prep time
7. Multiple conditional advocacies is reciprocal – for each of our off positions with alternatives they get a permutation, or multiple permutations allows them to check back massive time skew
Consult NATO– Theory: A2: Foreign Fiat

100% no link – all we fiat is consultation and advocacy of the plan from US diplomats- the rest of it we have solvency evidence for- we don’t fiat that NATO does any action
Consult NATO– A2: Constitutionality/Strike Down 

1. The Supreme Court won’t strike down the counterplan-
A. No one cares – someone would have to take the USFG to court – consultation would only be perceived by foreign diplomats and heads of state as well as our attaches to NATO, who won’t sue
B. Its empirically denied – we followed a strict policy of consultation within the NATO framework the counterplan employs during the whole Cold War- the US makes a sovereign decision to enter into consultation is the way the court sees it. 

C. Fiat is durable – fiating the USFG means we get the acquiescence of the Supreme Court – best interpretation for debate – helps the aff most, keeps debates on the substance, allows considering radical ideas which is best for searching for the best policy option.

2. Disad 

A. The constitution is racist, classist, and sexist, reject it. 

Fresia, 88 Gerald John, Toward and American Revolution. P 8

The central theme of this book can be summarized as follows: We live in an undemocratic system that is a major source of terror and repression, both at home and around the world. In large measure this is due to the tremendous concentration of unchecked corporate power. Our responsibility, as citizens and as a people, is to challenge the structure of power within our society particularly the private power of the corporate-banking community.  The Constitution prohibits this, in fact the Constitution was intended to ensure that only a few people would run the government and that they would be the few who would run the economy. The crisis confronting us,  in other words, demands effective radical politics and a departure from many Constitutional values, assumptions, and principles. Effective radical politics, however is inhibited by our acceptance and glorification of the Constitution and the Framers who engineered its ratification. It is as if we believe the IBM ad which stated, “the constitution is a political work of art and its also the most important contract of your life.” We shouldn’t have to depend upon or live by IBM’s conception of justice today anymore than we should depend upon or live by the conception of justice articulated by rich and powerful white men, many of them slaveowners who lived 200 years ago. Our values are not their values. The government of the United States does not, in its policies, express the decency of its own people. It lacks legitimacy and we need to confront that fact. 

B. Patriarchy risks nuclear war
Betty Reardon, Director, Peace Education Program, Columbia, WOMEN AND PEACE, 1993, pp. 30-1. 

A clearly visible element in the escalating tensions among militarized nations is the macho posturing and the patriarchal ideal of dominance, not parity, which motivates defense ministers and government leaders to “strut their stuff” as we watch with increasing horror. Most men in our patriarchal culture are still acting out old patterns that are radically inappropriate for the nuclear age. To prove dominance and control, to distance one’s character from that of women, to survive the toughest violent initiation, to shed the sacred blood of the hero, to collaborate with death in order to hold it at bay all of these patriarchal pressures on men have traditionally reached resolution in ritual fashion on the battlefield. But there is no longer any battlefield. Does anyone seriously believe that if a nuclear power were losing a crucial, large-scale conventional war it would refrain from using its multiple-warhead nuclear missiles because of some diplomatic agreement? The military theater of a nuclear exchange today would extend, instantly or eventually, to all living things, all the air, all the soil, all the water. If we believe that war is a “necessary evil,” that patriarchal assumptions are simply “human nature,” then we are locked into a lie, paralyzed. The ultimate result of unchecked terminal patriarchy will be nuclear holocaust.

Consult NATO– Theory: A2: Time Frame Fiat

A. No Link – consultation happens immediately – solves their abuse story
B. No different from the plan – it’s a question of methodology during implementation
C. Uniquely, consultation is a germane process to this topic which outweighs potential abuse
D. They should defend doing the plan unilaterally- if they can’t, then we should win since we’ve provided a superior alternative to the 1AC
Consult NATO– Theory: A2: UQ/Normal Means Double Bind

Not true – we will concede that prior binding consultation is not the way of the status quo- the status quo is a linear disad that threatens the alliance. This means at best they’ll win that the unique internal link to the plan isn’t 100 percent, but they’re still conceding only the counterplan solves the alliance and relations for sure, the risk of the disad means you vote negative  
***AFF Answers***

2AC Consult NATO

1. Perm- consult NATO over the plan and do the plan regardless of their answer
2. NATO says no- they’re aggressively expanding military presence along with the US

Rozoff 3-6-10 [Rick, Global Research contributor, “Daunting Crisis in East-West Relations: U.S., NATO Intensify War Games Around Russia’s Perimeter,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17969]

Veteran Indian analyst and former career diplomat M K Bhadrakumar wrote of the civilian point man for America’s South Asian war that “Holbrooke insisted his visit ‘had nothing to do with Georgian-Russian relations,’ but the reality is that Washington hopes to incorporate Georgia as a vital link in the proposed NATO supply chain leading to Afghanistan from Europe, which will bypass Russian territory. Clearly, NATO is gearing up to cross over from the Balkans, across the Black Sea, to the Caucasus in an historic journey that will take it to Central Asia via Afghanistan.” [11] American author Edward Herman recently presented a similar perspective in pointing out that since the end of the Cold War “Across the globe…U.S. military bases are expanding, not contracting. The encirclement of Russia and steady stream of war games and exercises in the Baltic, Caspian, Mediterranean and Western Pacific areas continue, the closer engagement with Georgia and effort to bring it into NATO moves ahead, as do plans for the placement of missiles along Russia’s borders and beyond.” [12] Journalist Eric Walberg followed suit in his March 2 article “Georgia vs Russia: Fanning the flames,” in which he stated: “With the collapse of the Soviet Union, the world expected a new era of peace and disarmament. But what happened? Instead of diminishing, US and NATO presence throughout Europe, the Persian Gulf, Afghanistan and Central Asia rapidly increased, and the world experienced one war after another – in the Caucasus, Yugoslavia, Iraq and Afghanistan, each one hotter and more horrible than the last.” [13] On March 5 military exercises began in Poland with “400 Polish soldiers and scores of U.S. Army soldiers” in what had as its immediate objective training the host country’s troops to “cooperate with their American superiors in East Afghanistan.” [14] On February 27 Polish President Lech Kaczynski ratified a Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) with the U.S. to permit the deployment of 100 soldiers to run a Patriot missile base near the Baltic city of Morag. NATO recently inaugurated a Joint Forces Training Center in the Polish city of Bydgoszcz. The March 17-20 NATO air maneuvers over Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania are “the first in a series of military drills to be held this year near the Russian border.” In June 500 U.S. Marines and Estonian troops will participate in ten days of exercises in northern Estonia, “a hundred kilometers from the Russian border.” [15] Later in the year NATO will conduct war games in the Baltic Sea region with “over 2,000 personnel from Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia and the U.S.” The exercises will be “the largest since the three Baltic countries joined the alliance….” [16] A Russian source commented on the above developments by reminding its readers that NATO “will draw a record number of soldiers to Russia’s borders….” [17] NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen visited Finland on March 4 to preside over the bloc’s first new Strategic Concept seminar held in a non-NATO country, co-hosted by the host country and Sweden, both formerly nominal neutral nations. Rasmussen said “that Afghanistan, where Finland and Sweden have soldiers serving under NATO’s peacekeeping operation, was a model example of NATO’s regional defence starting far from the alliance’s borders.” [18] Finnish Foreign Minister Alexander Stubb said in his introductory remarks that one of his country’s members of parliament “once described Nato as Finland’s secret lover or mistress. I would rather argue that our partnership with Nato is like ‘common-law marriage.’ We have been committed and reliable partners for a long time, almost two decades.” [19] When NATO fully incorporates Finland it will acquire “237,000 troops, beefed up with the latest infantry weapons and heavy armor” [20] along a 1,300-kilometer border with Russia. [21] American and other NATO member states’ troops, warplanes and warships are visiting Russia’s neighborhood more frequently and approaching its borders more precariously. Over the past five years the Pentagon and NATO have secured permanent air, naval and training bases in Poland, Bulgaria, Romania and Lithuania and interceptor missile sites in the first three nations. 

3. Perm- do the CP- resolutional grammar means we don’t have to defend the word “resolved”
Webster’s ‘00 Guide to Grammar and Writing, http://ccc.commnet.edu/grammar/marks/colon.htm]
Use of a colon before a list or an explanation that is preceded by a clause that can stand by itself. Think of the colon as a gate, inviting one to go on… If the introductory phrase preceding the colon is very brief and the clause following the colon represents the real business of the sentence, begin the clause after the colon with a capital letter.
4. NATO is a Cold War relic- it has outlived its usefulness 
Herman 6-14-10 [Arthur, staff writer for the New York Post, “The new threat to America: NATO,” http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/the_new_threat_to_america_nato_yEHmKUmEDa18HOEBQhD4aL]

NATO was created in 1949 with the idea that America would supply the alliance with the bulk of its muscle, while its other members would display the solidarity of political will to resist Communist domination of Europe (though each member also promised to devote at least 2 percent of GDP to military spending each year). That made sense when Germany and France and Italy were still emerging from the rubble of world war, and a war-weary Britain was still rationing meat and sugar -- and the Soviet Union loomed as a nuclear-armed monolith. By the 1970s, the formula was becoming absurd: European countries were flourishing and incomes rising, yet their share of meeting NATO's defense needs did not. Instead, the vast US conventional and nuclear umbrella let them build hugely wasteful welfare states under its shade. When the Cold War ended, NATO made even less sense. The first sign that it had outlived its usefulness came in Bosnia and Kosovo in the 1990s, when the alliance's European members were unwilling to prevent the first genocide on European soil since the Holocaust, unless the United States took the lead. So much for displaying political will. Then came Afghanistan. The European members of the International Security Assistance Force there have been extremely careful to avoid any serious combat duties, for fear their pacifist-minded populations might demand the troops come home. In many cases, US forces have to spend almost as much time and effort protecting them as engaging the enemy. For the last five years, they've been a misery to us, and an aid and a comfort to the enemy. Yet President Obama's strategy in Afghanistan relies on "help" from those same NATO allies (even as he himself has undercut NATO's most pro-American members like Poland, Latvia and the Czech Republic by giving in to Russia on missile defense). Likewise, his long-term plans for the Pentagon depend on Europe sharing more of the burden on its own defense, including the NATO budget. It's a forlorn hope. Today, only five of NATO's 28 members live up to the 2 percent defense-spending requirement. Worse, Karl Heinz Kamp, director of the research division of NATO Defense College, has found that, of Europe's 2 million men and women in uniform, only 3 percent to 5 percent are actually deployable in combat. And the cash-strapped Europeans want to cut NATO's budget almost out of sight. 

2AC Consult NATO

5. Case is a disad- consultation takes a long time, which means our case impacts could happen in the interim 
Grant 02 (Charles, director of the Centre for European Reform, NATO Review, http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2002/issue1/english/debate.html#top)

What has happened since 11 September has surely reinforced the long-term trend for NATO to become a political organisation. The Bush administration did not want to use NATO to fight the war in Afghanistan. This was partly for the perfectly good reason that the Alliance did not have many of the military capabilities that would be useful in the fight against the Taliban and al-Qaida . But it was also because many people in the Pentagon see NATO as a relatively marginal, European organisation. They used it to run the air campaign over Kosovo and Serbia in 1999, but they found its many committees — which enabled individual countries, such as France, to veto the bombing of certain targets — frustratingly slow to deal with.

6. Consult CP are bad and a voting issue- 

A. Infinitely regressive- they could consult any random country or organization, which is unpredictable and makes it impossible for us to garner any offense

B. It’s conditional solvency, which is bad- submitting the plan to a foreign veto is inherently unpredictable and isn’t reciprocal since the aff is held to absolute solvency

C. Kills topic education- this CP can be run on every topic which hurts our ability to get topic-specific education which we can only get this year- their education is stale

D. Doesn’t test the plan- the net benefit isn’t a disad to the plan, it’s just a net benefit to the CP, which means it isn’t a true opportunity cost

7. Turn- Hegemony

A. Giving Europe veto power over American foreign policy crushes US hegemony

W.R. Mead 2004 (Senior Fellow @ The CFR, Power, Terror, Peace, and War, pg. 130-134)
Another big question  that  the  Bush  administration answered correctly has to do with the emerging relationship between Europe and the United States. While matters were not always handled well, the administration is right to believe that American foreign policy can no longer be Eurocentric. Despite the considerable political successes the Europeans have had in the construction of the European Union, and despite the great wealth and technological prowess these societies continue to show, Europe is unlikely to be the center of world politics in the twenty-first century. It is not simply that Europe is in demographic decline, that the remaining population is aging, that it has difficulties assimilating immigrants, and that its pension and medical obligations are ticking time bombs. The real factor driving the decline of Europe's prominence in world affairs will be the rapid development of the non-Western world, especially East and South Asia. Increasingly, the United States will be turning away from Europe toward new partners and, sometimes, new rivals in the developing world. There will always be a special place in American foreign policy for our European allies, but they will have to learn to accept us for what we are. As long as we face the threat of grand terror, the United States cannot suppress its Jacksonian instincts, for example, in order to spare European sensibilities. Nor can we grant Europe a veto over American foreign policy, and if that is the price for Europe's help, we must learn from time to time to do without. 
B. US leadership is essential to prevent global nuclear exchange

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995 

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

8. Double-bind- either we consult in the status quo which means the CP is normal means OR we aren’t consulting now which means the net benefit is non-unique

2AC Consult NATO

9. NATO is resilient- lack of consultation and disagreements won’t affect NATO effectiveness
 James Kwok, Harvard International Review Staff Writer, Summer 2005, Defining Power, Vol. 27(2), MENDING NATO: SUSTAINING THE TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONSHIP
The greatest misperception of the transatlantic relationship is that the United States is incapable of seeing eye-to-eye on any issue with Europe. The eminent political scientist Robert Kagan has pointed out that the prevailing attitude toward the transatlantic relationship is usually described as that between "cowboys" and stiff Eurocrats. That the two peoples are diametrically opposed is completely false. Both sides of the Atlantic have the same fundamental beliefs in free markets, liberal government, and democracy. This dedication to liberalism and open societies was not only evident in the joint NATO peacekeeping efforts in Bosnia and Croatia, but also most recently in Ukraine. Then-Secretary of State Colin Powell worked closely with his opposite numbers in Brussels--NATO's headquarters--to ensure that the elections occurring in 2004 went smoothly and according to plan. NATO, while playing no military role in the Iraq War, recently has spearheaded the Training Implementation Mission in Iraq, which seeks to create a self-sufficient Iraqi army. If argument has made the relationship tenuous, it certainly has not paralyzed NATO.
1AR Extensions- #1- Perm- lie
Extend the permutation to consult and do the plan regardless- we can see what NATO thinks while still making our own ultimate decision to do the plan anyway- solves both the case and the net benefit since their net benefit doesn’t say that we have to always let NATO make our decisions for us, just that we have to open the plan up for discussion
And, the perm is justified by the nature of the CP- they use future conditional solvency which we can’t prepare for and create multiple worlds that make it too difficult to predict what NATO’s answer would be
Acknowledging NATO’s opinion while pursuing some policies without compromise can still facilitate an effective alliance

Moravcsik ‘03 [Andrew, Harvard Government Professor, “Striking a New Transatlantic Bargain,” Foreign Affairs, July/August, http://www.princeton.edu/~amoravcs/library/bargain.pdf]
The pessimists are right to note that the Iraq crisis highlighted the need for a new set of arrangements, structures that can deal with global issues but are appropriate to a world in which the United States and Europe possess different means, perceive different threats, and prefer different procedures. For their part, however, the optimists are right to argue that such crises are still manageable and that Western governments have a strong incentive to manage them. Wiser leadership on both sides, backed by solid institutional cooperation, could have avoided the transatlantic breakdown in the first place. To prevent future ruptures, both sides must recognize that they benefit from the active participation of the other in most ventures. Only a frank recognition of complementary national interests and mutual dependence will elicit moderation, self-restraint, and a durable willingness to compromise. To this end, the allies could follow one of three paths. They can simply agree to disagree about certain issues, cordoning off areas of dispute from areas of consensus; they can begin to part ways militarily, with Europe developing its own, more autonomous force projection capabilities; or they can negotiate a new bargain, in which American military power and European civilian power are deployed together at targets of mutual concern. The first option is the simplest and least costly solution, but the last promises the greatest returns. decent diplomacy The easiest way to overcome the recent troubles would be for the United States and Europe to manage controversial high-stakes issues delicately while continuing to work together on other subjects that matter to both sides. This is how the Western alliance has functioned for most of its history—protecting core cooperation in European and nonmilitary matters, while disagreeing about “out of area” intervention and, sometimes, nuclear strategy. Today this lowest-common-denominator policy should still unite nearly all Western leaders.

And, there won’t be any leaks- post 9/11, leaks are impossible

INN 2k1(Insight on the News; November 2k5)
As the war on terrorism intensifies, the Bush team takes the offensive on the home front, shoring up homeland defense and reining in loose-lipped lawmakers and an overeager media TEXT: As many Americans lazily slipped into their recliners for the final regular game of the baseball season, or spent a crisp autumn afternoon watching football, U.S. fighters and bombers continued a campaign of aerial assaults on the military infrastructure of the Taliban in Afghanistan. But, for too many, the long Columbus Day weekend was spent attending yet another memorial service for the victims of the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks in New York City and at the Pentagon. One month after four planes shook the foundations of the nation a sense of normalcy was creeping back into American society. O.J. Simpson was back in a courtroom, Bill Clinton was continuing to contort the record of his eight-year stewardship of the nation's foreign policy and actor Alec Baldwin still was refusing to honor his pledge to leave the country if George W. Bush were to become president of the United States. Nonetheless, one month ago a front-page story in the Washington Post would not have resulted in an executive order strictly limiting distribution of classified war intelligence to only eight members of Congress -- the House and Senate leadership and the two senior members of the respective intelligence committees. But that is just what occurred after Bush learned classified information relayed during meetings with congressional leaders had been leaked to the Post, requiring the dispatch of National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice to convince the paper's editors not to run with the data. After meeting with German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder, Bush admonished congressional leaders for passing along sensitive material "when American forces are at risk overseas." The president said he expected "there may be some heartburn" among the lawmakers. Indeed there was. And there was some acid reflux among members of the press as well.
1AR Extensions- #2- NATO says no

Extend the 2AC Rozoff evidence- NATO will say no to the plan because they want to expand military presence and invest in more operations to bolster transatlantic security- the US is one if the leading countries in NATO, they certainly wouldn’t want us to pull a 180 and withdraw military presence
It’s impossible to reach a consensus decision with Europe – they distrust any U.S. action and opposition countries like France and Germany will split just to stifle us

John C. Hulsman, Ph.D. Senior Research Fellow for European Affairs at Heritage, 2-6-2005 [FDCH]

But while European countries remain vital, the EU emperor is often wearing no clothes. Despite rhetoric from the Commission in Brussels, the great European powers rarely agree on the majority of the great global issues of the day. The EU's one-size-fits all approach does not fit the modern political realities on the continent. European countries have politically diverse opinions on all aspects of international life: free trade issues, attitudes toward NATO, relations with the U.S., and how to organize their own economies. For example, Ireland strongly supports free trade, has a tradition of neutrality, has extensive ties to the U.S. through its history of immigration to the New World and its present as a destination for U.S. Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), and is an advocate for economic liberalization. France, by contrast, is often protectionist, unapologetically statist in organizing its economy, and frequently adversarial in its attitude toward America. Germany falls between the two on issues of free trade and relations with the United States, is more pro- NATO than France but values UN involvement in crises above that of the alliance, and is for some liberalization of its economy in order to retain its corporatist model. This real European diversity will continue to be reflected politically, in each state's control over its foreign and security policy, because a more centralized Europe simply does not reflect the political reality on the ground. When examining the question of Iraq, the fundamental issue of the past few years, one sees a complete lack of coordination at the European level. Governmentally, the UK strongly supported the U.S., the Schroeder government in Germany was against any use of force whether sanctioned by the UN or not, with France initially holding a wary middle position, favoring intervention only if the UN (i.e., Paris) retained a veto over America actions. It is hard to imagine the three major European powers staking out starker foreign policy positions. The basic reason for this is obvious: National interests still dominate foreign policy-making at the most critical moments, even for states ostensibly committed to some vague form of supranationalism. For the European powers, Iraq has never been primarily about Iraq. What happens in Baghdad, its geopolitical ramifications, has always been peripheral to European concerns about the war. Iraq has been fundamentally about two things for European states: their specific attitude toward post-Cold War American power and jockeying for power within common European institutions. Europe remains torn asunder by conflicting points of view on these two critical points. One camp, championed by France, is distrustful of American power and strives to dominate a centralized EU in such a way as to become a rival pole of power to America. The other camp, led by Britain and the Central and Eastern states ('New Europe'), sees American power as something to be engaged and traditionally views a more decentralized Brussels as best for the constituent members of the union.
1AR Extensions- #3- Perm- do the CP

Extend the perm to do the CP- there’s no reason that the plan can’t involve consultation- the only competition claim that they make is from the word “resolved,” which we don’t have to defend- our Webster’s evidence says that the grammar of the resolution means we don’t have to defend it since the word preceding the colon isn’t officially part of the resolution
This means that the CP is essentially the same as the plan- we can enact the plan as a result of consultation while still defending it as a good idea
And, the CP’s mechanism should be reciprocal to the plan- if they get to advocate a policy option with conditional solvency, so should we

1AR Extensions- #4- NATO doesn’t matter
Extend the 2AC Herman evidence- NATO is an outdated relic of the Cold War- member states rarely follow through in their commitments and have empirically shirked responsibilities in pressing military situations- it cites the empirical examples of Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan, which prove that NATO isn’t effective at stopping wars and that there’s no impact to the net benefit
NATO is worthless- cooperation serves no strategic purpose

Cordesman ‘05 [Anthony, Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, NATO Review, http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2005/issue1/english/main_pr.html]
Ever since the first Gulf War, the United States has sought to transform NATO’s military forces into high-technology conventional forces with as many interoperable elements as possible. At the same time, NATO has sought to develop additional out-of-area and power-projection capabilities – many again modelled on US capabilities. The NATO Response Force is the symbol of such intention. More broadly, both efforts have reflected the feeling that NATO must find a new, post-Cold War rationale based on new missions and new capabilities to match. NATO has made some progress along these lines, but much of it is more cosmetic than real. Institution building is not force transformation. Ministers may agree to force modernisation priorities and to creating power-projection capabilities, but most country defence plans and budgets reflect slow progress, a continuing lack of interoperability, and the inability to move and sustain more than a small fraction of national forces much beyond national boundaries. NATO Europe is spending more than US$220 billion on military forces, and has some 2.2 million active military and 2.6 million reservists. Virtually all defence analysts agree, however, that most of its procurement efforts are scarcely properly coordinated and interoperable and are not coming close to providing US levels of technology and war-fighting capability. More generally, only a tiny fraction of NATO’s total manpower is deployable outside Alliance territory, and much of it is only really usable if Europe goes to war with itself.
1AR Extensions- #5- Delay

Extend the Grant evidence- consultation is empirically slow and frustrating, especially since the CP has the US consult EVERY NATO member- that obviously takes a substantial amount of time which is a significant solvency deficit to the CP
This means that the case is a disad- if there’s a tiny risk that the timeframe of our nuclear war scenarios would happen before consultation is over, then the CP is useless- you should always privilege the more rapid, guaranteed approach of the plan since we can’t gamble with the human race over hurting NATO’s feelings
And, our allies take forever to make collective decisions
Crook, 1996 (John R, Board of Editors at the American Society of International Law, “Current Development: The Fifty-First Session of the UN Commission on Human Rights, American Journal of International Law, January, accessed at Lexis)

In general, the enhanced EU role is welcome and positive. However, it inevitably leads to difficulties to which Union members and their presidency must be alert. The demands of intra-European coordination can result in disregard of the concerns of other traditional partners (like the United States and other non-EU Western countries) in formulating  [*138]  key policies. Once set, EU negotiating positions are not easily changed. And, for EU delegations, vast amounts of time are consumed in coordinating positions.

1AR Extensions- #7- Hegemony Turn
Extend the Mead evidence- consultation hurts hegemony by making the US look indecisive by allowing NATO to take charge of its decision-making and potentially veto it- the US has to look strong in making its own military decisions to maintain hegemony, otherwise we look soft and weak
Hegemony is key to prevent nuclear war by deterring rogue aggressors and utilizing US influence to dissuade nuclear adversaries- we need to look strong enough to suppress any potential aggressor and prevent a nuclear exchange
Giving Europe veto power will crush flexible US foreign policy and rapid response to threats
W.R. Mead 2004 (Senior Fellow @ The CFR, Power, Terror, Peace, and War, pg. 130-134)
The shift away from institutions toward coalitions of the willing is another aspect of Bush administration policy that is likely to last. As they exist now, most (though by no means all) international institutions are deeply dysfunctional. The UN General Assembly, whose one-state-one-vote policy means that, officially in the UN system, India (population 1.07 billion) is more or less equal to Liechtenstein (population 33,000), has been completely irrelevant for decades.* The Security Council is increasingly crippled because, with three of the five veto-wielding permanent members coming from Europe, it is too much of a retirement home for former world powers while major powers like India (with 17 percent of the world's population) and Japan (which accounts for 14.3 percent of world output)* are excluded. To be effective, institutions must reflect power realities; neither the Security Council nor the General Assembly now do. The WTO has achieved what many political scientists might have thought impossible, and found an even more absurd and unworkable form of governance than the UN General Assembly. Carefully preserving the one-state-one-vote principle so that countries responsible for an infinitesimal proportion of world trade have equal weight with the trading superpowers whose policies actually matter, the WTO has added a political principle last enshrined in the eighteenth-century Polish Diet. Every member, however small and weak, can veto any agreement. The WTO is a perverse cross between the UN Security Council and the General Assembly. Let us hope that private industry never discovers that the votes and the vetoes of some WTO members just might be for sale. But beyond the specific problems of specific institutions, there is a broader issue. International institutions, at least as we know them, are oriented toward achieving consensus through a process of deliberation, usually a very slow and thorough process of deliberation. The decisions they take are likely to be based on compromise, and whether they are security alliances like NATO or political organizations like the United Nations, there is a tendency to move at the speed of the slowest and most reluctant member. Such institutions are very unlikely to provide the kind of rapid response that conditions in the twenty-first century will require. This is especially true of universal institutions like the UN or the WTO, institutions that aspire to include all states. The cultural and political divisions among human beings are too great for such institutions to be able to agree on more than a handful of issues, especially quickly. Inevitably, much of the work of the world will have to take place outside of—though not necessarily against—such institutions. The Clinton administration went outside the UN system to fight the Yugoslav war over Kosovo; future American administrations may eschew some of the rhetoric that the Bush administration has used about international institutions, but no American president can ever accept a situation in which France pretends to an ability to veto American actions deemed necessary to the national security. Nor can future presidents entrust the defense of vital American interests to institutions that move at the pace of the slowest (and perhaps most anti-American) member.

1AR Extensions- #8- Double-bind

Extend the double-bind- either:

A. We consult with NATO over military decisions in the status quo, which proves that the CP is normal means and the perm to do the CP is legitimate
OR

B. We don’t consult in the status quo over military decisions, which proves that NATO doesn’t mind if we don’t consult them over every issue- that means that relations won’t collapse if we pass the plan and there’s no impact to the net benefit
If we win that there’s a very tiny risk of the net benefit then you default AFF since we’ll always win a risk that the CP can’t solve the case

1AR Extensions- #9- NATO resilient
Extend the Kwok evidence- the NATO alliance is resilient because of the value of mutual security agreements amongst members- it’s too beneficial to risk collapsing over the singular instance of not consulting over the plan- lack of consultation won’t cause NATO collapse or the alliance to split- our evidence is based on historical trends when there were tensions within the alliance but they always ended up blowing over because NATO members have no interest in removing themselves from the largest alliance in the world
No NATO collapse- relations are empirically resilient
Moravcsik ‘03 [Andrew, Harvard Government Professor, “Striking a New Transatlantic Bargain,” Foreign Affairs, July/August, http://www.princeton.edu/~amoravcs/library/bargain.pdf]
Transatlantic optimists are also right when they argue that the recent shifts need not lead inexorably to the collapse of nato, the un, or the eu. Historically, they note, transatlantic crises have been cyclical events, arising most often when conservative Republican presidents pursued assertive unilateral military policies. During the Vietnam era and the Reagan administration, as today, European polls recorded 80–95 percent opposition to U.S. intervention, millions of protesters flooded the streets, nato was deeply split, and European politicians compared the United States to Nazi Germany. Washington went into “opposition” at the un, where, since 1970, it has vetoed 34 Security Council resolutions on the Middle East alone, each time casting the lone dissent. In the recent crisis, a particularly radical American policy combined with a unique confluence of European domestic pressures—German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder’s political vulnerability and French President Jacques Chirac’s Gaullist skepticism of American power— to trigger the crisis. Most Europeans—like most Americans—rejected the neoconservative claim that a preemptive war against Iraq without multilateral support was necessary or advisable. Sober policy analysis underlay the concerns of the doubters, who felt that the war in Iraq, unlike the one in Afghanistan, was not really connected to the “war on terrorism.” Skeptics were also wary of the difficulties and costs likely to attend postwar reconstruction. No surprise, then, that most foreign governments sought to exhaust alternatives to war before moving forward and refused to set the dangerous precedent of authorizing an attack simply because the United States requested it. In spite of these doubts about the Bush administration’s policies, however, underlying U.S. and European interests remain strikingly convergent. It is a cliché but nonetheless accurate to assert that the Western relationship rests on shared values: democracy, human rights, open markets, and a measure of social justice. No countries are more likely to agree on basic policy, and to have the power to do something about it. Even regarding a sensitive area such as the Middle East, both sides recognize Israel’s right to exist, advocate a Palestinian state, oppose tyrants such as Saddam Hussein, seek oil security, worry about radical Islamism, and fear terrorism and the proliferation of wmd. Indeed, these shared interests and values help explain why the trend over the past two decades has been toward transatlantic harmony. Europeans are hardly doctrinaire pacifists or myopic regionalists; the recent Iraq war is the first U.S. military action since the Reagan years to trigger significant European opposition. In the first Gulf War, for example, un authorization unlocked European support, participation, and cofinancing. And the Kosovo intervention, although “preventive” and conducted without un authorization, was unanimously backed by nato.
AFF Answers- NATO Says No
Europe says no - consensus is difficult to come by– it just takes one “no” to kill CP solvency

William Drozdiak, et al of the Atlantic Council, Geoffrey Kemp, Flynt L. Leverett, Christopher J. Makins, Bruce Stokes

Policy Paper September 2004 http://www.acus.org/docs/0409-Partners_Frustration_Europe_United_States_Broader_Middle_East.pdf
How will political developments and possible changes on the two sides of the ocean affect the prospects for transatlantic cooperation? A closer strategic dialogue with the United States would require the emergence of a consensus among the major European countries, notably Britain, France and Germany, on the key policy questions — a prospect that remains remote. The chances that a new U.S. administration of either political stripe will transform transatlantic relations is not seen as great by most knowledgeable Europeans, although some have developed strong, and probably exaggerated, hopes for a Kerry administration’s policies. PARTNERS IN FRUSTRATION: EUROPE, THE UNITED X STATES, AND THE BROADER MIDDLE EAST Although the prospects for an intensification of the transatlantic strategic dialogue and cooperation are not bright, in many respects the objective basis for such cooperation remains strong. On many of the critical issues the goals of the governments on both sides remain substantially similar. But there are serious differences of view both as to where the responsibility lies for the current deadlocks on many of these issues and as to the means to achieve these generally agreed goals. The most promising course at present is, therefore, for the allies to focus on practical, limited steps that they can take, either in cooperation or at least in a complementary but independent manner, that will tend to advance their common ends. It is hardly a heroic approach. But it has resulted in some movement away from the brink of transatlantic rupture.
AFF Answers- NATO Says No- Afghanistan

NATO hates the plan- they want to stay the course in Afghanistan

Buenos Aires Herald ‘10 [“NATO says no deadline for Afghan troop withdrawal,” http://www.buenosairesherald.com/BreakingNews/View/20671]

The head of NATO said there would be no deadline for the exit of allied troops from Afghanistan, as fears grow among Afghans that foreign forces will leave before their own troops are able to guarantee security. NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen was visiting Afghanistan for the first time since US President Barack Obama announced plans this month to send 30,000 extra troops to Afghanistan to try and tame mounting violence. NATO allies have also promised to send around 7,000 more. But Washington's plan also calls for US troop levels to be scaled down from 2011 as Afghan security forces gradually take over responsibility, sparking concerns among Afghan civilians. Unrest has reached its worst levels in the eight-year war, and many fear that bombings and attacks may rise if their police and troops have not been well-enough prepared for their new responsibilities. There are currently around 110,000 international troops in Afghanistan, including 68,000 Americans. "My first message is to the Afghan people: I know that some are wondering how long international forces will stay, more specifically, they are worried we will leave too soon," Rasmussen told reporters alongside the Afghan president in Kabul. "Let there be no doubt, the international community will stand with you, will protect you, and help rebuild your country until you are ready to stand on your own," he said. Rasmussen said there would be a "new momentum" in 2010 as NATO ramped up its mission in Afghanistan but that its main focus would be to protect the population and train more Afghan forces. 

NATO says no to the plan- they support troop presence in Afghanistan

Barnes ’09 [Julian, staff writer for the Los Angeles Times, “NATO members support U.S. troop hike in Afghanistan,” October 24, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/24/world/fg-afghanistan-nato24]

WASHINGTON — America's NATO allies signaled broad support Friday for an ambitious counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan, adding to the momentum building for a substantial U.S. troop increase. NATO defense ministers meeting in Bratislava, Slovakia, endorsed the strategy put forward by Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the U.S. and allied commander. The alliance rejected competing proposals to narrow the military mission to fighting the remnants of Al Qaeda.  They did not discuss specific troop levels, but U.S. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said a number of allies indicated they were thinking about increasing their own military or civilian contributions. "The only way to ensure that Afghanistan does not become once again a safe haven for terrorism is if it is made strong enough to resist the insurgency as well," said Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the NATO secretary-general. "In Afghanistan, you cannot separate counter-terrorism from counterinsurgency." As the Obama administration reviews U.S. strategy, the NATO endorsement is likely to add impetus to McChrystal's request for a reported 40,000 additional troops to protect the Afghan people, shore up the government and counter Taliban militants. It is unlikely that defense ministers of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization would have issued such an unambiguous endorsement of McChrystal's plan without at least the tacit approval of U.S. officials. Gates attended the meeting and made no attempt to counter the move by the ministers to throw their backing behind McChrystal's recommendation. Gates is considered a supporter of the plan, but has avoided publicly discussing his views. 
AFF Answers- NATO Says No- TNWs
NATO member-states hate TNW withdrawal- fear of change makes them question the alliance

Lamond and Ingram ’09 [Claudine and Paul, Jan. 23, “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states” http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.pdf]
NATO’s member states have reached an impasse on the future of nuclear sharing in Europe, and currently appear to be operating on the assumption of business as usual through fear of change. While there would be mainstream support on both sides of the Atlantic for the practice to end, governments are reluctant to take action that may appear to challenge the relevance or the future of the NATO Alliance. Even under an Obama Administration, the United States may be reluctant to remove forward-based tactical nuclear weapons from Europe for as long as allied governments wish them to remain, in order to be seen as fulfilling commitments to NATO collective security.1 Likewise, European host states will be reluctant to suggest that the United States remove them if the removal were interpreted to be anti-American or reflect a reduced commitment to NATO. 
NATO says no- TNWs are a unifying factor in the alliance
Thränert ’08 [Oliver, Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Berlin Dec. 10, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet” lexis]

Moreover, the U.S. Air Force seems to be more concerned about possible terrorist attacks on nuclear stockpiles based in Europe than it is convinced of the military relevance of these systems. It would prefer to spend the money currently invested in the protection of nuclear sites in Europe for military projects it deems more important. At the same time, however, there are a number of political reasons for not entirely foregoing U.S. nuclear forces in Europe at this point in time. The function of these systems is to keep the peace and to prevent wars. In particular, U.S. nuclear forces in Europe and nuclear sharing with Alliance partners demonstrate a shared risk within NATO and binds America to the old continent. At least some NATO partners continue to value this. They remain particularly interested in a strong nuclear deterrent vis-à-vis Russia and Iran. Moreover, the U.S. nuclear presence gives those NATO members participating in nuclear sharing a greater say in nuclear decision making or, at least, more access to information. In order to avoid yet another split in NATO on a crucial issue, these political factors should not be neglected.

AFF Answers- Flip-flop turn

The plan is a flip-flop in relations-right now we’re begging NATO not to scale back military efforts

World Bulletin 6-9-10 [“US urges NATO allies "not to cut military budgets"“ http://www.worldbulletin.net/news_detail.php?id=59705]
U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates warned Britain and other NATO allies on Tuesday against cutting troop strength in response to their growing budget woes, urging them to try to find cost savings first in other areas. The United States is worried austerity measures could prompt allies to scale back troop contributions for Afghanistan invasion and beyond. "Clearly most countries are facing economic pressures now," Gates told reporters when asked about reports that Britain, Germany, and other NATO alliance members were considering the biggest defence cutbacks since the end of the Cold War. "I would hope that our allies, before they consider force structure reductions and reductions more broadly in capabilities, will look overall at how they spend their money and ensure that they have taken a hard look at overhead and business practices," Gates said at a joint news conference with British Defence Secretary Liam Fox in London. Gates said those savings could then be used to maintain existing troop levels and fund investments in "modernization". These would include new weapons systems. Fox said the new British government was looking closely at ways to pare back spending on defence. "We know that we've got financial constraints," Fox said. Public debt in Britain, he said, was "probably about the equivalent of borrowing some 1.2 million pounds every single day since the birth of Christ". "So it's not going to be an easy financial backdrop against which to make decisions," Fox added. German Defence Minister Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg has made clear steep spending cuts are needed. German newspapers said reductions of tens of thousands of troops were being considered. Gates has been spearheading efforts at the Pentagon to reduce overhead and end certain arms programs, with the aim of freeing more than $100 billion to maintain current military forces and upgrade their arsenal over the next five years. 
AFF Answers- Saying Yes Hurts Relations

European rubber stamping of US policies is a green light for Washington to shatter relations
Judy Dempsey 2/13/02 Financial Times, lexis
European politicians are in a US-bashing mood. Whether it is the Afghan detainees held by Washington in Guantanamo Bay, President George W. Bush's "Axis of Evil" speech, or his foreign policy in the Middle East, there has been criticism of the world's only superpower from many of the EU's 15 capitals. If there were ever a moment when the EU might find a single voice, this was surely it. And yet, despite all the tough talking, the Europeans are in disarray. And without a common policy, EU diplomats say Europe can have no influence in Washington. "We say we have a common foreign policy," says an EU diplomat. "But do we? Take this week. Britain and Germany separately send their foreign ministers to the Middle East. Other countries pursue their own US policies. You call that a common voice?" Tony Blair has been the loudest voice in support of the US, but his critics say his close relationship with Washington has damaged European solidarity. Lionel Jospin, the French prime minister, last week urged the US not to define its policy uniquely in terms of a single goal. "The problems of the world cannot be reduced simply to the struggle against terrorism, however vital that struggle may be," he said. Hubert Vedrine, French foreign minister, went even further, complaining that Mr Bush's "axis of evil" speech was "simplistic" and "absurd". Washington shrugged off the criticism. It made its mind up about France in 1966 when de Gaulle withdrew from Nato's integrated military structure. Paris, says a US diplomat, is "an ambiguous" ally. Chris Patten, the EU's external affairs commissioner, joined the criticism of Mr Bush's speech. "However mighty you are, even if you're the greatest superpower in the world, you cannot do it all on your own," said Mr Patten. Steven Everts, of London's Centre for European Reform and author of a new pamphlet, "Shaping a credible EU foreign policy", says the predictability of European views has actually perpetuated difficulties between the EU and US. "When it comes to foreign policy, as long as the Europeans keep whingeing without presenting a common front, they will have little chance of influencing Washington," Mr Everts says. The EU has achieved some small successes. In the Balkans, after bitter divisions among member states during the 1990s that cost many lives, the EU finally has a long-term policy in place. Eventually, it will replace the US as a military power in the region and integrate the Balkans into Europe. "The US has accepted that this is the Europeans' back yard. Washington has other fish to fry," says a US intelligence official. The EU's foreign policy outside Europe is a different matter. There, says a German diplomat, both the tensions between the Europeans and the US and the disagreements among the Europeans themselves are at play. Take Iraq, Iran, or North Korea, the three co-ordinates of President Bush's "Axis of Evil." Whatever American commentators believe, EU diplomats insist the Europeans are neither naive nor old-fashioned "fellow travellers" who hold these three countries are really peace-loving. All 15 EU members believe these countries have the potential to acquire a nuclear capability. The issue is how to deal with them. The Europeans still believe diplomacy and dialogue are the best starting instruments for engaging any country. Mr Patten has strongly endorsed that approach to Iran, insisting the way to promote reform is not to isolate the regime, but attempt to engage it on trade and human rights. Iraq is another matter. The Europeans have no illusions that Saddam Hussein is a menace, but some loathe the US policy of containment and sanctions. Neither has toppled Mr Saddam; neither has let UN inspectors in to determine the extent of Iraq's nuclear capability. Yet the three powers that matter most - France, Germany and Britain - cannot present a common front to Washington because the UK backs the US. Examples of divisions among the Europeans are legion. In the Middle East, diplomats say Javier Solana, the EU's foreign policy chief, is always reluctant to step out of line with Washington. "At the end of the day, it is Washington that matters," says one of his aides. Mr Solana has held back from endorsing a plan for reviving the Israeli-Palestinian peace talks, presented by Mr Vedrine to European counterparts last weekend. Germany demurred. Joschka Fisher, German foreign minister, argued elections at this stage would radicalise Palestinian society further. Britain waited in the wings for a US response. Mr Solana, and Spain, holder of the EU's six-month rotating presidency, sought a less ambitious plan. "There you have it", says a US diplomat. "Don't get me wrong. I would love to see the Europeans have a united foreign policy. Until then, do they really matter?" 
AFF Answers- “All Or Nothing” Consultation Hurts Relations

“All or nothing” consultation undermines relations
Richard N. Haass July 2004 (President of the CFR, “Marriage Counseling for America and Europe”, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/haass6/English)

In order to limit the consequences of disagreement, Americans should explain their position and offer alternatives when a proposed international arrangement is deemed undesirable. Likewise, the US must employ incentives as well as penalties - and not sequence its diplomacy so that a problem country must meet every requirement before it can receive meaningful benefits. Europeans, too, have special responsibilities. There is a profound difference between not supporting an undertaking deemed essential by the US and working actively to block it. The latter is inconsistent with being an ally. European leaders also must do more to stem rising anti-Americanism, so that they remain able to work with the US when they judge it to be desirable. We are entering a new and different era of US-European relations. There will be issues arising where Americans and Europeans see things differently and are attracted to different prescriptions. But transatlantic relations - no less than relations among the 25 members of the EU or the 26 members of NATO - cannot be an all-or-nothing proposition, lest they run the risk of becoming nothing.
“Take it or leave it” consultation angers allies
Michael J. Kelly April 2003 (Assistant Professor of Law @ Creighton University, “The Bush Foreign Policy In 2001-2003”, law.wustl.edu/Publications/WUGSLR/ IssueArchive/Volume_2_1/Kelly_book_pages.pdf)

It should also come as no surprise, therefore, that this political attitude lapped over into the foreign policy arena as a natural outgrowth of President Bush’s basic philosophy. Such a simplistic, straightforward approach is certainly attractive, and easily sold to like-minded conservatives on whom the President relies heavily for political support; but it is unpersuasive in the arena of foreign relations and ineffective in the conduct of long-term foreign policy.. Two general themes, derived largely from his own persona, defined the foreign policy of Mr. Bush in the first half of his presidency: an unswerving insistence on viewing the world in terms of black and white, and a predisposition to “go it alone.” These dual themes have not only informed the individual foreign policy decisions undertaken by his administration, for which much international criticism has been drawn, but have also guided America steadily into a position of disdain from the global community. President Bush’s self assurance in the rightness of his own decisions has translated into a take-it-or-leave-it approach to world affairs that frustrates America’s allies and manages to achieve only short-term political/economic results at the expense of viable long-term solutions.
AFF Answers- NATO useless
NATO is dead—unilateralism is a better approach to foreign policy

Krauthammer 02 (Charles, Washington Post, “The Bold Road to NATO Expansion,” November 22, http://www.benadorassociates.com/article/142)

Second, NATO as a military alliance is dead. It took ill with the fall of the Berlin Wall and then died in Afghanistan. When the United States destroyed the Taliban using a handful of men and precision-guided munitions in a wholly new kind of war, it demonstrated a military capability so qualitatively superior to that of the allies that NATO instantly became obsolete.  As Paul Kennedy, the Yale history professor who once was the leading proponent of the theory of U.S. decline, wrote after the Afghan war: "The larger lesson -- and one stupefying to the Russian and Chinese military, worrying to the Indians, and disturbing to proponents of a common European defense policy -- is that in military terms there is only one player on the field that counts." Afghanistan made clear that NATO has no serious military role to play in any serious conflict. This is not to denigrate the European past. The Western Europeans had a deadly serious role countering the Soviet Union during the Cold War. They put the men on the plains of Central Europe to face down massive Warsaw Pact armies, and did so bravely and steadfastly for 50 years.  Now, however, the Warsaw Pact is gone. With the United States having developed a unique 21st-century military, NATO is an alliance that, having lost an (evil) empire, is in search of a role.
AFF Answers- NATO Bad- Terrorism
NATO doesn’t live up to security guarantees and is assisting terrorist groups- they’re leaving us to dry in Afghanistan
Herman 6-14-10 [Arthur, staff writer for the New York Post, “The new threat to America: NATO,” http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/the_new_threat_to_america_nato_yEHmKUmEDa18HOEBQhD4aL]

It's not just the euro (and with it the European Union) that's in danger of sinking out of sight. So, too, is NATO, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Unless the United States takes a long, hard look at its connections with this Cold War relic, we may find ourselves caught in the undertow. Two recent news items ram the point home. * The Gaza convoy incident underlined the growing support of Iran and the terrorist group Hamas by Turkey -- a NATO member since 1958. That one of the NATO allies now wants to ally with the jihadist cause -- and a country that is NATO's face in the Middle East -- should get everyone's attention. * France, having rejoined NATO's military structure in 2009 (after leaving in a huff back in 1966), is about to sell up to four Mistral-class helicopter assault ships to Russia. The warships include sophisticated technology that integrates the ships with the military command and information systems used by NATO and the United States, including in Afghanistan. Indeed, Russia's Vladimir Putin announced he won't do the deal unless he gets that highly restricted technology -- even though, as Agence France Press quotes one senior US lawmaker as saying, it would "shake NATO to the core." In short, one NATO ally is lining up to help Iran dominate the Middle East. Another, after months of promises that it would not, intends to sell Russia the means not only to intimidate maritime neighbors like Lithuania and Georgia, but possibly to eavesdrop on every NATO operation around the world. Add in NATO's refusal to carry its share of the burden of fighting in Afghanistan, which is hampering our strategy there and putting our soldiers in danger, and there's only one conclusion to draw: The Cold War alliance that was once an important pillar of Western and US security is becoming a danger to both. 

The impact is extinction

Yonah Alexander, Inter-University for Terrorism Studies Director and Professor, WASHINGTON TIMES, August 28, 2003, p. A20. 

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna]. Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.
AFF Answers- Hegemony Turn Extensions
Giving Europe veto power crushes flexible US foreign policy and rapid response to threats

W.R. Mead 2004 (Senior Fellow @ The CFR, Power, Terror, Peace, and War, pg. 130-134)
The shift away from institutions toward coalitions of the willing is another aspect of Bush administration policy that is likely to last. As they exist now, most (though by no means all) international institutions are deeply dysfunctional. The UN General Assembly, whose one-state-one-vote policy means that, officially in the UN system, India (population 1.07 billion) is more or less equal to Liechtenstein (population 33,000), has been completely irrelevant for decades.* The Security Council is increasingly crippled because, with three of the five veto-wielding permanent members coming from Europe, it is too much of a retirement home for former world powers while major powers like India (with 17 percent of the world's population) and Japan (which accounts for 14.3 percent of world output)* are excluded. To be effective, institutions must reflect power realities; neither the Security Council nor the General Assembly now do. The WTO has achieved what many political scientists might have thought impossible, and found an even more absurd and unworkable form of governance than the UN General Assembly. Carefully preserving the one-state-one-vote principle so that countries responsible for an infinitesimal proportion of world trade have equal weight with the trading superpowers whose policies actually matter, the WTO has added a political principle last enshrined in the eighteenth-century Polish Diet. Every member, however small and weak, can veto any agreement. The WTO is a perverse cross between the UN Security Council and the General Assembly. Let us hope that private industry never discovers that the votes and the vetoes of some WTO members just might be for sale. But beyond the specific problems of specific institutions, there is a broader issue. International institutions, at least as we know them, are oriented toward achieving consensus through a process of deliberation, usually a very slow and thorough process of deliberation. The decisions they take are likely to be based on compromise, and whether they are security alliances like NATO or political organizations like the United Nations, there is a tendency to move at the speed of the slowest and most reluctant member. Such institutions are very unlikely to provide the kind of rapid response that conditions in the twenty-first century will require. This is especially true of universal institutions like the UN or the WTO, institutions that aspire to include all states. The cultural and political divisions among human beings are too great for such institutions to be able to agree on more than a handful of issues, especially quickly. Inevitably, much of the work of the world will have to take place outside of—though not necessarily against—such institutions. The Clinton administration went outside the UN system to fight the Yugoslav war over Kosovo; future American administrations may eschew some of the rhetoric that the Bush administration has used about international institutions, but no American president can ever accept a situation in which France pretends to an ability to veto American actions deemed necessary to the national security. Nor can future presidents entrust the defense of vital American interests to institutions that move at the pace of the slowest (and perhaps most anti-American) member.

AFF Answers- Rising Expectations Turn

The CP creates rising expectations which are crushed by future non-consultations – the plan is the only stable basis for relations
W.R. Mead 2004 (Senior Fellow @ The CFR, Power, Terror, Peace, and War, pg. 130-134)
There will always be a special place in American foreign policy for our European allies, but they will have to learn to accept us for what we are. As long as we face the threat of grand terror, the United States cannot suppress its Jacksonian instincts, for example, in order to spare European sensibilities. Nor can we grant Europe a veto over American foreign policy, and if that is the price for Europe's help, we must learn from time to time to do without. Ironically, turning away from Europe may be the best way to build a better relationship with it. Europeans have overestimated the political price the United States will for their help. Since the world remains a dangerous place, and Europe is unwilling (and perhaps unable) to arrange for its own defense without American involve-'inent, it may be that in the future Europe will lower its price and place fewer demands on the United States than in the past. It was brusquely done, and the timing was poor, but the administration was probably also right to dispel European illusions about the prospects that the United States  would ratify the Kyoto Protocol, join the International Criminal Court as currently established, or more generally accept the European program of gradually subjecting America's freedom  of action through institutions in which European states possessed one or more vetoes. While President Clinton was in the White House, the Senate rejected the Kyoto Protocol (by 95-0) and the ft Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. There is no prospect | that the Senate will ratify the treaty to establish the ^International Criminal Court in its present form. Partly because it needed European cooperation in the Balkans, partly because ideologically many Clinton era officials agreed with European positions on issues like Kyoto and the ICC, and partly out of habits of consultation and deference that grew up during the cold war, the Clinton administration never quite made clear to Europeans just how unreasonable their hopes were. At the same time, most American diplomats and the broader "interlocutor class" of experts who specialize in transatlantic relations are generally more sympathetic to the ; European approach than they are to the red state, red meat approach of the American Jacksonians and the Revival Wilsonians who, since September 11th, have figured so prominently in the politics of American foreign policy. The Bush administration made the strategic decision that it no longer made sense to encourage Europe in illusions about the direction of American policy. Whether Europe liked that policy or disliked it was less important than that Europe understood it. Moreover, stroking Europe only seemed to increase Europe's already inflated sense of its importance in the world of American foreign policy. This transition was a necessary and normal one, I and it ultimately does offer the prospect of a more realistic but still very close relationship among the Cold War allies. If the Clinton administration and the broader American foreign policy establishment had done a better job of communicating the changing American approach in earlier years, the transition might not have been so painful—but it is also true that the Bush administration could and should have done more to cushion the shock for what, after all, are some of our closest and most important allies in a dangerous world. The bitterness of the controversy was regrettable, and hasty remarks by Bush officials exacerbated it, but it was probably on balance a good thing to remind Europeans in general and Germans in particular that transatlantic crises have a way of turning into European crises. With Germany, France, and Russia locked in an anti-American alliance, Poland understandably becomes nervous, and rightly so. When Russia and Germany get close, Poland has a way of getting smaller. A good German relationship with the United States remains the best basis for continuing progress toward European integration. 
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