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1NC SHELL

TEXT:
The United States Federal Government should enter into binding consultation under normal protocol of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to decide on 

A.  Counterplan is legitimate

TOPIC SPECIFIC EDUCATION

This Year’s topic is dealing with Military and/or Police presence of the United States overseas, PARTICULARLY in areas that are of strategic interest to NATO allies.  In places such as Afghanistan and Iraq, NATO forces are even PRESENT.  REAL WORLD foreign military decisions would be done in consultation or unilaterally.  It is a good debate between Affirmative and Negative to discuss Unilateral Action under the Affirmative plan against Multilateral Action under the auspices of the Counterplan, ONLY the functional legitimacy of consultation can do that.


PROTECTS AGAINST AFFIRMATIVE SIDE BIAS

This is an ENORMOUS topic with big advantages and UNPREDICTABLE add-ons for the Affirmative.  Winning a Disadvantage that outweighs the Case Harms is almost IMPOSSIBLE.  Consultation allows the Negative to check back unlimited prep time and first and last speech of the Affirmative.

NOT VERY MANY COUNTERPLAN OPTIONS

Without the Consultation Counterplan, WHAT ELSE EXISTS?  No other country can do the Affirmative, Conditional Counterplans are from the same theoretical family as consultation, STATES CAN’T DO IT and Agent counterplans have hardly any literary base because the PRESIDENT is the commander and chief using CONGRESS only for the power of the purse and the COURTS are null and void in most instances of military and/or police presence.  AT LEAST GIVE US CONSULT!

1NC SHELL

B.  NET BENEFIT:  CONSULTATION KEY TO NATO

CONSULTATION OVER MILITARY PRESENCE IN AFGHANISTAN UNIQUELY KEY
NATO’s military value and ability to address SECURITY THREATS will depend on its SUCCESS or FAILURE in Afghanistan, a DEFEAT would UNDERMINE a claim to the organization’s broader global mission.  CONSULTATION and DIALOGUE may be the only remaining SUSTENANCE to NATO.

de NEVERS Asst Prof of Public Admin @ the Maxwell School @ Syracuse U. 2k7 
Renée-; Spring 2007, “NATO's International Security Role in the Terrorist Era,” International Security, Lexis

In 2003 NATO Supreme Cmdr. James Jones noted that if the attempt at defense transformation fails, the alliance may lose its military value. n106 Others point to NATO's ISAF mission as the essential test for its survival. Its success or failure in Afghanistan will be a critical indicator of the alliance's ability to address the type of security threats that will emerge in contested regions around the globe. Success would confirm NATO's unity and capability to act "out of area," but a defeat would undermine NATO's claim to a broader global mission. The alliance would continue to provide for the defense of Europe, and the alliance members' shared values may be sufficient to sustain NATO as an organization, assuming its political consultation and dialogue functions continue to thrive. But such a defeat would raise serious questions about NATO's contribution to its members' core security concerns, if these are seen as out of area. If NATO's major member-states do not seek to address their most urgent threats within the alliance framework, its military value could atrophy.
Consultation is key to allied confidence in US extended deterrence

Yost 2009, David S Yost, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, 2009, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs, 85:4, 755-780

The second distinctive point relates to the assurance aspect of US extended deterrence in NATO. Because the non-nuclear-weapon-state NATO allies have depended on the United States for their nuclear protection to a high degree, many of NATO’s nuclear arrangements, such as its consultation mechanisms, have been designed to reassure these allies about their ability to monitor and influence US decision-making as well as about the alliance’s capacity to deal effectively with external threats. The arrangements have included mechanisms for the participation of non-nuclear-weapon states in the alliance’s nuclear posture as well as ongoing analysis and planning forums to assure the allies that they are partners in the formulation of a shared alliance strategy. 
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GENIUNE CONSULTATION IS THE KEY TO SAVING THE ALLIANCE

Europeans remain skeptical with the U.S. INFORMING rather than CONSULTING regarding NATO as little more than a TOOLBOX.  U.S. and Europe will need each other to address challenges in the Middle East.  NATO must become more POLITICAL, open discussion, a PRIMACY for CONSULTATION if we are to avoid relegating NATO to a second class.

MOORE Associate Prof of Political Science @ Concordia 2k7
 Rebecca R-; NATO’s New Mission: Projecting Stability in a Post-Cold War World, p. 133-34

Despite the Bush administration's professed interest in using NATO as a central forum for transatlantic dialogue on important security issues, many Europeans also remain skeptical that the United States is ready to treat NATO as an alliance among equal partners.103 Such views are col​ored in part by the U.S. response to European offers of support in the weeks and months after September 11, when as Simon Serfaty has put it, the Bush administration "seemed more intent on informing its European allies about decisions it had already made than consulting them before making these decisions."104 From the skeptics' perspective, the United States still regards NATO as little more than a "toolbox," from which to draw coalitions of the willing or particular NATO assets. "For Washing​ton," William Pfaff wrote in the International Herald Tribune in early 2006, "NATO now exists as a stock of individual foreign military units of vary​ing specialties, expected to contribute to the support of U.S. operations undertaken, it is argued, in the common interest."1°5 Despite these differences, there does appear to exist on both sides of the Atlantic a growing recognition that the United States and Europe will need each other if they are to address successfully the challenges stem​ming from the Middle East and elsewhere.1°6 Indeed, German Chancellor Angela Merkel's profession of interest in forging a closer relationship with the United States in early 2006 signaled that at least one member of Old Europe was determined to put past differences aside in the interest of the transatlantic community.1°7 Tensions between the United States and France also gave way in early 2006 to close cooperation on both Iran's nuclear weapons program and the removal of Syrian troops from Leba​non.108 And, in late 2005, NATO foreign ministers meeting in Brussels for​mally endorsed the goal of "enhanced political dialogue" within NATO, describing the Alliance as "the essential forum for transatlantic consultations on the security challenges we face at the beginning of the 21st century."1°9 Discussions, in fact, were held at the Brussels meeting on a wide range of issues, including the Israeli-Palestinian peace process, Syria, Lebanon, and Iran.11° The annual Munich Security Conference held in February 2006 also reflected a growing interest in restoring NATO as a principal forum for discussion of transatlantic security issues, provided—from the European perspective—that the Alliance is actually used to debate and achieve con​sensus on these issues.111 Urging the Allies to have an open discussion regarding NATO's role, German Chancellor Merkel suggested that there was a choice to be made. "Do we want to give NATO a kind of primacy in transatlantic cooperation, meaning an attempt first being made by NATO to carry out the necessary political consultations and decide on the required measures?" she asked. "Or do we want to relegate NATO to a secondary task?....In my view we should decide that NATO has that primacy, and that other courses should not be explored until the Alliance fails to arrive at an agreement."112 German Defense Minister Franz-Josef Jung added that "if the Alliance wants to preserve its position as the first instance for consultation on security issues, it must become more political again, in other words, it must be used as a political instrument for shap​ing the security environment." "The shock of the transatlantic mis​understandings in 2002 and 2003," he concluded, "would produce some benefit if we realized that we must adopt a new culture of dialogue and dispute."113 

1NC SHELL

THE U.S. MUST RELY ON NATO COHESION TO MAINTAIN GLOBAL ORDER
There is NO EFFECTIVE global security mechanism for coping with a growing threat of a new political awakening that is increasingly ANTI-WESTERN that sees a nuclear North Korea, Iran and an unstable Pakistan threatening the use of WMDs.

BRZEZINSKI former US National Security Adviser 2k9

 Zbigniew-;, 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.
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THE EXISTENCE OF NATO IS KEY TO CHECKING NUCLEAR THREATS

John O'Sullivan, editor of the National Review and founder of the New Atlantic, 6-1998 [American Spectator] 
 Some of those ideas--notably, dissolution and "standing pat"--were never likely to be implemented. Quite apart from the sociological law that says organizations never go out of business even if their main aim has been achieved (the only exception being a slightly ominous one, the Committee for the Free World, which Midge Decter closed down after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact), NATO's essential aim has not been permanently achieved. True, the Soviet threat is gone; but a nuclear-armed and potentially unstable Russia is still in the game; a major conflict has just been fought in the very Balkans which sparked the First World War; and there are a number of potential wars and civil wars lurking in such regions as the Tyrol, the Basque country, Northern Ireland (not yet finally settled), Corsica, Belgium, Kosovo, and Eastern Europe and the Balkans generally where, it is said, " every England has its Ireland, and every Ireland its Ulster." If none of these seems to threaten the European peace very urgently at present, that is in part because the existence of NATO makes any such threat futile and even counter-productive. No nation or would-be nation wants to take NATO on.  And if not NATO, what? There are international bodies which could mediate some of the lesser conflicts: the Organization for Security Cooperation in Europe is explicitly given that responsibility, and the European Union is always itching to show it can play a Big Power role. But neither body has the military heft or the prestige to deter or repress serious strife. The OSCE is a collective security organization, and as Henry Kissinger said of a similar body: "When all participants agree, there is no need for it; when they split, it is useless." And the EU only made itself look ridiculous when it attempted to halt the Bosnian conflict in its relatively early stages when a decisive intervention might have succeeded.  As for dealing with a revived Russian threat, there is no military alliance in sight other than NATO that could do the job. In a sense, NATO today is Europe's defense. Except for the American forces, Western armies can no longer play an independent military role. They are wedded to NATO structures and dependent on NATO, especially American, technology. (As a French general admitted in the Gulf War: "The Americans are our eyes and ears.") If NATO were to dissolve--even if it were to be replaced by some European collective defense organization such as a beefed-up Western European Union--it would invite chaos as every irredentist faction sought to profit from the sudden absence of the main guarantor of European stability.

2NC/1NR OVERVIEW
NOW IS THE KEY TIME FOR CONSULTATION WITH NATO ALLIES

A new world order in which the very concept of the WEST has VANISHED leading to the EFFECTIVE END of NATO and political rivalry in the middle east is BECOMING PERMANENT.  A new deal is needed with the U.S. agreeing to CONSULT, bring others into the decision-making process and ENGAGE on issues of global governance.

GORDON Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies @ the Brookings Institution 2k4

Philip-; 6-24-2004 [Prospect]

 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. IT CONTINUES…We must also address the deep US-Europe divisions over the status of a number of international treaties. These differences have plagued transatlantic relations since before Bush came to office but have considerably worsened since Bush reneged on some of those treaties. There are no magic solutions, and the US Senate, for example, is no more likely to ratify the Kyoto climate change protocol today than it was during Clinton's tenure. Yet the US could do much to restore its reputation in Europe if it were at least willing to engage seriously on issues of global governance that are high on the European agenda.
2NC/1NR OVERVIEW
Unless the U.S. consults its allies about important changes to the alliance the U.S. and NATO will drift apart – turning the case and triggering our impacts

Simon Serfaty, senior professor in international politics at Old Dominion, 2005 The Vital Partnership p. 143-4

Just as America must come to a better appreciation of the conditions that move Europe's request for a more effective voice within the Alliance. Europe, too. must reflect on the reasons why America accumulates more power on behalf of the Alliance, pending its allies' acquisition of addi​tional capabilities of their own.38 In the absence of that mutual awareness of. and respect for. each other, the transatlantic dialogue evolves primar​ily around what the United States proposes and achieves, which is ques​tioned in Europe, and hardly ever over what the European allies can of​fer and contribute, which is dismissed in the United States. Admittedly. Europe needs to be needed as the Union it has come to form and for the power it can already contribute. But America, too wants to be wanted— not only passively until its policies have worked, but actively while obsta​cles are overcome before success is confirmed. Lacking such mutual re​assurances. America's imperial position is assumed by default. The temptation to hang on to that position would be less pronounced if only more Americans could see a viable alternative, as the United Kingdom did after 1945. when its withdrawal from empire was eased by the U.S. readiness and willingness to take its place. But with Europe pretending it is not heard, while America insists that it is not understood, both act and react as if they intended to go their own way even though that is not their intent and is not in their interest. Even as NATO seems to be losing some of its appeal in the United States, most Americans still favor steps designed to make it stronger and more cohesive.39 Thinking about America without the institutional ac​cess to Europe it provides, and viewing the Atlantic Alliance as a "coali​tion" like any other, is to imagine an isolated America adrift in an in​creasingly hostile world—a power whose capabilities would keep it without credible peers, but one whose temperament would also leave it without permanent allies. This is not a happy thought. Nor is it better to think of an America that would escape isolation by returning to variable patterns of bilateral relations with single European states or small coali​tions of European countries (as was attempted, ineffectively, in 2003 and continued, to an extent, in 2004). That approach would not be helpful to the United States because it is destructive of the EU, which several of its members—and not only the United Kingdom—still find dependent on benign U.S. support for legitimacy. An institutional fragmentation of the EU would not be a happy outcome either. For thinking about Europe without the EU—or without NATO—is to imagine the kind of Europe that the United States had hoped to end over the past fifty years: unsafe without its American security blanket and astray without its European anchor, older because it would be resurrecting its past and more danger​ous because it would be more divided and less predictable. For the United States and the states of Europe to continue to assert the compatibility of their purpose, as well as the complementarity of their commitments to both the EU and NATO, is a matter of common sense. Neither institution would have been started without the other, each helped the other meet and even exceed the expectations that had given them birth, and both are needed for a whole and free Europe to emerge within a strong and cohesive alliance that benefits all of its members, in​cluding the United States. Europe's remarkable transformation into an increasingly cohesive, but still unfinished, union of states is not ques​tioned. Nor is the fact that this transformation was also of considerable benefit to U.S. interests. Whatever the differences between the United States and the European allies, individually or collectively, these differences are less than their respective differences with other parts of the world. In​deed, few issues in the world cannot be addressed more effectively, more expeditiously. and at a lesser cost when the United States and Europe are in agreement than when they are divided. 

INTERNALS:  CONSULTATIONS KEY TO NATO
CONSULTATIONS ARE KEY TO THE EXISTENCE OF NATO

If members do NOT seek to address security threats WITHIN the alliance, its military value is likely to be QUESTIONED.

de NEVERS Asst Prof of Public Admin @ the Maxwell School @ Syracuse U. 2k7 
Renée-; Spring 2007, “NATO's International Security Role in the Terrorist Era,” International Security, Lexis

The United States needs allies in its fight against terrorism, but does it need the alliance? n2 To be sure, the United States values NATO, and indeed has been the driving force behind efforts to expand the alliance by incorporating new members. In addition, NATO has become more than simply a military alliance. Glenn Snyder defines "alliances" as "formal associations of states for the use (or nonuse) of military force, in specified circumstances, against states outside their own membership." n3 NATO is far more than this. It is commonly described as a political-military alliance that combines the key political function of guiding members' foreign and security policy and providing a forum for alliance consultation with the operational function of ensuring that members can train and develop the capabilities to cooperate militarily. n4 This dual role helps to explain why NATO has endured. n5 The key issues are whether its members continue to agree on its value and what its core tasks should be, as well as the threat that it confronts. Moreover, if NATO's members do not seek to address their core security threats within the alliance, the alliance's military value to its members is likely to be questioned.
IMPAX EXTENSIONS:  NATO KEY TO SOLVING PROLIF
CONSULTATION KEY TO STRONG NATO NECESSARY TO CHECK WMD PROLIF

TERZUOLO specialist in international security and arms control (ret.) 2k6
Eric-US Dept. of State; 2006, NATO and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Regional alliance, global threats, p. 165-67

Schroder did not focus explicitly on enhancing the quality, depth, breadth, and utility of the discussions in NATO's regular fora. But this was a matter of great significance. Even a denizen of the neo-conservative American Enterprise Institute could offer a reminder of NATO's value as a forum for dialogue on the key security questions: "in an era of great geopolitical uncertainty and disagreement, there has never been a greater need for a transatlantic talking shop."31 And a leading scholar of NATO affairs has argued forcefully that the alliance needs more "wide-ranging and thorough debate about strategy, including strategic concepts and their practical requirements and political implications."' On 14 April 2005, in fact, the NATO secretary general hosted his first annual conference, tellingly entitled "Transforming NATO – A Political and Military Challenge." In forceful opening remarks, de Hoop Scheffer associated himself with the German chancellor, albeit portraying SchrOder's message as one that military capabilities are only one part of [NATO's] trans​formation. They will be worthless if Allies cannot agree on how, when, and where to use them. Which brings me to the importance of NATO as a forum for political dialogue – to help the transat​lantic Allies share views, shape consensus and, where necessary, to take action together." "While NATO has been strong on action over the past few years," the secretary general continued, "the Alliance has been less strong on dia​logue." He in fact characterized free, close and continual consultation as a "fundamental task," necessary for allied agreement on how to act together, guide military transformation, and shape NATO's partnerships, adding too that "a broad political dialogue within NATO is essential to build and maintain support in our publics and Parliaments, because the old Cold War automaticity is long gone." De Hoop Scheffer was, if anything, even blunter when it came to discussing the state of NATO's dialogue and cooperation with other inter‑ national organizations, in particular the United Nations and European Union: "It would be foolish and wasteful not to make the most of the syn​ergies between these international organisations in the places where we so often work side-by-side." Cooperation with the UN, for example, had developed effectively, but in an ad hoc fashion, "without the same level of cooperation at the strategic level." He looked forward to the planned July 2005 UN meeting with NATO and with regional organizations to discuss the implications of the report of the UN Secretary General's High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, and noted the potential for NATO practical support to UN operations. Perhaps de Hoop Scheffer's harshest words had to do with the NATO–EU relationship. He saw "plenty of room for improvement," and lamented that the agendas for the meetings of the North Atlantic Council with the Political and Security Committee of the EU were becoming thin, at a time when the organizations needed to discuss all the areas where they were engaged, to "support each other and avoid duplication." "The NATO–EU agenda is artificially constrained for reasons which can, and should be put behind us as soon as possible," the NATO secretary general continued. He expressed the conviction that, as the NATO and EU memberships increasingly overlapped, closer cooperation would become "inevitable." But he was extremely clear on the respective strengths of the two institutions: I say very clearly cooperation, and not competition. It is naïve to imagine that the European Union can develop a military capabil​ity to rival that of NATO, which includes the US. It would be equally naive to propose that NATO should develop the civil cap​abilities available within the European Union. Both organisations have comparative advantages. The EU has huge expertise in police training, judicial reform, economic assistance, and recon​struction. NATO has robust military capabilities, and long experience in peace operations. While both organisations can be effective in isolation, we can do more good – bring more security, to more people – if we talk and work together. He identified post-conflict and stabilization operations, "after the hard combat is over, but before peace is self-sustaining," as a big part of what the international community would be doing in the future, meriting special attention. Although de Hoop Scheffer promised more detailed proposals on how to improve the quality of the political dialogue within NATO,' he had hit the target on his first sortie. The concerns he expressed about strong action and weak dialogue certainly applied to NATO's efforts to address WMD proliferation threats, as described above. His comments on NATO relations with other organizations were also on the mark. 

IMPAX EXTENSIONS:  NATO KEY TO SOLVING PROLIF
NATO PROVIDES “TEETH” TO THE INTERNATIONAL NONPROLIFERATION REGIME
TERZUOLO specialist in international security and arms control (ret.) 2k6
Eric-US Dept. of State; 2006, NATO and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Regional alliance, global threats, p. 171-72
A serious reflection is likely to put the accent on NATO's military cap​abilities, including the practiced capacity to integrate contributions from partner countries. Rather than looking broadly at proliferation phenom​ena, it could make sense for the political side of the alliance to focus more specifically and intensively on the international political context for decisions regarding use of force in responding to WMD and terrorism challenges. Building the political will of the international community to deal with such new threats has been a genuine challenge. The UN Secretary General's High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, for example, highlighted the historic inability of the member states to agree on a definition of terrorism. It proposed a definition that focused clearly on targeting and killing of civilians and non-combatants, without any ref​erence to "mitigating" political justifications, for example resistance to foreign occupation. With respect to WMD proliferation, the panel underlined repeatedly the importance of international action in cases of serious concern regard​ing non-compliance with nonproliferation and safeguards agreements.' In fact, treaties and the norms they establish are necessary, but ultimately rely for effectiveness on political will to take action when there are viola​tions, a will that is often lacking.' A former US official argues that, if Saddam Hussein put his WMD program into dormancy and kept it there, it was due to extraordinary pres​sure from the international community from the 1991 Gulf War on, not to the normal operations of the nonproliferation regimes. The conclusion is that the non-proliferation regime needs teeth and the teeth need legitimacy. What is needed is a mechanism that would apply a higher level of pressure to states of concern and thus establish a bias in international law towards action against flagrant prohferators.42 NATO could have a unique role in providing "teeth" to the international nonproliferation regime, and play a part in building political will for action in case of violations. A unique NATO asset among established, multilateral organizations is the potential to conduct and sustain military operations under conditions of significant nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons threat, and then follow up with the military dimensions of peace building in situations of considerable residual risk. The latter capability is import​ant in reducing space for non-state actors as countries or regions emerge from crisis. 
NATO consultation key to solve terrorism and nuclear proliferation

David Abshire, President and CEO of the Center for the Study of the Presidency, and Wesley Cross, Special Assistant and Advisor to the President of the Center for the Study of the Presidency, Summer/Fall 2004 [“Reinvesting in the Art of NATO,” Georgetown Journal of International Affairs]
This rising challenge to NATO comes at a critical moment for world history, U.S. foreign policy, and transatlantic relationships. The United States now faces a moment of both extreme risk and opportunity. Over the next four years, the success or failure of U.S. foreign policy will likely set the course for the next fifty years. In an increasingly disordered international context of nuclear proliferation, terrorism, failed and rogue states, and fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan, the U.S. military is stretched thin. Also, anti-Americanism is rising. The much-needed debate over U.S. foreign policy is complicated by a polarized domestic political culture and an election year that threatens to be particularly bruising. If, at the Cold War’s end, NATO looked like an alliance in need of a mission, the United States’s challenges today—from fighting terrorism and nuclear proliferation to Middle East stability— now need an alliance. NATO should be that alliance. With skillful American leadership based on trust, consultation, and cooperation, NATO could regain its preeminent role in tackling transatlantic security problems. Recent events have begun persuading a Hobbesian United States and a Kantian Europe that when “facing long-term, strategic challenges, there can be no substitute for long-term, strategic partners: partners you can trust. Partners who trust you.”4 NATO is the tool that best combines combines the strengths of multilateral legitimacy and collaboration with the planning, capabilities, and operational effectiveness of unilateral action. No other option—neither unilateralism, nor the UN, nor even ad-hoc coalitions of the willing—is both viable over the long term and effective over the short term. 

IMPAX EXTENSIONS:  NATO KEY TO SOLVING PROLIF
NATO breakdown causes widespread proliferation in Europe

TERTRAIS Contributing editor of SURVIVAL 2k6
Bruno - Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la recherche stratégique (FRS), an Associate Researcher at the Centre d’Etude des Relations Internationales (CERI);  NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION IN EUROPE Could It Still Happen?  The Nonproliferation Review, Volume 13, Issue 3 November 2006 , pages 569 – 579
There is a final possibility of nuclear proliferation in Europe that rests firmly in the realm of wild speculation: that of an EU member going nuclear. The very existence of NATO and the EU give most European countries a sense of security and comfort that many of them did not have in recent history. By definition, a new EU country going nuclear would require a complete breakdown of existing political and security arrangements on the continent, including NATO, but also the EU.23 Such a breakdown is almost unthinkable because, in all likelihood, it would have to happen in a strategic environment where potential threats would materialize to the point of making one or several countries seriously think about going nuclear. There is, therefore, a logical contradiction between the two permissive conditions that are suggested here. In addition, the scenarios presented here assume that the British and French nuclear forces are not perceived as giving a modicum of nuclear protection to the other EU members or, alternatively, that both countries have disbanded their nuclear forces, an unlikely prospect. Nevertheless, which countries could then be tempted to go nuclear in such an extreme scenario? Several hypotheses can be drawn. A hyper-nationalist Russia might prompt Finland, which has a significant nuclear industry, to hedge its bets by developing its own national nuclear weapon option. The same could be said about Sweden, which is not a NATO member and had a military-oriented nuclear program for a long time. In case of an NPT breakdown*and if other Greater Middle East countries such as Egypt or Algeria (both of which have had troubled nuclear histories), or even Turkey, were to go nuclear* Italy and perhaps even Spain might be tempted to develop their own nuclear umbrellas in the context of severe tensions between the West and the ‘‘Muslim world.’’ Like the Turkish Air Force, the Italian Air Force is ‘‘nuclear-trained’’ through the presence of 40 U.S. weapons for Italian use.24 Finally, if NATO did not exist anymore and Russia was perceived as threatening, Poland might look for alternative security policies and consider a nuclear program. 
Proliferation leads to full scale nuclear war

Taylor, former nuclear weapons designer and chairman of NOVA, 2001 [“Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”] 

Nuclear proliferation – be it among nations or terrorists – greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable.  Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world.  Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups may decide to use nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers.  For example, a nation in an advanced stage of “latent proliferation”, finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them.  If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.
IMPAX EXTENSIONS:  HEGEMONY INTERNALS
CONSULTATION SOLVES FOR THE HEGEMONY DISADVANTAGE

Unilateral Action “Going at it alone” can be AMMUNITION for U.S. enemies.  CONSULTATION in GOOD FAITH will improve perceptions abroad.  

Abshire and Cross 2004, David Abshire, President and CEO of the Center for the Study of the Presidency, and Wesley Cross, Special Assistant and Advisor to the President of the Center for the Study of the Presidency, Summer/Fall 2004 [“Reinvesting in the Art of NATO,” Georgetown Journal of International Affairs]
Reinvesting in the Art of NATO Leadership. The United States must dispel myths and reaffirm trust among allies by reinvesting in the consultative arts of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. It must lead allies to do the same. Together, NATO allies must pave new avenues for meaningful, concrete consultation. These instruments will only be worth as much as members invest in them. Each member country must heed the words that grace the walls of the NAC, animus in consulendo liber: in consultation, a free mind. The United States must beware of consistently appearing to go it alone. Such an attitude can be ammunition for U.S. enemies, such as al Qaeda, who seek to divide the United States and its allies. A style that emphasizes consultation in good faith will improve perceptions of the United States abroad. In an election year, the United States should seize the opportunity to set a new course by approaching new challenges from a position of principled, realistic strength, and using consultative fora to unite efforts and marshall resources. With proper leadership, NATO is the only tool that combines the political foundation, oper ational capability, and transformational creativity to do precisely that. 

NATO IS KEY TO HEGEMONY (AUGMENTS THE GLOBAL POWER OF THE UNITED STATES

Douglas 2008, Frank R Douglas, former USAF officer, 2008, The United States, NATO, and a New Multilateral Relationship, p. 168-69

Change during the 1990s was the common denominator for the security environ​ment for Europe, NATO, and the way the United States deployed its military forces in Europe. How that change was to occur and be managed was not so clear at the beginning of the 1990s. Despite the apparent opportunity for the United States to withdraw all of its military forces from Europe and end its "temporary deployment" due to the threat of the Soviet Union, it instead chose to transform how it deployed its forces in the post—Cold War Europe. The long-term American issue of burden-sharing between the United States and its NATO allies proved to be quite minor compared to the value the United States receives from its membership in NATO. NATO augments the global prestige, political influence, and military power of the United States. President George Bush worked to preserve NATO and influenced its transforma​tion. He began the process of reducing the numbers of U.S. military forces assigned in NATO Europe. President William J. Clinton continued that process of reducing U.S. forces in NATO Europe while his administration worked to formulate and refine the strategy of Forward Presence, which gives continued legitimacy to U.S. involvement in European security affairs and provides military enhancement for the United States to project its military power globally. There is no direct military threat to Europe today, but the access to facilities and logistical support is considered vital to the United States in meeting its vital national interests. The Persian Gulf War of 1990-91 proved the utility of military facilities and logistics in Europe, which contributed to the successful prosecution of that war. The value of U.S. military assets in NATO Europe has greatly supported operations in the Iraq War of 2003. It is an American hope that its NATO allies in the near future will share in supplying military forces, equipment, and other resources in addressing what the United States describes as "shared threats" out of area, such as the interruption of the free flow of oil from the Persian Gulf, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and the spread of international terrorism. The American strategies for its post—Cold War membership in NATO are all designed to keep it involved in the security affairs of Europe and to preserve its mili​tary power and capability to project its military force. Forward Presence is the over​arching strategy that contains the individual but interrelated strategies of maintaining military relationships, interoperability of equipment and doctrines, stra​tegic system of enroute air bases (ERS), pre-positioning programs, and the U.S. mili​tary forces assigned to Europe. No single element of the Forward Presence strategy can be fully realized without the reinforcement of the other elements. Establishing and maintaining military rela​tionships helps to create the environment that allows for the use of strategic air bases or pre-positioning of military equipment by the United States in European coun​tries, while fostering interoperability through exercises between European and U.S. forces in Europe. 
IMPAX EXTENSIONS:  HEGEMONY INTERNALS
NATO is key to hegemony

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

Despite the fundamental need for change, NATO could take on this reexamination of its internal relationships with considerable self-confidence. After all, 9/11 did not change everything. Despite some American claims that Europe was “fading slowly in the US rearview mirror,” there is a transatlantic connection that has become too firmly entrenched to be easily jettisoned. First, European stability remains a key US strategic interest. The consolidation of Europe as an undivided, democratic, and market-oriented space remains a major objective of US security policy. Only in NATO, the central legitimizing framework for US power in Europe, can the United States play an undisputed leadership role in advancing this strategic objective. Thus, the United States is not likely to surrender this role. Indeed, many US critics of Europe have yet to grasp the fact that both NATO enlargement and the war on terrorism have actually increased the United States’ immersion in European security affairs. Consequently, there is no serious political force in the United States advocating a withdrawal from Europe. Second, Europeans remain the key strategic allies for the United States. This statement does not exclude a stronger US focus on other regions, nor is it contradicted by the emergence of much wider “coalitions of the willing” along the model provided by the Afghanistan campaign. Europe’s military capabilities lag behind the United States, yet on a global scale, Europe ranks No. 2 militarily. Moreover, although the debate preceding the war against Iraq may have suggested otherwise, it is only in Europe where the United States finds a milieu of countries predisposed to working with the United States. In Asia, by contrast, the United States will have to continue to rely on bilateral relationships with politically and culturally very different countries. In short, if the United States wants to remain the world’s predominant power, it will have to remain a “European power” as well. Third, the United States remains Europe’s most important ally. The United States continues to play a unique role within the transatlantic relationship, as a political crisis manager as well as a military coalition-builder, both within Europe (e.g., the Balkans) and beyond (e.g., the Persian Gulf). This unique US role is widely accepted by the Europeans, notwithstanding ritualistic European criticism of US arrogance or heavy-handedness. As in the United States, there is currently no serious political force in Europe that would advocate a US withdrawal from the continent. On the contrary, with Central and Eastern Europe rejoining the Atlantic community of nations through the enlargement of NATO, the number of countries arguing for a strong US role in Europe has only increased. 
NATO is key to US power projection

Douglas 2008, Frank R Douglas, former USAF officer, 2008, The United States, NATO, and a New Multilateral Relationship, p. 5-6

Encouraging interoperahility of equipment and military doctrine is another strat​egy of the United States in NATO. It enables NATO as a whole or in various configu​rations of allies the "separable but not separate" concept indeed to function and execute an operational plan based upon common doctrines. The practical application of military equipment and military doctrine can be observed and evaluated during military exercises involving NATO members and other countries in preparation for future contingencies. Pre-positioning programs, whereby military equipment is stored in Europe for future utilization, will remain important. These programs slowly are being modified to meet the new security environment in Europe. They will also augment the U.S. military equipment pre-positioned in the Mediterranean Sea and the Middle East region. The expansion of NATO eastwards may afford the United States an opportu​nity to pre-position military equipment in Eastern Europe. Another important strategy for the United States for its future in Europe is main​taining access to bases, particularly air bases. Europe plays an important role in the ability of the United States to project its military power. About half of the United States' strategic air bases are located within the European region. These air bases are key to the execution of the Forward Presence strategy. 

IMPAX EXTENSIONS:  TERRORISM
Expanding NATO missions key to solve terrorism
Dr. Jamie Shea, Director of Policy Planning in the Private Office of the Secretary General of NATO, 2005 [BSIS Journal of International Studies Vol. 2, NATO Going Global]

The advantages that NATO has to be at the centre of such a network are still impressive: the link between North America and Europe; the experience and expertise in all areas of military education, interoperability and capability development; the attractiveness of the Alliance as a means to identify common responses and to allow countries to leverage the contributions to common security tasks in a way that makes those contributions more effective than if they were to be made in isolation. NATO remains the best organization to package peace support operations and to help to stabilize those countries on the strategic front line of the fight against terrorism whether through crisis management deployments or the establishment of longterm partnerships focused on security sector reform and capability building. All of this suggests that NATO in the 21st century could be an even more significant actor on the international scene than it was in the second half of the 20th; but only if it is able to muster the political will and the concrete capabilities to support of its everexpanding ambitions. 
Terrorism causes extinction

Yonah Alexander; Senior Fellow and Director of the International Center for Terrorism Studies, 2/28/2002 (The University of Wisconsin Press; Terrorism in the 21st Century; http://www.wisc.edu/wisconsinpress/terrorism.html)

The September 11, 2001 attacks in the United States have demonstrated that terrorism has unfortunately become a permanent feature of contemporary life. The safety and welfare of ordinary people, the stability of state systems, the health and pace of economic development, the expansion of democracy, and even survival of civilization itself are all threatened by this phenomenon. Today's terrorists are better organized, more professional, and better equipped than their historical counterparts. Technological developments offer new targets-and their possible use of chemical, biological, and nuclear violence to achieve mass disruption or political turmoil is a real possibility. The advent of information warfare and cyber-terrorism is a new feature of this potential challenge to the very survival of civilization.
IMPAX EXTENSIONS:  RED SPREAD (RUSSIA)
Consultation with NATO is key to prevent Russia from separating us from our allies and expanding globally

Cohen ‘9 (Ariel, Senior Research Fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Heritage Foundation, “How the Obama Administration Should Engage Russia,” 3-19, http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/CohenTestimony090319a.pdf)
To meet today’s challenges and preserve the security of Europe and Eurasia, the Obama Administration should conduct a comprehensive assessment of U.S.–Russian relations and then prepare a detailed foreign policy agenda that protects American interests; checks the growing Russian influence in Europe, the Middle East, and Eurasia; deters aggression against the U.S., its allies, and its strategic partners; encourages Russia to adhere to the rule of law at home and abroad; and to act as a responsible player in the international system. Specifically, the Obama Administration should use its political capital to maintain and expand transatlantic unity by showing leadership within NATO. Russia is seeking to divide the United States and its European allies, not only through energy sources, but also by exploiting existing differences over missile defense, the Iraq war, and other issues. In its attempt to undermine the global posture of the U.S. and its allies, the Kremlin offers incentives for European powers to distance themselves from the United States. Germany, with its growing dependence on Russian natural gas and its opposition to further NATO enlargement and missile defense deployment in Central Europe is a good example. Essentially, in order for Russia to successfully carry out its foreign policy agenda it needs to delay and thwart any strong, unified energy-policy response from the United States and its allies. Moscow is seeking to gain power and influence without being countered by any significant challenge. The National Security Council and the U.S. State Department should develop a mechanism for regular consultation with our allies with regards to Russia, with coordinated initiatives toward regional conflicts, institutional enlargement, conventional weapons control, and energy policy
Russian expansionism causes Nuclear Armageddon

Blank ’00 (Stephen J., Professor of National Security Studies at the Strategic Studies Institute at the U.S. Army War College, Threats to Russian Security: The View from Moscow, p. 41)
These documents and the security consensus that lies behind them represent only the latest manifestation of Russia’s continuing failure to become a true democracy at peace with itself and the world. As long as this unrealism and pre-modern structure of politics govern the discourse and practice of Russian security policy, continuous internal unrest is the best scenario we can predict for Russia. But experience shows that this unrest does not remain bottled up in Russia. The war in Chechnya is now accompanied by threats against Tbilisi and Baku as well as attempts at military-political union in the CIS. Thus Russia’s refusal or inability to adapt to reality presages a continuing struggle in the CIS and other unsettled areas like the Balkans. Every preceding time when state power in Russia fragmented, the whole region within which it acted was engulfed in instability, if not conflict, and foreign armies were either tempted to invade or dragged into the quagmire. Thus these documents are ultimately a confession of political, economic, social and moral bankruptcy and an admission of despair. If Russia perceives everything around it as a threat whose origins lay beyond its borders, then the temptation to avert domestic reform will continue to strengthen and breed still more internal unrest and instability. Nor will any outside attempts to help be appreciated or accepted. Absent a reliable defense policy and defense forces and following an elite that seems determined on racing to the brink of a precipice, Russia’s elites remain fixated on military threats that exist mainly in their fantasies. Thus they show themselves utterly unable to come to grips with the new but very real threats to Russia’s security and stability.119  If this situation continues, then the Russian people, if not their neighbors and partners, will be thrown over the edge as Russia falls into an economic, ecological, demographic, and possibly even nuclear abyss.
A2:  PERMUTATION (DO BOTH)
THE PERMUTATION DOES NOT SOLVE THE NET-BENEFIT

The AFFIRMATIVE cannot permute GENUINE CONSULTATION without severing out of the SURETY of passing the affirmative proposal.  Genuine consultation allows NATO ALLIES a voice in the decisionmaking process which is inclusive of saying NO.  Going into consultation with the surety of U.S. policy action only serves to relegate NATO to the TOOLBOX status.

OUR MOORE EVIDENCE is pretty good on this question.  It specifically states that Allies have felt SKEPTICAL of the U.S. habit of INFORMING Allies rather than CONSULTING them and that if NATO is to reach PRIMACY it must be transformed into an alliance based on shared dialogue and CONSULTATION.  NATO must become POLITICAL rising above its common perception in Europe as a TOOLBOX to the United States.

The PERMUTATION will COLLAPSE NATO under business as usual.

NATO will NOT survive as a TOOLBOX.  To function as a GENUINE ALLIANCE it must be grounded on a SHARED STRATEGIC VISION.  Only the counterplan leads to this.

Moore 2007, Rebecca R Moore, Assc. Prof. of Political Science @ Concordia, 2007, NATO’s New Mission: Projecting Stability in a Post-Cold War World, p. 140-41

Ultimately, however, NATO's partnerships, new institutions, and mili​tary capabilities must all be put in the service of a larger political purpose. NATO will not survive if it becomes little more than a toolbox for individual Allies or even the United Nations, which has no standing mili​tary capability of its own. Although the Alliance's newest partnership ini​tiatives as well as its military missions outside of Europe represent positive first steps in adjusting to a strategic environment in which secu​rity can no longer be understood in regional terms, it is not yet clear that they are guided by a comprehensive, strategic vision that encompasses those issues that are of greatest importance to both the United States and Europe, including Iran, Iraq, and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. As Daalder, Gnesotto, and Gordon have observed, while transatlantic co​operation aimed at transforming the Middle East "might provide some glue to hold the transatlantic partners together," the region's transforma​tion cannot be achieved "if the more immediate and dangerous crises that have bedeviled the region are not addressed and resolved."147 Indeed, if NATO is to function as a genuine alliance in what de Hoop Scheffer has termed a "world of globalised insecurity," its activities will ultimately need to be grounded on a shared strategic vision that extends well beyond the Middle East. NATO is no longer the Euro-centric alliance of the 1990s. The Istanbul Summit affirmed NATO's recognition that its continued relevance will hinge to some extent on its willingness to accept the challenge of pro​jecting stability well beyond the Euro-Atlantic area. However, the Allies have yet to resolve the larger question of just how global NATO should be. Indeed, while the mission of Europe whole and free was an ambitious one, it was also limited in so far as it was confined to a particular geo​graphic space. Given the nature of the threats confronting the Allies today, however, NATO no longer enjoys the luxury of thinking about security in purely regional terms. The Allies must now articulate a new political mis​sion in a more global context—a task that will invariably prove more chal​lenging than the one NATO faced in the early 1990s. Although the Bush administration has resisted calls for a new Harmel Report, such an exer​cise might now be required, even if it risks provoking further discord among the Allies. It would at least invite the sort of focused dialogue regarding NATO's core purposes that has largely been absent in the post–September 11 period. 
A2:  PERMUTATION (DO BOTH)
PERMUTATION IS EITHER SEVERENCE OR DISINGENUOUS

The Affirmative either SEVERS out of the GUARANTEED/UNILATERAL outcome of the plan or comes into the Consultation process with their mind already made up.

Even if NATO agrees with U.S. policy action, Allies prefer CONSULTATION

The decision to admit POLAND, CZECH REPUBLIC and HUNGARY proves.
SLOAN Senior Specialist in Security Policy w/the Congressional Research Service 1997
Stanley Sloan, Senior Specialist in Security Policy with the Congressional Research Service, 7-25-97 [CSM]

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

Must AVOID consulting AFTER the U.S. has DETERMINED its own Policy.

Richard Haass, Director of Foreign Policy Studies at Brookings, 1999 Transatlantic Studies p. 234

Still, consultations are critical. Surely the US administration of the day needs to avoid “consulting” only after it has determined its own policy, be it by executive decision or congressional fiat. US diplomatic efforts to build European support for a common approach to India and Pakistan in the aftermath of their May 1998 nuclear tests—and after the Clinton administration had put into effect comprehensive sanctions mandated by US legislation—are an instructive example. Such consultation does little more than disguise unilateralism.

A2:  PERMUTATION (TIME/FRAME)
Only prior and binding consultation with NATO can solve the net benefit
GOLDGEIER Adjunct Senior Fellow @ the Institute for European Studies @ GW U.  &

SHERWOOD-RANDALL Adjunct Snr Fllw for Allnc Rltns @ Stanford U. 2k5
James-and Elizabeth-, 2-18-2005 [FNS]

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

A2:  PERMUTATION (TIME/FRAME)
IT’S A FORCE CHOICE – MUST CONSULT BEFORE ENACTING THE PLAN

Beatrice Heuser, lecturer in the Dept of War Studies at the University of London, Spring 1992 Orbis p. 215-6
NATO members must work harder than every before to understand each other’s concerns, if the alliance is to be preserved. Much of the work will fall to the United States, which more than ever will be expected to consult allies in advance of major decisions and public statements, keep them well informed of developments in Washington during crises and listen patiently to their views, taking the time to explain and defend its decisions before they are enacted. Intra-alliance cordiality has been considerably reduced on several occasions in the past by US impatience, off-handedness, and lack of consultation, affecting particularly the smaller allies. The US administration should also be more open to initiatives coming from its allies. In turn, the Europeans should take great care not to exclude American observers from European negotiations. Nor should individual European powers offend their smaller neighbors by aiming for great-power directorates. Mutual consultation and the explanation of different positions are the key to maintaining the alliance. 

PERMUTATION RISKS A TURN:  DISINGENOUS CONSULTATION EMPIRICALLY CAUSED RESENTMENT

WIEBES Lecturer @ the Dept of Intl Relations @ University of Amsterdam 1990
Cees-; 1990 International Affairs 66

The Cuban crisis demonstrated again that the American administration attached little importance to meaningful consultations with its NATO allies. When President John F. Kennedy announced the blockade of Cuba in his speech on 22 October, the allies were informed only forty-five minutes beforehand about the important developments that led to this drastic decision. They had been told nothing about the discoveries by U-2 planes of the Soviet rocket launchers on Cuban soil. The Dutch embassy in Washington reported before the broadcast of the speech that there was frenzied political activity in Washington. Embassy officials had quickly consulted the British and French ambassadors, who complained that they also were being kept in the dar. Undersecretary of State George Ball brough the NATO ambassadors up to date only immediately before the president’s speech. Dean Acheson, who had been sent on a special mission by Kennedy, briefed the North Atlantic Council at the same time. This form of consultation dubbed by Cleveland as “consent-building notification after the fact” created almost universal resentment among the allies. In London the Dutch ambassador, Baron Adolph Benunck, learned from the permanent undersecretary at the Foreign Office, Sir Harold Caeela, that Prime Minister Harold Macmillan had been only partly informed by US Ambassador David Bruce. The Foreign Office was particularly worried about the possible consequences for Berlin. Benunck concluded that the British cabinet had been unpleasantly affected by the American measures. The Adenauer government was similarly very disturbed about the lack of consultations and information before Kennedy delivered his major speech. Bonn feared that the United States would provokethe Soviet Union into a major action involving Berlin. Roving Ambassador Acheson had to calm down Adenauer. In France, de Gaulle was concerned that the US administration might perhaps compromise with Moscow at the expense of Europe. As Acheson began to brief him just before Kennedy’s speech, de Gaulle asked a preliminary question as if to get the record straight: “May we be clear before you start,” he said. Are you consulting or informing me?” Acheson confessed that he was there to inform, not consult.

A2:  PERMUTATION (TIME/FRAME)
THERE IS A DISTINCTION BETWEEN GENUINE CONSULTATION AND INFORMATION 

CHERNOFF Associate Prof of Political Science @ Colgate 1995
Fred-; 1995 After Bipolarity p. 219

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

A2:  PERMUTATION (MISCELLANEOUS)
ONLY GENUINE CONSULTATIONS WILL SOLVE – ALTS ARE INSUFFICIENT

SHEA Director of Policy Planning in the private Office of the Secretary General of NATO 2k5
Dr. Jamie-;BSIS Journal of International Studies Vol. 2, NATO Going Global

So, clearly as we move towards formulating a common response, there are going to be differences of view. But NATO’s experience over Iraq or a decade ago in the Balkans demonstrates that putting the issues on the table and arguing them out is at the end of the day a much more productive approach than trying to protect NATO by taking it out of the equation altogether and then conducting the debate by megaphone media diplomacy or bilateral diplomacy based on concepts such as “old Europe and new Europe”. As it develops a greater role as a forum for transatlantic dialogue, NATO will need to make sure that it prepares discussions carefully to ensure that debate is not being conducted for debate’s sake. This will require imaginative policy planning papers and better intelligence information being shared among Allies. NATO will also have to choose its subjects carefully and develop those subjects rather than jump from one to the other inconclusively. Moreover both sides of the Atlantic will have to commit to true consultations rather than being content to explain their positions merely through briefings and question and answer sessions with experts. It will also mean that Ministers from both sides of the Atlantic will have to be prepared to visit NATO Headquarters more frequently to lead the consultations in person rather than delegate the responsibility to their Ambassadors. Success will also depend upon a closer NATOEU relationship not only to avoid duplication but also to ensure that where there is an operational followup – for instance on terrorism or the Middle East – that followup can go to either NATO or the EU as appropriate. 

A2:  PERMUTATION (SECRECY)
The American government is the leakiest in the world – agency representatives will leak the government’s position for political gain

James Q. Wilson, Professor of Political Science at UCLA, and John J. DiIulio, Professor of Political Science at Princeton, 1998 [American Government: Institutions and Policies, p. 291]
American government is the leakiest in the world. The bureaucracy, members of Congress, and the White House staff regularly leak stories favorable to their interests. Of late the leaks have become geysers, gushing forth torrents of insider stories. Many people in and out of government find it depressing that our government seems unable to keep anything secret for long. Others think that the public has a right to know even more and that there are still too many secrets. However you view leaks, you should understand why we have so many. The answer is found in the Constitution. Because we have separate institutions that must share power, each branch of government competes with the others to get power. One way to compete is to try to use the press to advance your pet projects and to make the other side look bad. There are far fewer leaks in other democratic nations in party because power is centralized in the hands of a prime minister, who does not need to leak in order to get the upper hand over the legislature, and because the legislature has too little information to be a good source of leaks. In addition, we have no Official Secrets Act of the kind that exists in England; except for a few matters, it is not against the law for the press to receive and print government secrets. 
Information that should be secret will be inadvertently revealed – classification problems

Banisar 2007 (David Banisar, Policy Fellow at the Open Society Institute and Visiting Research. Fellow at the Faculty of Law, University of Leeds, July 2007, “Government Secrecy: Decisions Without Democracy,” p. 16)

The lack of standards results in overuse of the  designations and greater restrictions on information both for internal use and for public availability.  A 2006 Government Accountability Office review  found over fifty different categories of information designated as sensitive, ranging from Sensitive Homeland Security Information, Sensitive but  Unclassified, Law Enforcement Sensitive, to For  Official Use Only.41 The GAO found that, in different agencies, similar information was often being  designated for control using different labels and  procedures. It also found that few agencies provided adequate guidance, training or internal controls.  The GAO concluded that “the lack of such recommended internal controls increases the risk that the  designations will be misapplied. This could result  in either unnecessarily restricting materials that  could be shared or inadvertently releasing materials  that should be restricted.” Within departments such  as Justice, the GAO found numerous procedural  problems due to lack of formal policies, inadequate  training, and poor oversight. In the FBI, any employee or contractor could designate information as  sensitive even though the FBI had no guide and did  not provide adequate training.42  A 2006 review by the National Security Archive of  37 major agencies and components found little  consistency across government agencies.43 Only  eight of the agencies had legal authority to designate information as sensitive, while 24 were only  following their own internal guidelines. Eleven had  no policy at all. Nearly one-third of the policies  allowed any employee to designate information as  sensitive, but they did not set policies on how the  markings could be removed, and only seven total  set restrictions on how they can be designated. The  review also found that policies set after 9/11 were  “vague, open-ended or broadly applicable” compared with those before.  

Secrecy decreasing – new laws mandate transparency

Banisar 2007 (David Banisar, Policy Fellow at the Open Society Institute and Visiting Research. Fellow at the Faculty of Law, University of Leeds, July 2007, “Government Secrecy: Decisions Without Democracy,” p. 12)

A campaign led by media organizations resulted finally in the 1966 Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  For the past 40 years, this Act, subsequently amended several times to enhance openness and supplemented with other laws, has stood as the pinnacle of openness for the public.  It has been supplemented by laws such as: the Government in the Sunshine Act to ensure that meetings of federal agencies headed by a collegial body,  such as the Federal Communications Commission,  are open to the public and minutes or transcripts  are kept of the meetings; the Federal Advisory  Committee Act which ensures that committees that  advise the federal government are composed fairly  and hold open meetings; and the Privacy Act, which  allows individuals to obtain and correct their personal information in records held by federal bodies.  As new technologies have made the provision  more easily available and increased demand by  citizens to know more, the trend toward more  openness has continued. In 1993, Congress enacted a law to require that the Federal Register be  published in electronic form. In 1996, the Congress  adopted the Electronic Freedom of Information  Act to extend the FOIA to electronic records and to  provide for more use of electronic resources. More  recently, efforts to improve electronic government  have increased both access to information and  increased participation.

A2:  PERMUTATION (SECRECY)
Leaks are common – especially with increased secrecy

Moynihan et al. 1997 (Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Harvard professor and four-term United States senator, and the rest of the Commission on Protecting and Reducing Government Secrecy, “Report of the Commission on Protecting and Reducing Government Secrecy”)

As the scope of secrecy grows and the system for protecting secrets becomes more layered and complex, the prospect for leaks—deliberate releases of classified information, nearly always on an anonymous basis—grows as well. Secrets become vulnerable to betrayal, often from high in the chain of command; this in turn promotes greater disrespect for the system itself. Those condemning leaks may, at the same time, be using them in their own self-interest for any number of reasons (ranging from the desire to gain a bureaucratic advantage to using leaks as “trial balloons” for possible policy initiatives). The anonymous leak, often at a senior level, “has become an important tool of governing” and a form of “instant declassification” (although the information leaked is likely to remain officially classified notwithstanding its publication). 11  “Leaking has a symbiotic relationship with secrecy. Without secrecy there would be no need to leak information. As government secrecy grows and comes to involve more people, the opportunities to leak from within expand; and with increased leaking, governments intensify their efforts to shore up secrecy.” --Sissela Bok, Secrets

There are leaks, particularly when documentation is submitted to Congress

Broad 2009, William J Broad, journalist, NYT, 6/2/2009, “U.S. Accidentally Releases List of Nuclear Sites,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/03/us/03nuke.html?_r=1

The federal government mistakenly made public a 266-page report, its pages marked “highly confidential,” that gives detailed information about hundreds of the nation’s civilian nuclear sites and programs, including maps showing the precise locations of stockpiles of fuel for nuclear weapons. The publication of the document was revealed Monday in an online newsletter devoted to issues of federal secrecy. That set off a debate among nuclear experts about what dangers, if any, the disclosures posed. It also prompted a flurry of investigations in Washington into why the document had been made public. On Tuesday evening, after inquiries from The New York Times, the document was withdrawn from a Government Printing Office Web site. Several nuclear experts argued that any dangers from the disclosure were minimal, given that the general outlines of the most sensitive information were already known publicly. “These screw-ups happen,” said John M. Deutch, a former director of central intelligence and deputy secretary of defense who is now a professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. “It’s going further than I would have gone but doesn’t look like a serious breach.” But David Albright, president of the Institute for Science and International Security, a private group in Washington that tracks nuclear proliferation, said information that shows where nuclear fuels are stored “can provide thieves or terrorists inside information that can help them seize the material, which is why that kind of data is not given out.” The information, considered confidential but not classified, was assembled for transmission later this year to the International Atomic Energy Agency as part of a process by which the United States is opening itself up to stricter inspections in hopes that foreign countries, especially Iran and others believed to be clandestinely developing nuclear arms, will do likewise. President Obama sent the document to Congress on May 5 for Congressional review and possible revision, and the Government Printing Office subsequently posted the draft declaration on its Web site. 
A2:  U.S. WILL NOT CONSULT
OBAMA ADMINISTRATION WILL CONSULT ON ISSUES

Sunday Mirror, 2/8/2009, “US: WE'LL END OLD GO-IT-ALONE STAND,” Lexis

Mr Biden said the US would press ahead with its controversial missile shield in Europe, despite opposition from Russia. But he made it clear that it would be designed to protect the West from rogue states like Iran, and that Russia would be consulted over its development. He revealed that America would talk to Iran, "reach out" to the Muslim world and, on Russia, would "press the reset button and revisit the many areas where we can and should work together". It would refocus its efforts in Afghanistan and search for a "broader regional peace" between Israel and its Arab neighbours while equipping NATO to stop the spread of the world's most dangerous weapons. "We believe that international alliances and organisations do not diminish American's power. "So we'll engage. We'll listen. We'll consult," Mr Biden told a top-level gathering of international leaders in Munich. The US would switch its tactics "to a chess game from a boxing match", he added, saying the country would abandon the old "carrot and stick policy" of coaxing Iran to give up nuclear activities. But he stressed a new "listening" U.S. would still take a tough stance on Iran and Russia. It would isolate and pressurise Tehran if it did not abandon its nuclear ambitions and its support for terrorism, he said
U.S. WILL UPHOLD ARTICLE 5 OBLIGATIONS EVEN WHILE DEALING WITH AFGHANISTAN
VERSHBOW asst. secretary of Defense for Intl Security Affairs 2k9
Alexander-; 8/4/2009, HEARING OF THE EUROPEAN AFFAIRS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE, Federal News Service, Lexis

MR. VERSHBOW: Madame Chair, I think I would concur entirely with what Mr. Gordon has said. I would also perhaps add that that open letter, I think, was a call for attention from a region that many people had judged to have been sort of taken care of during the 1990s. And I think that it's clear that the security environment has evolved, we've had the global financial crisis, and I think it's important that we remember that there are still issues relating to the security of our partners and new allies in Central and Eastern Europe that need to be foremost on our agenda.  I think as we look at the future of NATO, President Obama's been very clear that we want to ensure that the core, the bedrock, commitment within the Washington Treaty Article 5 remains credible and effective. I think some have become more anxious in the wake of the events in Georgia about whether the Article 5 commitment still means something.  So I think, as we begin to review NATO's strategic concept and look at NATO's future defense strategy and force posture, the U.S. approach will be to ensure that Article 5 is upheld and that we have the capabilities to carry it out, even as NATO continues to adapt to deal with conflicts as in Afghanistan or with emerging threats like cyber warfare, with old threats that have come back, like piracy. 

A2:  CASE IMPACTS OUTWEIGH
Afghanistan not crucial to the survival of NATO

Strom-Erichsen 2009, Anne-Grete Strom-Erichsen, Norwegian Defense Minster, 2/2/2009, “Norwegian Government: NATO in the 21st century,” Lexis

Therefore, it is important for the Alliance to stay the course and not  loose focus. However, I disagree strongly with the notion of connecting  the future survival of NATO to the perceived success of its operation  in Afghanistan. In our view the Alliance is about much more than one  single operation - and we must remember that neither failure nor  success in Afghanistan will be the work of NATO alone. 

Collective security is more important for NATO than Afghanistan

Rotfeld 2009, Adam Daniel Rotfeld, Polish ex-foreign minister, 8/9/2009, “Polish ex-foreign minister mulls NATO priorities, ties with Russia, enlargement,” Lexis

[Pawlicki] Will NATO survive the war in Afghanistan?  [Rotfeld] We need to abandon the formula that Afghanistan is a test for NATO. Afghanistan is a task, not a test. Member states' security is a test for NATO.  The aim of the operation in Afghanistan is for Afghans to assume responsibility for their own country. NATO not only has a moral obligation, but also a political need to strengthen those forces in Afghanistan that are not aggressive and fundamentalist. I do not rule out the possibility that the time may come when we will have to negotiate with moderate members of the Taleban. 

A2:  NO NEED TO CONSULT OVER AFGHANISTAN WITHDRAW
There are disagreements in NATO over Afghanistan – CP crucial to new instances of commonality

Hanhimäki 2009, Jussi M. Hanhimäki, Professor, International History and Politics, May 2009, “Obama’s NATO: A New Transatlantic Partnership?” http://www.fondation-pierredubois.ch/Papiers-d-actualite/obamas-nato-a-new-transatlantic-partnership.html

Behind the transatlantic renewal and concord, however, there are disagreements. No amount of Obama magic can change the fact that Americans and Europeans have similar but hardly identical interests or resources. The most obvious example of the continued European-American discord is Afghanistan. The rhetoric has been reassuring. “When it comes to Afghanistan, this summit and this alliance has delivered,” NATO’s outgoing Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer declared. Others agreed, taking turns to praise Obama’s new approach to Afghanistan. But they did so with a caveat summed up by the French president. "We completely support the new American strategy in Afghanistan," exhorted Nikolas Sarkozy. As far as the Europeans are concerned the new strategy is America’s. While Obama referred to Europe’s “strong down payment” in Afghanistan, his words could not mask a more sobering reality. At the Strasbourg summit European leaders agreed to provide only token practical support. In 2009, America’s NATO allies will be sending up to 5,000 more trainers and police – on short-term assignments – to help monitor the Afghan elections and train the country’s military. In contrast, Americans will be increasing their troop levels by more than 50%: from 38,000 to roughly 60,000. There is a danger for the Obama administration here. Instead of ‘Afghanistanizing’ the conflict, it may well be on the slippery path towards Americanizing it. The ones who are likely to pay the ultimate price? The Afghan people, who are unlikely to experience even a semblance of stability any time soon. Instead, they will struggle for survival as a resurgent Taliban, an incompetent local government, and a well-meaning but ill-equipped foreign force exchange control over various parts of territory. In many ways Obama’s NATO will be a different organization from the one his predecessor left behind. But one central fact has not changed. A proclaimed unity of purpose does not automatically translate into an agreement over policy, particularly on issues considered ‘out-of-area’ (as Afghanistan so manifestly is). Nor is there anything surprising about it: NATO is still fundamentally a regional security alliance not a global peacemaker. Not even eight years of Obama is likely to change that. 
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