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TEXT:

The United States federal government should enter into prior, binding consultation with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization over whether to ___________________________________________.  The United States should advocate the plan through the process of consultation and should enact the end result of consultation. 

NATO WILL SAY YES TO THE PLAN – THEY ARE WORRIED ABOUT US MILITARY OVERREACH

De Nevers 2007 
[Renee, International Security, “NATO’s international security role in the terrorist era”, International Affairs] ttate
NATO’s members also differ on the means to respond to threats confronting the alliance. This was most apparent in the bitter dispute over the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq. The dispute illustrated three points of disagreement. First, it rejected different understandings of the nature of the terrorist threat and how to combat it. Second, it exposed deep differences about the appropriate use of force, and in particular about the U.S. policy of preventive war. Whereas the United States insisted that the urgency of the threat posed by Saddam Hussein’s supposed possession of WMD mandated immediate action, several European allies argued that Hussein was contained and could be deterred. Third, the dispute illustrated increasing European concern about U.S. unilateralism and the fear that NATO’s European members might be “entrapped” by their alliance commitments to support a reckless military operation. 92 As a result, both France and Germany balked at supporting the United States.93 Although the Bush administration sought to repair relations with key European allies and institutions after the 2004 presidential elections, the acrimony caused by this dispute has left a residue of ill will. The shifting alignments and attitudes toward threats confronting NATO have reduced the United States’ willingness to accept alliance constraints.94 Moreover, the United States’ strategic focus has changed, with greater attention being given to the Middle East, Central Asia, and East Asia. This is evident both in the changing base deployments in Europe and the State Department’s decision to shift at least 100 diplomatic positions from Europe to other regions, including Africa, South Asia, East Asia, and the Middle East.95 This move is a logical step and if anything overdue, given the end of the Cold War, but it is telling of shifts in U.S. policy priorities. 

ONLY PRIOR, BINDING CONSULTATION ENSURES GOOD RELATIONS WITH OUR EUROPEAN ALLIES – KEY TO MAINTAINING A STRONG ALLIANCE

GOLDGEIER AND SHERWOOD-RANDALL 2005
[James – adjunct senior fellow @ Institute for European Studies and Elizabeth – adjunct senior fellow for alliance relations @ Stanford University, FEDERAL NEWS SERVICE, February 18] ttate
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. 

1NC SHELL
AND, A STRONG, COHESIVE NATO ALLIANCE KEY TO MAINTAINING GLOBAL ORDER – US IS FACING POWER CHALLENGES AND MUST RELY ON ITS EUROPEAN ALLIES TO STAVE OFF THREATS
BREZEZINSKI, former national security advisor, 2009
[Zbigniew, “An Agenda for NATO”, Foreign Affairs, September/October, page lexis] ttate

ADJUSTING TO A TRANSFORMED WORLD And yet, it is fair to ask: Is NATO living up to its extraordinary potential? NATO today is without a doubt the most powerful military and political alliance in the world. Its 28 members come from the globe's two most productive, technologically advanced, socially modern, economically prosperous, and politically democratic regions. Its member states' 900 million people account for only 13 percent of the world's population but 45 percent of global GDP. 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.

consultation counterplans good
FIRST, COUNTER-INTERPRETATION – ONLY CONSULTATIONS THAT ARE GROUNDED BY TOPIC SPECIFIC LITERATURE AND OCCUR THROUGH FORMAL MECHANISMS ARE LEGITIMATE.

Korea Herald – 5-24-2004
Instead of having a fully integrated cooperation structure, it would desirable for the parallel consultative structure that can be found in NATO and U.S.-Japan alliance. This does not mean two totally independent forces in parallel. Rather, the strategic consultative mechanism will be strengthened, while intelligence and information sharing will be enhanced. The two forces will not be integrated but linked through a close consultative mechanism. Each side would then be better able to understand what the other can and will do should something arise

WE WILL WIN THAT CONSULTATION COUNTERPLANS ARE GOOD FOR DEBATE – A FEW REASONS:

A)  TOPIC SPECIFIC EDUCATION – THIS YEAR’S RESOLUTION DEALS WITH FOREIGN POLICY ACTION – MILITARY PRESENCE IN COUNTRIES THAT UNIQUELY ARE OF INTEREST TO NATO’S ALLIES.  TRUE TOPIC EDUCATION WOULD BE INCOMPLETE WITHOUT DISCUSSIONS OF HOW OUR NATO ALLIES FEEL ABOUT CHANGES IN OUR MILITARY POSTURE.

B)  CHECKS BACK AFFIRMATIVE SIDE BIAS – THIS IS A HUGE TOPIC WITH MORE THAN AMPLE AFF CASE GROUND.  THE RESEARCH BURDEN ON THIS PARTICULAR TOPIC FOR THE NEGATIVE IS MASSIVE.      CONSULTATION COUNTERPLANS ARE NECESSARY TO HELP BALANCE OUT GROUND DIVISION – WE NEED TO HAVE A COUNTERPLAN THAT ATTEMTPTS TO SOLVE FOR THE AFF.

C)  KEY TO FAIRNESS – CONSULTATION COUNTERPLANS ARE KEY TO CHECKING BACK TINY AFFIRMATIVES THAT DON’T LINK TO THE DISADVANTAGES AND UNPREDICTABLE 2AC ADD-ON ADVANTAGES.

D) ALTERNATIVES ARE WORSE – WE DON’T HAVE ACCESS TO THE STATES CP AND INTERNATIONAL FIAT IS ILLEGITIMATE.  THE CONSULTATION COUNTERPLAN ALLOWS THE NEGATIVE SOME GENERIC COUNTERPLAN AND GIVES THE AFF PLENTY OF OFFENSIVE GROUND – THE UNCERTAINTY OF PLAN ACTION UNDER THE CP MEANS THE ENTIRETY OF THE 1AC CAN BE OFFENSE.
consult good – AT: CP = Conditional

1. No link - consultation is not conditional because whether or not the plan gets passed is just an effect of the counterplan – consultation is the mandate of the CP and that is certain.

2.  No reciprocity impact – the Affirmative plan can have conditional mandates if the Negative wins the plan gets rolled back.   

3. No abuse – they control the outcome of the consultation.  They can win the argument that NATO says no to the plan.

4. No moving target – we will always defend that NATO says yes to the plan.  The one outcome to the CP is predictable.

consult good —AT:   CP = Artificially Competitive

1. No link – the negative has not created a rigged game to check the plan’s desirability.  The CP competes on both certainty and immediacy of plan action.  The CP checks the desirability of taking a unilateral policy action versus working through a multilateral framework.

2.  True permutations will check - If all of the AFF’s arguments are true and we are artificially competitive, then they should have easy access to win the perm

consult good —AT:  CP = Unpredictable

1. DOES NOT ASSUME OUR COUNTER-INTERPRETATION – ONLY CONSULTATION THROUGH FORMAL MECHANISMS AND BASED IN THE LITERATURE IS ALLOWED – THAT MEANS TWO CONSULT COUNTERPLANS – NATO AND JAPAN.
consult good – AT:  CP = Plan Encompassing

1. NO LINK – WE ENCOMPASS ZERO OF THE PLAN MANDATES.  THE COUNTERPLAN MANDATE IS THE CONSULTATION PROCESS.  THE EFFECT OF THE COUNTERPLAN IS WHAT MAY OR MAY NOT LEAD TO A REDUCTION IN MILITARY PRESENCE.  

2.  PLENTY OF AFF GROUND – THE TRUE TEST OF COUNTERPLAN ABUSE IS HOW MUCH OF THE 1AC CAN BE OFFENSE AGAINST THE COUNTERPLAN.  THE 1AC CAN UTILIZE ALL 8 MINUTES OF THE 1AC AGAINST THE COUNTERPLAN IN THE WORLD NATO SAYS NO

genuine consultation key

NATO MEMBERS WANT GENUINE CONSULTATION – SIMPLY INFORMING MEMBER STATES OF OUR ACTIONS WILL NOT BETTER RELATIONS – YOUR PERMUTATIONS DO NOT CAPTURE THE NET-BENEFIT

MOORE 2007

[Rebecca – assoc professor of political science @ Concordia, NATO’s New Mission:  Projecting Stability in a Post- Cold War World, pages 133-134]  ttate

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 

FAILURE TO GENUINELY CONSULT NATO ON FOREIGN POLICY DECISIONS WILL UNDERMINE THE ALLIANCE

GORDON 2004

[Philip – senior fellow in foreign policy studies @ Brookings, “Letter to Europe”, June 24, 
http://www.brookings.edu/views/artic...n/20040701.pdf]  ttate

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.
genuine consultation key – strong alliance
GENUINE CONSULTATION KEY TO STRONG ALLIANCE AND PRESERVING US-NATO COOPERATION

Haass, 4 (Richard N. President of the Council on Foreign Relations, 6/1/04, “The United States and Europe: Adjusting to the Global Era”, Council on Foreign Relations,http://www.cfr.org/publication/7069/united_states_and_europe.html TBC 6/21/10)  denno

The United States also needs European resources. American power is truly great, but it is not unlimited. The U.S. military is stretched given current needs in Iraq and Afghanistan; the fact that troops are being withdrawn from the Korean Peninsula and sent to Iraq is both unfortunate and revealing. The sort of troop-intensive nation-building exercises taking place in Iraq and Afghanistan are hardly unique; they are sure to be repeated elsewhere, and European contributions will be required in those two countries as well as in others. The good news is that Europe has much to add, especially as more than military might will be relevant. This clearly pertains to the global struggle against HIV-AIDS and other infectious diseases, as well as to global efforts to alleviate poverty. A strapped U.S. economy, one experiencing enormous fiscal and current account deficits, cannot bear the burden of promoting world order and development on its own. Genuine consultation is a must. Consultation cannot consist of simply informing others of what has already been decided or going through the motions and not adapting policies yet still expecting support. Nor can consultations wait until a crisis is upon us; talks should be held in advance on how to deal with the central challenges of this era. This promises to be the best and most likely only way of forging a policy framework relevant to the challenges central to this era of international relations. Both Europeans and Americans have reason to maintain and where possible expand their cooperation. As has already been alluded to, this is the optimal way to deal with those regional and global challenges that affect both but which neither alone can manage. Such challenges (and opportunities) go beyond the full gamut of transnational issues. Let me single out two. The first is to promote political, economic, educational, and social reform throughout the Arab and Muslim worlds. It is essential that young men and women in these societies see a reason to live. This will require meaningful reform resulting in meaningful political participation, economic opportunity, and access to an education that will provide the tools basic to this global era. Making progress here will require the wisdom and resources of both Europe and the United States.

Genuine Consultation is key to NATO’s existence

The Committee of Three, NATO 2000 

“Text of the Report of the Committee of Three on  Non-Military Cooperation in NATO”, July 04, http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b561213a.htm 


anshuman
If we are to secure this long-term aim, we must prevent the centrifugal forces of opposition or indifference from weakening the Alliance. NATO has not been destroyed, or even weakened, by the threats or attacks of its enemies. It has faltered at times through the lethargy or complacency of its members: through dissension or division between them; by putting narrow national considerations above the collective interest. It could be destroyed by these forces, if they were allowed to subsist. To combat these tendencies, NATO must be used by its members, far more than it has been used, for sincere and genuine consultation and cooperation on questions of common concern. For this purpose, resolution is more important than resolutions; will than words.

consultation key – strong alliance

PURSUING A STABLE CONSULTATION FRAMEWORK KEY TO STRENGTHENING THE ALLIANCE

Rühle  2010

[Michael Ruhle, Deputy Head of Policy Planning, NATO. “A Commentary by Michael Rühle, Deputy Head of Policy Planning, NATO,” http://www.defpro.com/daily/details/544/] anshuman
Last February, in a speech at the annual Munich Security Conference, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen argued that the Alliance should turn into a consultation forum for global security issues. Such a role, he argued, would require the transatlantic security alliance to develop closer relations with all major global players, including India and China.  Only a few years ago, any mentioning of India and China as potential NATO partners would have led to raised eyebrows not only in Delhi and Beijing, but also in many NATO member countries. Not this time. In the days just after the Munich conference, there were a few, predictably cautious reactions in India and China. All in all, however, the Secretary General’s suggestion did not spark a lot of debate, let alone controversy.  And why should it? This is not a veiled attempt to draw India and other rising powers into the Alliance’s political and military orbit. And neither is it an attempt to outflank the United Nations as the ultimate arbiter of global security. The suggestion to use NATO as a consultation forum is much less grandiose, and much more pragmatic: in an age that is increasingly shaped by the forces of globalisation, managing common security challenges requires a much tighter network among the key players.  Afghanistan is a compelling case in point. NATO’s leadership of the UN-mandated International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) has not only brought the Alliance to China’s borders, it has also created much greater interdependence between NATO and India. As a major international donor, and given her considerable civilian presence in Afghanistan, India has a strategic interest not only in the security that ISAF forces provide, but also in the stabilising influence which NATO’s engagement brings to the region around Afghanistan. NATO’s long-term success in Afghanistan, in turn, hinges on the success of the civilian reconstruction efforts that India and others provide. Afghanistan has thus become a prime example of how new challenges create new dependencies and relationships.  NATO has made a sustained effort to adapt its policies and structures to these new realities. Today, the 28 member Alliance entertains diplomatic and military relations with over 30 non-members throughout the world. The scope and intensity of these relationships vary according to the specific interests of each partner country. Some countries prefer to keep things low-key, with ad-hoc staff-level talks or by attending seminars or courses.  Others limit their interaction with NATO to political dialogue. Still others opt for a much closer military partnership, to be able to take part in demanding operations alongside NATO Allies. But all these relationships with NATO are voluntary and “à-la-carte”. They do not include the mutual defence commitment that binds the Allies, but neither do they compromise a partner country’s particular foreign policy, for instance its non-aligned security tradition.  Still, many Indian analysts harbour doubts about the possible implications for their country’s international position if it should develop closer ties with NATO. As one eminent Indian analyst put it a recent conference in Delhi, India is simply too big to be just another partner country to the Atlantic Alliance. And while most members of the Indian strategic community readily admit that NATO’s Afghanistan mission coincides with India’s own strategic interest in stabilising that country, they do not necessarily conclude from this that India and NATO should develop closer cooperation. On the contrary, many seem to believe that NATO’s eventual withdrawal from Afghanistan will mean the end of its interest in Asia. Finally, since India enjoys close bilateral relations with all major NATO allies, some see little added value of building closer ties to the Alliance.  Are these valid arguments? First, any concern that India could be relegated to the status of a junior NATO partner is misplaced. China's staff level contacts with NATO have certainly not hindered that nation’s rapid ascent. And neither has the stature of countries like Japan, Egypt or Australia suffered from their cooperation with NATO. Hence, India will not need to compromise the fundamental tenets of its foreign and security policy. Second, even after the end of its engagement in Afghanistan, the Alliance will remain interested in the stability of the wider region, and in developing the political and military ties which it already has there at the moment.  Thirdly, and most importantly, the case for closer cooperation between India and NATO does not rest solely on Afghanistan. Because there is a growing need for nations and organisations to cooperate more closely in many other areas, too. Much of the consultation will take place in the United Nations. But challenges such as energy security, nuclear proliferation, failing states and piracy all compel nations to look for additional frameworks which allow them not only to talk together, but also to work together, including militarily.  NATO is one such framework – and the only one with six decades of experience in multinational military planning and cooperation. For the Alliance, sharing this unique experience more widely is both natural and inevitable. And in this respect, NATO’s recent cooperation with the Indian navy in counter-piracy operations off the coast of Somalia will likely be followed by closer cooperation in other areas as well.  In sum, the issue is not whether India and NATO should consult and cooperate, but how this can best be done. Should we continue on an “ad hoc” basis, with the limited effectiveness that is inherent to improvisation? Or should India and NATO opt for a more regular dialogue, in which they learn about each other’s perceptions, policies, and procedures, and are able to quickly operationalise that knowledge in tackling common challenges? To this author, the choice is clear: exploiting NATO’s potential as a forum for consultation and cooperation is a “win-win” situation, both for India and for the Alliance. 

consultation key – strong alliance

CONSULTATIONS KEY TO CONTINUATION OF STRONG NATO

De Nevers 2007 
[Renee, International Security, “NATO’s international security role in the terrorist era”, International Affairs] ttate
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.
CONSULTATION KEY TO A STRONG NATO – KEY TO CHECKING WMD PROLIFERATION

TERZULOU 2006
[Eric – specialist in international security and arms control with the US Department of State, NATO and Weapons of Mass Destruction:  Regional alliance, global threats, pages 165-167]  ttate

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. 

genuine consultation key - relations

NATO wants genuine consultation -- they want to be able to change US policies

Schake 09, (Kori, Research Fellow, Hoover Institution, “MANAGING AMERICAN HEGEMONY”, 2009, 29.)  denno/emma b
When Europeans complain about the declining legitimacy of U.S. international involvement, they mean either that we are not doing what they want us to do, or we are not doing it through the institutions they value. Consultations with Europeans are near constant and take up far and away the majority of U.S. diplomatic engagement: we consult with Europeans bilaterally, both in their capitals and in Washington, through NATO and the European Union, at the United Nations. It cannot be that the quantity of consulting is insufficient; what Europeans are really complaining about is that U.S. policies are insufficiently malleable to their influence.
consultation key - relations

CONSULTATION KEY TO EFFECTIVE US-NATO RELATIONS – SPLIT IN TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS CREATES GLOBAL INSTABILITY

SERFATY 2005

[Simon – senior profession in international politics @ Old Dominion, The Vital Partnership, pages 143-144] ttate
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. 

consultation key – hegemony

CONSULTATION KEY TO CONTINUED US LEADERSHIP – WE MUST HAVE THE TRUST OF OUR ALLIES TO CONTINUE OUR INFLUENCE

Abshire and Cross 2004

[David – president and CEO of Center for the Study of the Presidency and Wesley – special assistant and advisor to the President of the Center for the Study of the Presidency, “Reinvesting in the art of NATO”, Summer/Fall, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs] ttate
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. 

consultation key – terrorism

NATO CONSULTATION IS KEY TO COUNTER-TERRORISTS EFFORTS
NATO '10 [North Atlantic Treaty Organizations Website, 6/30/10, "NATO and the fight against terrorism", pg. online @ http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_48801.htm// gh-bprp]

Terrorism is a universal scourge that knows no border, nationality or religion. It is therefore a challenge that the international community must tackle together. NATO contributes to the international fight against terrorism in multiple areas, and through various means. The Alliance’s activities in the fight against terrorism are in strict accordance with UN principles and international law, including international humanitarian and human rights law. The multifaceted nature of terrorism is such that NATO has engaged in a number of initiatives – political, operational, conceptual, military, technological, scientific and economic,– to address this issue. As a consequence many areas of NATO’s activity are nowadays involved in the fight against terrorism. The Alliance contributes a range of assets to the international community in the fight against terrorism. First, NATO is a permanent Transatlantic consultation forum, capable of transforming discussions into collective decisions. Second, NATO is backed by military capabilities at the Alliance’s disposal. Third, NATO is part of a very large network of partnerships involving other states and international organizations. A permanent forum for consultations In essence, one of NATO’s key strengths is to provide a permanent Transatlantic forum for consultations in security-related matters. Since the fight against terrorism has been identified as a core element of the Alliance’s work, NATO has established regular dialogue on terrorism and terrorism-related issues among its members, as well as with non-member countries and other international organizations. It has developed an extensive network of cooperative relationships with many partners, who equally share the desire to face up to the threat of terrorism. Regular consultations help develop and promulgate common views of the nature of the threats we face, and the appropriate responses to them. They also create strong Allied and partner unity in confronting terrorism, sending an important political signal that is a key element of NATO’s response to terrorism. Anti-terrorism operations NATO conducts a number of operations that are either directly or indirectly related to the fight against terrorism Operation Active Endeavour
CONSULTATION KEY – DETERRENCE

STRONG CONSULTATION FRAMEWORK KEY TO CONTINUED ALLIED CONFIDENCE IN DETERRENCE UMBRELLA
YOST 2009

[David – professor @ Naval Postgraduate School, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO”, International Affairs, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/122476701/PDFSTART] ttate

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 nalysis and planning forums to assure the allies that they are partners in the formulation of a shared alliance strategy. 
permutation answers – at:  do both

PERMUTATION TREATS NATO AS AN AFTER-THOUGHT – WE MUST GENUINELY ENGAGE IN NEGOTIATIONS TO APPEASE THE ALLIES – STRONG ALLIANCE REQUIRES A SHARED VISION

Moore 2007
[Rebecca – associate professor of political science @ Concordia,  NATO’s New Mission: Projecting Stability in a Post-Cold War World, p. 140-41] ttate
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. 
AND, PERMUTATION IS JUST UNILATERALISM IN DISGUISE

HAASS 1999

[Richard, director of foreign policy studies @ Brookings Institute, Transatlantic Studies, page 234] ttate
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.
permutation answers – at:  perm – do the counterplan

PERMS CAN ONLY BE EXTRA-TOPICAL – NOT COMPLETELY UNTOPICAL.

“RESOLVED” MEANS “FIXITY OF PURPOSE” FROM WEBSTER’S DICTIONARY 2001.  THE AFF IS NOT RESOLVED IMPLEMENTATION BECAUSE NATO CAN SAY NO.  REJECT THE PERMUTATION BECAUSE IT ALLOWS COMPLETE NON-TOPICAL ACTION.
permutation answers –  leaks

INTERNET GUARANTEES LEAKS – AFGHANISTAN DOCUMENTS PROVE

Savage, L.A Times 2010 (David G. Savage and Noam N. Levey, “Harder to suppress leaks in Internet age” 4-27-2010, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jul/27/nation/la-na-wikileaks-legal-20100728)  shreyas
Reporting from Washington — The publication this week of classified military reports from Afghanistan has brought home to the nation's capital what Hollywood has seen of late with the raw tapes of Mel Gibson's angry voice: the Internet has fundamentally transformed how secrets are disclosed. No longer can lawyers for the government or a big star rush to court or phone a top news executive to head off a damaging disclosure in a newspaper or on television. Now raw secrets can be posted online for all the world to see or hear. WikiLeaks, the website that obtained the documents, operates mostly outside the United States, making it difficult if not impossible for the government to block publication. "In the digital age, once classified information has been leaked by a government employee, there is no practical remedy available to the government" to stop its disclosure, said Rodney Smolla, a 1st Amendment expert and president of Furman University in South Carolina. "Even if the government were to march into an American or foreign court to seek an injunction against the release of the documents, there is no way to recall the millions of cites and retransmissions that occur almost instantly on the Internet." The Obama administration has said it may pursue a criminal case against the leaker of the classified reports, but it made no effort to stop their publication or availability on WikiLeaks. Floyd Abrams, a lawyer who represented the New York Times against the Nixon administration's effort to halt publication of the Pentagon Papers in 1971, said the Internet left the Obama administration with no practical options when faced with a similar disclosure on a foreign-run website. "We seem to be moving to a world in which few secrets are safe from disclosure, including genuine ones," he said. Several Hollywood websites have gained fame by posting embarrassing information about celebrities. This month, RadarOnline posted audio of Mel Gibson ranting over the phone to an ex-girlfriend. What has changed is not the law, but the number and variety of sources of information, said Cindy Cohn, legal director for the Electronic Frontier Foundation in San Francisco. "The Internet has given all the rest of us a megaphone," she said. "Now, the government can't arm twist a publisher and convince him not to publish." Websites can be sued for disclosing trade secrets or for an invasion of privacy, just like other publishers. However, they also have the same free-speech and free-press protections. And as a practical matter, WikiLeaks may be out of reach of many courts anyway, legal experts say. If WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange or anyone else associated with the website stays in a country that won't honor a subpoena or an extradition order from a court in the United States, Britain or elsewhere, they probably will continue to enjoy a level of protection not available to a more traditional publisher or broadcaster. 

Government cannot control leaks- Wikileaks prove

ABC 7-29 “Labor Leaks show Government in ‘Chaos’” July 29, 2010 http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2010/07/29/2967126.htm

fri
Opposition finance spokesman Andrew Robb has seized on Treasurer Wayne Swan's admission the Government cannot control leaks, saying it is a sign of chaos at the top. The Federal Government has been rocked by a series of leaks in the five weeks since Julia Gillard forced former prime minister Kevin Rudd to step aside. Ms Gillard yesterday angrily addressed the most recent claims, aired by Channel Nine, that she argued against the Government's paid parental leave scheme and a raise in the age pension. Mr Swan says there is nothing the Government can do to control the leaks. "We can't control leaks and I certainly can't predict where they're coming from," he told ABC1's 7.30 Report. "There's nothing we can do about the speculation. What we can do is get out and campaign and tell our very good story... and our plans for the future." Mr Robb says the Treasurer's comments are damning. "You had the situation where the Deputy Prime Minister of the country said about his Government, his Cabinet, that there are leaks all the time and there's nothing that we can do about it," he told ABC1's Lateline. "This is the most damning statement. It just shows the chaos that has descended upon the Gillard Cabinet and the Gillard Government. "The institute of Cabinet and the need for unity and the need for discipline is fundamental to stable government in our system. "This Government has not only lost its way, it's now off the tracks and it's heading for a train wreck." But Financial Services Minister Chris Bowen rejected the claims and said Ms Gillard had always been supportive of paid parental leave. "I don't necessarily share your characterisation of events," he told Lateline. "She has been a strong supporter of [parental leave and pension rises] since the very beginning. "She wanted to make sure they were affordable, but she also wanted to do them." Mr Bowen also refused to speculate on what the punishment would be if the identity of the person who leaked the allegations was revealed.

permutation answers - leaks
LACK OF EFFECTIVE CYBERSECURITY MEANS LEAKS

Federal Computer Week 2008 (Ben Bain, “Critical infrastructure central to cyber threat” 7-24-2010 http://fcw.com/articles/2008/04/24/critical-infrastructure-central-to-cyber-threat.aspx)  shreyas
The United States is increasingly vulnerable to cyberattacks that could have catastrophic effects on critical physical infrastructure, and severely damage the country’s economic, military and strategic interests, cybersecurity specialists said today.   The conventional strategic thinking that has driven defense efforts over the past century is becoming irrelevant in today’s networked world, according to specialists from the U.S. Cyber Consequences Unit (US-CCU), who spoke at the GovSec, U.S. Law and Ready Conference and Exposition today in Washington.   US-CCU is an independent, nonprofit research institute, set up at the request of the government. Its reports are supplied directly to the government, critical infrastructure industries and the public.   “The change here is so profound that almost all of our previous defense categories are breaking down,” said Scott Borg, US-CCU’s director. “There is not a clear line there anymore.”   Borg said the distinction between physical and information attacks is disappearing, and he cited the lasting effects the terrorist attacks of 2001 had on the information technology infrastructure. Borg said Industrial-era distinctions between the local and the remote, personal and public communications, and military and economic targets are fading and very sophisticated cyberattacks could damage major nations.   Scalable cyberattacks could physically destroy large numbers of electricity generators that would take years to replace, Borg said, adding that if a sizable region’s electricity was shut down for an extended period, a majority of that economy would shut down and people likely would die.   Security experts worry that last spring’s denial-of-service attacks on facilities in Estonia may be a precursor. Developed countries are considered to be most susceptible to the threats.   “Looking at the many wake-up calls that the international community has had over the past decade…I would say that we have entered an era of cyberterror and perhaps even an era of cyberwar,” said Lauri Almann, Estonia’s Permanent Undersecretary of Defence, at the conference.   Also, cybersecurity specialists warned that a cyberattack could cause greater economic and physical damage than the United States has suffered.   “We are talking about things much bigger than the Great Depression,” said Borg. “We are talking about consequences that are only exceeded by use of nuclear weapons.”  

PERMUTATION ANSWERS – LEAKS – AFGHANISTAN

LIE PERM WILL FAIL – NATO WILL FIND OUT - LEAKS INVOLVING AFGHANISTAN MILITARY PRESENCE EXIST

WASHINGTON POST 07-26-2010

[Greg Jaffe and Karen DeYoung, staff writers, “Leaked files lay bare war in Afghanistan”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/25/AR2010072502092.html?hpid=topnews] ttate
Tens of thousands of classified documents related to the Afghan war released without authorization by the group Wikileaks.org reveal in often excruciating detail the struggles U.S. troops have faced in battling an increasingly potent Taliban force and in working with Pakistani allies who also appear to be helping the Afghan insurgency. 

The more than 91,000 classified documents -- most of which consist of low-level field reports -- represent one of the largest single disclosures of such information in U.S. history. Wikileaks gave the material to the New York Times, the British newspaper the Guardian and the German magazine Der Spiegel several weeks ago on the condition that they not be published before Sunday night, when the group released them publicly. 

us/nato relations high now

US – NATO relations strong now – remains vulnerable to US unilateral actions

SLOCOMBE 2010

[Walter – former undersecretary of Defense and former senior advisor and director for Security Affairs in the Coalition Provisional Authority for Iraq,  “Towards a new NATO strategic concept:  A view from the United States,  Perspectives, June 2010,  http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/id/ipa/07299.pdf] ttate

Nonetheless, NATO remains for the US, as stated in the new national security strategy, »the pre-eminent securi-ty alliance in the world today«, both the »cornerstone for US engagement with the world and a catalyst for international action«. Most of the US’s other formal alliance relationships and all its less formal security partnerships are essentially one-way streets where the US commits itself to help partners in their own defense but without expecting much, if any, help from them outside the strict confines of the joint defense of the partner in question. NATO is – with the partial excepti-on of Australia and to a much lesser extent Japan – the only case where the US can realistically regard its part-ner as a potential source of assistance outside the con-text of the US guarantee. This broader relationship is not, however, without its problems simply because the US expects more of its NATO partners – so it is more likely that the partners will seem to fall short of what the US expects, and that the allies will believe the US is pres-sing them to act more in its interests than their own.
consultation now
CONSULTATION ON THE RISE NOW

Brezninsky, US attourney, and Mitchell, President of the Center for European Policy Analysis, 10 [Mark, A. Wess, “Growing US-Central European Ties’, Apr. 2010, http://www.atlantic-community.org/index/articles/view/Growing_US-Central_European_Ties] denno

To its credit, the Obama administration has been responsive to this need. In recent months, American officials have worked visibly to bolster regional confidence through NATO contingency planning, Patriot missiles in Poland, military exercises in the Baltic and Black Seas, the creation of strategic consultative mechanisms and forward movement on the new missile defense architecture. The United States should continue to support NATO contingency planning as it builds on the special capacities of Central European partners that can be applied to shared challenges.
OBAMA COMMITTED TO CONSULTATION

Department of Defense 09 [John J. Kruzel, Armed Forces Press, “US Consulting Closesly with NATO Allies on Afghan Strategy Review”, Mar. 2009,  http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=53648]  denno

WASHINGTON, March 25, 2009 – The United States has been in close consultation with NATO allies as it completes an evaluation of the strategy in Afghanistan, President Barack Obama said today. After a meeting at the White House with NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, the president said the United States expects to share its analysis with alliance counterparts. A defense official this month said the review is likely to be distributed among allies ahead of the NATO summit in early April.  “We believe that we are going to be able to ensure that the NATO members who've made so many sacrifices and have been working so hard already are reinvigorated, and that the coordination that's going to be taking place will make it even more effective for us as we complete a successful NATO mission,” Obama said of the Afghan strategy review.  The summit, to take place April 3 and 4 in Strasbourg, France, and Kehl, Germany, also coincides with the alliance’s 60th anniversary, which Obama said is a testament to NATO’s quality.  “It is a testimony to the strength of the trans-Atlantic alliance, a testimony to the effectiveness of NATO in creating stability and peace and prosperity, laying the groundwork for so much that has taken place over the last several years,” he said.  Obama said he and de Hoop Scheffer are confident that the NATO summit could produce new processes to make the alliance stronger and more effectively coordinate efforts in Afghanistan. 
links – nuclear posture

US NEEDS TO CONSULT NATO MEMBERS ON NUCLEAR POSTURING – KEY TO CREATING STRONG NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME

Polish Institute of International Affairs 09 [“Reduce US nukes in Europe and Keep NATO Strong”, Mar. 2009, http://www.isodarco.it/courses/andalo10/doc/Strategic_File_7_NATO_nuclear.pdf]  denno

By making a decision on the discontinuation of nuclear sharing now, the members of the

Alliance can count on three “bonuses”. Firstly, this would provide an important contribution to the

preparation for the NPT review conference in 2010. Even though this step would probably be criticized

as insufficient, it can nevertheless serve (together with a possible US-Russian agreement on the

strategic forces reductions) as evidence of the NATO states’ determination to move towards nuclear

disarmament. That, in turn, should help facilitate agreement on strengthening the non-proliferation side

of the NPT bargain. Secondly, by moving forward with such an initiative unilaterally, NATO would be in

a good position to press Russia into changing its tactical nuclear weapons posture. Thirdly, the Alliance

would avoid potentially divisive discussions over the acquisition of next-generation means of delivery

for US nuclear weapons, an otherwise inevitable mid-term eventuality given the aging of the dualcapable

aircraft operated by Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and possibly also by Greece

and Turkey. Assuring the cohesion of the Alliance when such a change is agreed upon would remain the top

priority. In practice, this calls for close consultations between the two sides of the Atlantic during all

stages of the process. There should be a common assessment that the positive consequences of the

discontinuation of the nuclear sharing arrangement will outweigh the negative ones, and that the other

elements of NATO’s nuclear policy will remain valid. It would be damaging for the Alliance to create the

impression that the US weapons are being “pushed out” of Europe by pacifist Europeans, or that the

US is weakening its commitment to NATO by initiating changes in the nuclear strategy without properly

consulting its allies.
CONSULTATION ON NUCLEAR POSTURE KEY TO STRONG ALLIANCE

Kulesa, Polish Institute of International Affairs Analyst, 2009 

(Lukasz, http://www.pism.pl/zalaczniki/Strategic_File_7.pdf, March 2009, “Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and Nuclear). A View from Poland,”)  anshuman
Assuring the cohesion of the Alliance when such a change is agreed upon would remain the top

priority. In practice, this calls for close consultations between the two sides of the Atlantic during all

stages of the process. There should be a common assessment that the positive consequences of the

discontinuation of the nuclear sharing arrangement will outweigh the negative ones, and that the other

elements of NATO’s nuclear policy will remain valid. It would be damaging for the Alliance to create the

impression that the US weapons are being “pushed out” of Europe by pacifist Europeans, or that the

US is weakening its commitment to NATO by initiating changes in the nuclear strategy without properly

consulting its allies.

LINKS – AFGHANISTAN

CONSULTATION OVER MILITARY PRESENCE IN AFGHANISTAN IS UNIQUELY KEY TO THE STRENGTH OF THE ALLIANCE

DE NEVERS 2007

[Renee – asst professor of public administration @ Syracuse University, “NATO’s International Security Role in the Terrorist Era”,  International Security, Spring, page lexis]  ttate

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 WITH NATO OVER AFGHANISTAN KEY 

Davies, Sydney Morning Herald correspondent, 2009 [Anne, “NATO backs Obama before meeting with generals,” 10-1, http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/world/nato-backs-obama-before-meeting-with-generals-20090930-gcqq.html]  emma b

The US President, Barack Obama, was due to meet his top Afghan war generals, David Petraeus and Stanley McChrystal, yesterday in what is likely to be a frank exchange of views about the next stage in the war.  The meeting with General Petraeus, the commander of US Central Command, and General McChrystal, the commander of US forces in Afghanistan, comes after Mr Obama received valuable support from the NATO Secretary-General, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, who vowed that NATO was prepared to keep troops in Afghanistan for ''as long as it takes to finish the job''.  Mr Rasmussen and Mr Obama met in Washington to discuss a report by General McChrystal calling for more troops to be sent to Afghanistan.  Afterwards, Mr Rasmussen said: ''I'm convinced that success in Afghanistan is achievable and will be achieved. And don't make any mistake, the normal discussion on the right approach should not be misinterpreted as lack of resolve. This alliance will stand united and we will stay in Afghanistan as long as it takes to finish our job''.  Mr Obama said he and Mr Rasmussen had agreed it was ''absolutely critical that we are successful in dismantling, disrupting, destroying the al-Qaeda network, and that we are effectively working with the Afghan Government to provide the security necessary for that country.  ''This is not an American battle; this is a NATO mission as well. And we are working actively and diligently to consult with NATO at every step of the way,'' Mr Obama said.  The show of unity is an important boost for the President as he reconsiders what the job in Afghanistan should be. Informing that deliberation is the report by General McChrystal, who has warned of US ''failure'' in the war unless it increases the number of troops. There has been speculation he will seek 40,000 more on top of the 68,000 now there.  It is unclear whether Mr Rasmussen gave any indication of the likelihood of NATO sending more troops to Afghanistan if the US chooses not to.  There have been reports on military news blogs that General McChrystal is prepared to resign if he is denied the extra troops.  Mr Obama will struggle to get authorisation for more US troops from Congress, where an increasingly unhappy Democratic caucus is likely to resist a request.  The White House press secretary, Robert Gibbs, confirmed Mr Obama had not spoken to General McChrystal since receiving his report last month. There have been suggestions that the President has had only one conversation with him since he took over in Afghanistan in mid-June.  Mr Gibbs said Mr Obama received regular weekly reports from the general. 
links - afghanistan

Europeans want to be consulted on Afghanistan withdrawal 

Hunter 2009
[“Robert E. Hunter  is the Former U.S. ambassador to NATO, U.S.-NATO: Looking for Common Ground in Afghanistan” , 12-9-09, U.S.-NATO: Looking for Common Ground in Afghanistan]  anjali
President Obama in his major speech announced he would send thirty thousand new troops to Afghanistan, but he also said forces would begin to withdraw in July 2011. This was followed by rollback statements from his top aides, saying, "Well, we still may be there for many years." Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, on his way to Afghanistan said, "We are in this thing to win." What does NATO make of all this? What Obama said is a conditions-based withdrawal. It doesn't give any final dates for actually withdrawing. But that I think it also led to a good deal of confusion in Europe. In the first place, Europeans always complain about the nature of consultations. They always argue that there has never been enough, and that has been true in this case as well. The decision was an American one, which was then given to the Europeans, some of whom have had some role in it, but very few. Some people would argue that they would rather have a fait accompli by the American leadership, thereby relieving them of any responsibility; others would say, "once again the United States is dropping something on us, and expecting us to go along."
say yes – us influence/rubber-stamping

NATO WILL SAY YES – US INFLUENCE AND DOMINANCE IN THE ALLIANCE MEANS MEMBER STATES FOLLOW US REQUESTS

Politics Studies Association 2009
[Politics Studies Association, "NATO: The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan", 2009, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/121645457/PDFSTART?CRETRY=1&SRETRY=0] ttate
No one would deny the reality and significance of American dominance within NATO. There are at least three ways in which this has been manifest over time. The first is of historic interest, namely the manner in which the US set the terms of NATO’s formation—watering down NATO’s collective defence clause (Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty) and ensuring the entry of Portugal and, somewhat later, Turkey and Greece to the alliance in the face of Canadian, Danish and Norwegian objections. Second, once NATO was established, the US would come to play a leading role in its institutional development. The initial watershed in this regard was the Korean War. The fear, however misplaced, that war in Asia portended Soviet destabilisation of a divided Germany, galvanised the allies towards greater force integration (a process symbolised by the creation of the supreme allied command in Europe— SHAPE), force planning (hence the Lisbon Force Goals of 1952) and organisational coherence. All of this was, in turn, backed by a substantial reinforcement of the American military presence in Europe. The subsequent institutional development of the alliance would come to entrench US influence. Attention in this respect is usually given to NATO’s political structures—and principally the North Atlantic Council (NAC). Here, American influence has been clearly apparent if somewhat hidden behind (and sometimes frustrated by) the formalities of consensus decisionmaking. Much more striking has been the exercise of influence in planning and operational matters. The starkest example of this has lain in the role of NATO’s two supreme commands. Since its inception, SACEUR has always been held by an American and, with the exception of its first incumbent, the role has been doublehatted with that of Commander-in-Chief of US forces in Europe. SACLANT (NATO’s other supreme commander until its relabelling in 2003) has, similarly, been double-hatted with the office of Commander-in-Chief of US Atlantic Command. Real power within NATO lies, according to Guillaume Parmentier (2000, 100), in these positions. SACEUR was dubbed ‘the prince of Europe’ by US military officials under Clinton (Halberstam 2001, 392–393) and, in practice, has been a figure of influence to rival both the chair of the NATO Military Committee and the office of Secretary General (both of whom have usually been European). The third way in which US dominance has been exercised concerns NATO policy initiatives. Here, the facts are stark: almost every major change has been the consequence of American action and no change has been possible without American support. The manner in which this role has been played out has varied. In some cases—NATO’s adoption of ‘flexible response’ in 1967 or periodic force modernisation goals—a NATO position has been the culmination of an extended exercise in American persuasion; an attempt, in other words, to convince sceptical or indifferent European governments of the need for action. In other cases, the US has made a decisive intervention in order to galvanise a divided alliance—such, for instance, was the case in Bosnia, when a reversal of nearly three years of policy prevarication by first the Bush (senior) and then the Clinton administration led to Operation Deliberate Force and the stationing of IFOR (Daalder 2000, 31–36, 81–189). In other cases still, the US has given practical expression to an existing consensus or majority view that accords with an American preference; here, its superior diplomatic and political resources have served to shape and implement the policy. Such, for instance, has been the story of NATO’s post-cold war enlargements, the development of partnerships with Russia and Ukraine and, from an earlier era, the twin-track decision of 1979 on theatre nuclear forces. Finally, there are instances where the US has, in effect, utilised NATO to set the parameters of Europeandefence autonomy—cases in point being three related initiatives of the latter 1990s: ESDI, Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) and the ‘Berlin-plus’ mechanism agreed at NATO’s Washington summit in 1999. The exceptional position of the US within the alliance, coupled with its standing as a global power, has meant that American foreign policy, while often made by reference to NATO, has never been subordinate to it. Indeed, the US has for decades acted in ways which have demonstrated an aloofness from the alliance. The Clinton administration, for instance, unilaterally set the terms of NATO involvement in both the Bosnian and Kosovo crises by its public insistence that it would not commit American troops to ground operations. And in the case of Operation Allied Force, the US saw fit to mount a quite separate effort (Joint Task Force Noble Anvil) that not only excluded all other allies but, with the possible exception of the British, was not even known to them (Henriksen 2007, 13–17). American dominance of NATO has given rise to transatlantic tensions. On occasion European governments have regarded the US as an unreliable and capricious partner whose dedication to European defence could not be guaranteed, while the US (and Congress especially) has viewed the allies as free-riders, unappreciative of America’s global concerns. The latter is of some significance in light of recent developments. Throughout the cold war, NATO did undertake consultations on a variety of ‘out-of-area’ issues and by the late 1980s these figured often in NATO declarations and communiqués. Yet such statements did not reflect much in the way of policy co-ordination or operational activity. Indeed, the further NATO strayed away from its core concern with the Soviet Union, the more likely it was to disagree. Hence the split over the Suez Crisis and American indignation at allied indifference to Israel during the 1973 Middle East war. NATO, moreover, figured in neither the Carter doctrine of American force projection into the Gulf region nor the Reagan doctrine of support for anti-communist insurgents in the developing world. Operation Desert Shield/Storm in 1991 broke the pattern only marginally. Considerable logistical and political support was provided by individual allies to the US-led coalition and a NATO operation was mounted in support of Turkey. None of these measures, however, involved a NATO command option for forces undertaking the key mission of ejecting Iraqi troops from Kuwait (Taft 1991).
say yes – us influence/rubber stamping

NATO WILL SAY YES – IF THE US PROPOSES THE ACTION, NATO WILL AGREE
GWERTZMAN 2004

[Bernard, “Former NATO envoy:  Is Bush making genuine shift to closer cooperation with allies?”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/7147/former_nato_envoy.html?id=7147]
All one does see, to the extent one can judge here, is that the president and his people are saying, “This is the direction we want to go. The alliance is important to us. Let’s line it up.” In other words, I think he’s learned an awful lot in the last couple of years. [He’s learned that] going to the United Nations is a positive thing, not a negative thing, and that working with the alliance pays rich dividends. People want America to succeed; they can’t succeed without us. They’ll swallow hard. A lot of people didn’t like the war in Iraq, but they say, “We now have no choice, and if we have an America that reaches out to us, then”--this will sound patronizing— they will say, “Like the prodigal son, we will welcome America back and put it in the driver’s seat.”

NATO says yes to all requests – “silence procedure” builds easy consensus

Wallander, senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2003 [Celeste, “Institutional Assets and Adaptability: NATO After the Cold War,” http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=164732&jid=&volumeId=&issueId=04&aid=164731&bodyId=&membershipNumber=&societyETOCSession=]  emma b

When asked why its members were able to turn to NATO at that point, officials answer that it is because NATO is a consensus-building institution that had developed norms and procedures for making and implementing decisions.72 This is true of many international organizations: what made NATO’s assets for consultation and decision making different? NATO’s political procedures and practices were unmatched among security institutions in their design for intensive consultation, commitment to consensus, aversion to the appearance of disarray, and concrete capacity for implementation. As important as the abstract commitments to consensus, officials explain, were the day-to-day procedures and practices that made consensus possible: bureaucratic tricks that made the alliance work. A good example is the ‘‘silence procedure.’’ When the office of the secretary-general seeks to get agreement on a decision, it drafts a memo to the permanent representatives of all the member countries. The memo takes the form ‘‘I propose decision X, and unless I hear no from you, I will go ahead.’’ Over the years, NATO’s norms have developed such that countries do not want to ‘‘break silence,’’ so these decisions tend to get passed. In other words, NATO could adapt to post–Cold War security in part because it is mundane: it is an organization of hundreds of daily interactions and procedures. NATO functions on a permanent basis and has bureaucracies with practices and procedures staffed by civilians from many countries who work together.74 ‘‘NATO’s institutions gave us a base for finding cooperation. . . . The institution has nooks and crannies which are very helpful for getting cooperation going. . . . [It] is a process oriented organization: we do not want to spend time talking about structure, but just do it.’’75 The alliance’s structures and practices, especially its elaborate committee system, allow countries to focus on specifics and practical matters; it is not an enormous, cumbersome forum for discussing big issues. Furthermore, NATO’s structure ensures that progress becoming stalled in one area will not prevent progress in another. The patterns and methods of working that evolved during the Cold War have been extended to new post–Cold War security problems. 
say yes – us influence/rubber-stamping

US HAS INFLUENCE OVER NATO DECISIONS – PUSHING THE PLAN THROUGH CONSULTATION PROCESS WILL SHORE UP SUPPORT FROM MEMBERS
WEBBER 2009

[Mark – professor of politics, international relations and European Studies @ Loughborough University (UK), “NATO:  The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan”, 
http://www3.interscience.wiley.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cgi-bin/fulltext/121645457/HTMLSTART]
No one would deny the reality and significance of American dominance within NATO. There are at least three ways in which this has been manifest over time. The first is of historic interest, namely the manner in which the US set the terms of NATO's formation—watering down NATO's collective defence clause (Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty) and ensuring the entry of Portugal and, somewhat later, Turkey and Greece to the alliance in the face of Canadian, Danish and Norwegian objections. Second, once NATO was established, the US would come to play a leading role in its institutional development. The initial watershed in this regard was the Korean War. The fear, however misplaced, that war in Asia portended Soviet destabilisation of a divided Germany, galvanised the allies towards greater force integration (a process symbolised by the creation of the supreme allied command in Europe—SHAPE), force planning (hence the Lisbon Force Goals of 1952) and organisational coherence. All of this was, in turn, backed by a substantial reinforcement of the American military presence in Europe. The subsequent institutional development of the alliance would come to entrench US influence. Attention in this respect is usually given to NATO's political structures—and principally the North Atlantic Council (NAC). Here, American influence has been clearly apparent if somewhat hidden behind (and sometimes frustrated by) the formalities of consensus decision-making. Much more striking has been the exercise of influence in planning and operational matters. The starkest example of this has lain in the role of NATO's two supreme commands. Since its inception, SACEUR has always been held by an American and, with the exception of its first incumbent, the role has been double-hatted with that of Commander-in-Chief of US forces in Europe. SACLANT (NATO's other supreme commander until its relabelling in 2003) has, similarly, been double-hatted with the office of Commander-in-Chief of US Atlantic Command. Real power within NATO lies, according to Guillaume Parmentier (2000, 100), in these positions. SACEUR was dubbed 'the prince of Europe' by US military officials under Clinton (Halberstam 2001, 392–393) and, in practice, has been a figure of influence to rival both the chair of the NATO Military Committee and the office of Secretary General (both of whom have usually been European). The third way in which US dominance has been exercised concerns NATO policy initiatives. Here, the facts are stark: almost every major change has been the consequence of American action and no change has been possible without American support. The manner in which this role has been played out has varied. In some cases—NATO's adoption of 'flexible response' in 1967 or periodic force modernisation goals—a NATO position has been the culmination of an extended exercise in American persuasion; an attempt, in other words, to convince sceptical or indifferent European governments of the need for action. In other cases, the US has made a decisive intervention in order to galvanise a divided alliance—such, for instance, was the case in Bosnia, when a reversal of nearly three years of policy prevarication by first the Bush (senior) and then the Clinton administration led to Operation Deliberate Force and the stationing of IFOR (Daalder 2000, 31–36, 81–189). In other cases still, the US has given practical expression to an existing consensus or majority view that accords with an American preference; here, its superior diplomatic and political resources have served to shape and implement the policy. Such, for instance, has been the story of NATO's post-cold war enlargements, the development of partnerships with Russia and Ukraine and, from an earlier era, the twin-track decision of 1979 on theatre nuclear forces. Finally, there are instances where the US has, in effect, utilised NATO to set the parameters of European defence autonomy—cases in point being three related initiatives of the latter 1990s: ESDI, Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs) and the 'Berlin-plus' mechanism agreed at NATO's Washington summit in 1999. 

GENUINE CONSULTATION PROCESS WILL LEAD TO A “YES” VOTE

CHERNOFF 1995
[Fred – associate professor of political science @ Colgate University,  After Bipolarity, page 219]

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

say yes – MILITARY reduction

NATO WILL NOT OPPOSE US PLANS FOR MILITARY REDUCTION
YOST 2004

[David – professor @ Naval Postgraduate School, “The US Nuclear Posture Review and the NATO Allies”, International Affairs,  80, 4, pages 706-729]
Perhaps partly because of improved relations with Russia, allied observers have expressed no noteworthy concerns about the effects of the NPR-mandated reductions in operationally deployed US strategic nuclear warheads on extended deterrence. This is consistent with a longstanding pattern in which most allies have deemed strategic nuclear matters a US responsibility and have deferred to US judgement about the appropriate structure and level of US strategic nuclear forces. Exceptions to this pattern have, however, arisen historically; and in some circumstances more such exceptions could occur. Ever since the Soviet Union launched Sputnik in 1957 and developed the world’s first ICBMs, the alliance has been subject to periodic crises of confidence—in essence, European doubts about America’s will to defend its allies, given the risk of prompt intercontinental nuclear retaliation from Russia. These doubts have been aggravated whenever Americans have expressed anxieties about US strategic capabilities— as during the ‘bomber gap’ and ‘missile gap’ controversies in the late 1950s and early 1960s, and the debates about SALT II, ICBM vulnerability and ‘grey area’ systems such as the Backfire bomber in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Any Europeans inclined to be worried about the credibility of US extended deterrence in view of the constraints on US strategic nuclear forces imposed by arms control or budgetary limits would probably be influenced by interactions with US experts, policy activists and politicians—as was the case in the late 1970s and early 1980s, the last time US policy regarding strategic nuclear forces became a significant topic in transatlantic security discussions. If a debate emerged in the United States about the adequacy of the US strategic force posture in the context of national security (without necessarily considering extended deterrence for allied security), allied experts and officials would probably ask questions about the implications for NATO, Japan and other beneficiaries of  US nuclear guarantees. In this event, the perceived political commitment of the United States—including its manifest intentions, and its apparent confidence in the adequacy of its strategic nuclear posture—would probably matter more in reassuring allies than the size of the force and its specific characteristics. Short of a grave crisis in which the resolve and operational capabilities of the United States were tested, however, the US strategic nuclear force posture is significant for extended deterrence in Europe mainly on a political level. Moreover, many allied observers have long regarded the numbers of US strategic nuclear warheads as disproportionate to the requirements of the post- Cold War world, in which the most immediate threats are terrorists and regional powers armed with weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and in which Russia (it is hoped) may increasingly become a reliable partner of the alliance. It is widely believed that, even after the reductions envisaged in the NPR, the remaining US nuclear forces would be more than sufficient to fulfil their strategic and political purposes.
SAY YES – AFGHANISTAN TROOP REDUCTION

NATO WILL SAY YES TO PLAN – KABUL CONFERENCE PROVES NATO MEMBERS GROWING WEARY OF AFGHAN FIGHTING

Christian Science Monitor 7-19 (“Kabul Conference: NATO withdrawal from Afghanistan by 2014?”, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0719/Kabul-Conference-NATO-withdrawal-from-Afghanistan-by-2014) dhara
Tuesday’s Kabul conference may hint at something that the United States and other sponsors of Afghanistan’s government have been dancing around for some time: A target date for ending what is already America’s longest running foreign war. Skip to next paragraph  A draft of the communiqué that US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and senior ministers from over 40 countries are expected to sign Tuesday was leaked to the British newspaper The Independent. It says the “international community” supports the notion that “the Afghan National Security Forces should lead and conduct military operations in all provinces by the end of 2014.”  While the language could well be altered or dropped by the end of Tuesday's conference, the draft is a reflection of the growing unease over the war among many members of the NATO coalition in Afghanistan.  German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle told reporters on Monday that he supported the 2014 target and that Germany wants a “perspective for a withdrawal” to come out of the conference. British Defence Secretary Liam Fox told the BBC that his nation’s combat troops will likely be out of the country by then as well. A controversial issue  But the issue of setting a timetable for an international withdrawal from Afghanistan has been a controversial one since President Obama said in his West Point speech last December that he’d like US combat troops to start to withdraw by August of 2011.  Critics lashed out almost immediately then that a timetable gave heart to the Taliban, effectively signaling that they could simply hunker down and outlast the international community.  That’s a position that members of President Hamid Karzai’s government have expressed as well. But the target date of 2014 – which would likely begin, all going well, with the transfer of security control to Afghan authorities In some areas as soon as next year – appears to represent a position that they can live with.  In an interview last week, Afghanistan’s national security adviser, Rangin Dadfar Spanta, said 2014 was a realistic date for the country to take over responsibility for its own security and said it was likely the international force would be cut down to just trainers that year. Why talk of a drawdown is now more palatable  The greater willingness to talk about drawdowns is a reflection of both political reality and improvements in the Afghan National Army.  On the political side is the clear war fatigue of NATO members, and the belief of some that the absence of deadlines has taken the pressure off Afghan leaders to prepare to look after their own security.  The Dutch are pulling out their combat troops by the end of the year, the Canadians are leaving next summer, and the war is increasingly unpopular in Germany and the Britain, two of the largest contributors to the war effort after the US.  On the military side, US officers say the Afghan National Army has made great strides since international forces revamped their training efforts here in 2009. Afghanistan is expected to announce at the conference that it’s reached the target size for the army of 134,000 trained men about two months ahead of schedule.  While desertions, illiteracy, and drug use among recruits, and corruption in the officer corps, remain problems, members of the training mission say the quality of soldiers coming out of basic training today is dramatically higher than it was even six months ago.  That’s one reason that Afghanistan’s Ministries of Defense and Interior have been working on a phased plan for territorial control to be shifted to Afghan forces.  “Great work has been done in building the Afghan National Army,” says Waliullah Rahmani at the Kabul Center for Strategic Studies. “The work has only really just started, but real progress in that area is being made.” 

NATO WILL AGREE TO PLAN – NATO HAS BOWED DOWN TO OUR DOMINANCE IN THE MILITARY STRATEGY FOR THE AFGHAN WAR – THEY WILL FOLLOW OUR LEAD

New York Times 2009
[New York Times, "U.S. Gains More Control as It Fights Afghan War", June 11, 2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/12/world/asia/12nato.html]

BRUSSELS — NATO defense ministers Thursday were putting the final touches on a new command structure in Afghanistan that would tighten America’s grip on military operations, reflecting the growing dominance of the United States in the alliance’s campaign there, diplomats said. The plans, expected to be approved Friday, the last day of the ministerial meetings here, would split military operations from training missions, putting three-star American generals in charge of both commands, said the diplomats, who would speak only anonymously, as is customary. The generals would report to the new overall military commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, who will be responsible for the overall NATO strategy and who has been given extensive leeway by the United States to pick his direct subordinates. To soothe European worries about an American takeover of the NATO campaign, General McChrystal will retain the British deputy commander of the alliance’s mission in Afghanistan, Lt. Gen. Jim Dutton. But diplomats say the reorganization of the Afghanistan command reflects the reality of United States dominance of the military campaign there. The United States currently supplies 28,850 troops of the 61,130-strong NATO mission in Afghanistan, according to the alliance. Those figures do not take into account a separate American contribution under Operation Enduring Freedom, the counterterrorism efforts that are concentrated mainly in the south and along the border with Pakistan. But when President Obama’s surge in Afghanistan is complete, the United States will have about 68,000 troops there. “Any concerns should not be about too much America,” said James Appathurai, a NATO spokesman. “It should be about providing from other allies both militarily and in terms of civilian support.” Mr. Appathurai said that the command changes would help the cohesion of the campaign and make General McChrystal’s job more manageable. “It frees him up to do the fully strategic political-military activity that a commander has to do,” he said. The urgency of that task was evident Thursday in Washington, where Gen. David H. Petraeus, the top American commander for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, said that violence in Afghanistan had increased over the past two years and that last week, attacks were at their highest levels since the fall of the Taliban in late 2001. General Petraeus predicts more violence as the number of American troops increases and they begin to engage militants more actively. “Some of this will go up because we are going to go after their sanctuaries and safe havens as we must,” General Petraeus said at a conference of the Center for a New American Security, a Washington-based research institution focused on the military. Lt. Col. Erik O. Gunhus, a spokesman for General Petraeus, said later on Thursday that there were more than 400 attacks last week in Afghanistan, compared with slightly fewer than 250 each week in June of last year. In January 2004, attacks in Afghanistan numbered fewer than 50 each week, Colonel Gunhus said. The new structure borrows from the one used in Iraq. Day-to-day military operations will be directed by Lt. Gen. David M. Rodriguez, a friend and colleague of General McChrystal’s for more than 30 years. NATO’s training mission in Afghanistan will be led by Maj. Gen. Richard P. Formica, who is in charge of the Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, the American unit coordinating the training. Reconstruction activities will be the responsibility of General Dutton, the British deputy commander, a NATO diplomat said. NATO ministers also agreed Thursday to cut the peacekeeping force in Kosovo to about 10,000 troops from about 14,000, as part of a plan that could reduce the alliance’s strength to about 2,000 over two years. NATO’s secretary general, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, said the cut could be made by January.
SAY YES – AFGHANISTAN TROOP REDUCTION

NATO WILL SAY YES TO THE PLAN – WORRIED ABOUT MOUNTING FINANCIAL COSTS

Haddick 5-21-10 (Robert, managing editor of Small Wars Journal, "This Week at War: Will NATO ever fight again?," http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/21/will_nato_ever_fight_again)  lydia

But looming over the panel's effort is NATO's inheritance from Afghanistan. Following a review of lessons learned in Afghanistan, the report calls for guidelines on when and where the alliance will again operate outside its borders. The authors remind readers that "NATO is a regional, not a global organisation; its financial resources are limited and subject to other priorities; and it has no desire to take on missions that other institutions and countries can be counted upon to handle." Although the report left open the hypothetical possibility that NATO could engage in another out-of-area mission, it also plainly discussed the political limitations that member states will put on the organization's ambitions. Those member states with detachments in Afghanistan will no doubt be eager to join the U.S. caravan that will begin departing in 2011. After that, crushing fiscal retrenchment and sour memories of Afghanistan will likely leave most member states in Europe incapable of any significant military expeditions. 

Germany will say yes to withdrawal

Press TV 09 ( “Germany mulling withdrawal from Afghanistan”, November 16, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=111404&sectionid=351020604) dhara
Germany is mulling over a withdrawal from Afghanistan, amid rising differences of opinion among NATO members over handling the Afghan mission.  German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle called on Sunday for preliminary work to lay down the foundations of a withdrawal from Afghanistan in the country's next four-year parliamentary term.  "In the life of this parliament, we have to get sufficiently far with the concept of self-sustained security that a perspective for withdrawal comes into view," Westerwelle told ZDF television.  "We don't want to remain in Afghanistan forever," the minister added.  The newly appointed foreign minister was referring to a NATO strategy, which says a handover could only be carried out after the Afghans are capable of taking control of their country.  He added that Germany would work to see democracy grow in Afghanistan and introduce effective methods for fighting corruption.  Westerwelle's comments come as Germany prepares to send 120 additional troops to Afghanistan, which will boost the total number of the German contingent to 4,365.  The German parliament has limited participation in the NATO mission to a maximum of 4,500 soldiers.  The German troops are to be assigned to the contingent in the northern Afghan province of Kunduz, which has witnessed an unprecedented surge in militant activity, more than eight years after the US-led invasion of the country.  Germany has the third largest contingent in the NATO-led mission with 4,200 troops.  Most Germans oppose military involvement, which has cost the lives of 36 of their countrymen, according to opinion polls. 

say yes – iraq troop reduction

IRAQ WAR NOT POPULAR WITH NATO MEMBER STATES – US DRAWDOWN WOULD BE WELCOMED

BBC 2005 
[“Poland postpones Iraq withdrawal”, December 28, http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/24217/poland-postpones-iraq-withdrawal.html]
Poland's government says it has taken the "very difficult decision" to extend its military deployment in Iraq until the end of 2006.  The new conservative government's decision reverses the previous leftist administration's plan to pull troops out in early 2006.   Poland, a staunch ally of the US, has about 1,500 troops stationed in Iraq.   It is the fifth biggest foreign contingent in Iraq, after the US, Britain, South Korea and Italy.   Among other US European allies, Bulgaria, Hungary and Ukraine have already opted to withdraw their forces.   The last Ukrainian forces serving in Iraq left on Tuesday, the defence ministry said.    Their withdrawal coincided with that of the remaining 130 Bulgarian troops.  Polish Prime Minister Kazimierz Marcinkiewicz, elected in October's parliamentary elections, has asked the Polish president to keep his country's forces there for another year. "This is a very difficult decision, but we take into consideration the fact that the mandate of UN stabilisation forces has been extended to the whole of 2006 and, secondly, strong requests of Iraqi authorities that we stay there," he said.   The force would be cut to 900 in March and its focus shifted to training Iraqi troops, Polish Deputy Defence Minister Stanislaw Koziej said. In September 2003, after the March invasion, the US put Poland in charge of an international force in south-central Iraq, including the Poles.   Opinion polls show the deployment is unpopular at home, with a majority of Poles wanting the soldiers to pull out.   The violence in Iraq has killed 17 Polish soldiers, the Associated Press reports.   The BBC's Adam Easton in Warsaw says many Poles feel the country has got very little in return for its commitment.   But most Polish politicians believe the country has won prestige by commanding a multinational force in Iraq, he says.   During Mr Marcinkiewicz's visit to Iraq last week, he estimated it would take another 12 months before Iraqi forces could take over the Polish zone.   The decision to stay has to be ratified by the new Polish president, Lech Kaczynski. He is a close political ally of the government, so that looks set to be a formality, our correspondent says.   Earlier this week Ukraine's President Viktor Yushchenko paid a surprise visit to Iraq and inspected the last Ukrainian unit to be withdrawn.    Ukraine had contributed 1,650 troops to the US-led coalition - the largest non-Nato contingent there.   The Ukrainian defence ministry has said 50 military instructors will stay in Iraq to train local forces. 

NATO WILL SAY YES TO IRAQ TROOP REDUCTION
ANDERSON 2005
[John Ward – staff writer, “E.U. leaders and public differ on pullout in Iraq”, Washington Post, December 09, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/12/08/AR2005120801914.html]
There is broad public opposition to the war in many parts of Europe and support for an immediate pullout, fueled in part by a belief that the presence of U.S. troops is itself creating upheaval. Public opinion against the war also is growing because of what many Europeans see as dubious U.S. tactics in the broader fight against terrorism, including the use of secret prisons and abusive interrogations, analysts said.

SAY YES – IRAQ TROOP REDUCTION

NATO WILL SAY YES TO THE PLAN – FAVORS DECREASED COMMITMENT IN IRAQ

Butler 04 (Nicola, Former senior analyst at Acronym, independent consultant, "Deep Divisions over Iraq at NATO's Istanbul Summit," http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd78/78news01.htm)  lydia
Iraq is the issue that has dominated political discussions and debate within NATO in recent years. Whilst there were clearly divisions in the 1990s, when most NATO allies refused to participate in US-UK sorties to enforce "no fly zones" over Iraq, problems came to a head in an unprecedented manner in early 2003 when the Bush administration made it clear that it intended to proceed with military action against Iraq with or without the support of NATO allies. With US military forces under increasing pressure in Iraq in the past year and the withdrawal of Spanish troops, the Bush administration has been intensifying pressure on its allies around the world to provide greater support and to provide troops. Calls from the United States for the Alliance to play an "enhanced role" in Iraq have been a major feature of NATO meetings in the run up to the Istanbul summit. What this enhanced role might involve was left unspecified as the Bush administration tried to negotiate with its reluctant allies.NATO currently plays a very limited role in Iraq, providing "support" for Poland, which is leading a multinational division in south central Iraq. Clearly what the US would have liked from NATO is greater support on the ground in Iraq, including provision of more troops by allied countries, especially those that are currently un-represented, and for NATO to take over "responsibility" for some operations in Iraq, thereby relieving pressure on the United States. One US proposal would have been for NATO to take over responsibility for the Polish-led division. Although 17 NATO allies have provided troops for Iraq, some of the countries with the strongest military forces in Europe such as France, Germany and, since the change of government, Spain, do not have troops on the ground, and have refused to commit troops in the absence of explicit UN authorisation.
say yes – turkey tnws
NATO will say Yes- Massive political and public support for Withdrawal of Nuclear Weapons

USA TODAY 2010

[“Clinton reaffirms US commitment to defense of Europe”, http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2010-04-22-clinton-us-syria_N.htm] anjay
Older NATO members see it differently. Five of them -- Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Norway -- in February called for consultations on the question of a U.S. nuclear withdrawal, and NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said this month that "a hot issue like our nuclear posture" will be on the agenda, beginning at the April foreign ministers meeting. The consultations are likely to last for months, possibly into 2011. Parliament members from several European NATO countries are circulating a letter to be sent to Obama stating that the elimination of short-range nuclear weapons in Europe is an urgent matter and should be addressed once the U.S. and Russia complete their START treaty. "It is the sincere wish of the majority of people in Europe that tactical nuclear weapons are withdrawn from Europe and eliminated," the letter says, according to a copy published by the Global Security Institute, an international group that advocates nuclear disarmament. The traditional U.S. view of the nuclear bombs in Europe is that they are a pillar of NATO unity and that they link U.S. and NATO security. Even so, they are not targeted at any specific country and their aircraft used to launch them are not as ready for combat as in years past. An in-depth study of the issue by an expert panel assembled by Defense Secretary Robert Gates, made public one month before Obama took office, said that since 1995 the aircraft's ability to go into combat with the bombs "is now measured in months rather than minutes." That study also revealed internal NATO divisions, saying that some senior U.S. officials at NATO's military command headquarters in Mons, Belgium, do not support having U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe. It quoted one unnamed U.S. general as saying that the weapons are not needed because the American role of deterring a nuclear attack on its allies can be performed with weapons outside Europe.

SAY YES – NATO WANTS TURKEY TNWS REMOVED

PEDROTTY 2010

[Stephen D. – lieutenant colonel, “Let sleeping dogs lie:  NATO nuclear policy since 1991”, 
http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA518335&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
During that same period, the U.S. Defense establishment has worked hard to extricate itself from the DCA role within NATO. U.S. European Command (USEUCOM), once the principal advocate for nuclear weapons in Europe, no longer advocates for these weapons to remain on European soil. The command no longer recognizes the political role for these weapons in NATO. Some senior U.S. military leaders have gone one-step further, contending that “over-the-horizon” capability would be just as credible a deterrent to an attack on NATO.34 Senator John McCain has also explicitly mentioned withdrawing U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe.35 The entire situation has been described as “the road to Abilene”, in which logical values fall victim to uncommunicated group dynamics. In this paradox, the passengers on a bus board it because they believe their Texas destination is what everyone else desires. To the point: the U.S. is prepared to remove DCA but thinks NATO wants to keep them; the other NATO members want them gone, but believes the U.S. expects them to participate (they do not want to be viewed as weak partners). 

say yes – turkey tnws

NATO will say Yes- TNWs are ineffective and unpopular

Lamond and Ingram 2009

 (Paul Ingram is executive director, British American Security Information Council and Claudine Lamond has graduated from the Australian National University holding a Bachelor of Arts in International Relations, and a Bachelor of Asian Studies, Security and Strategic Studies, and Japanese. “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states” January 23 http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.pdf)  anjay
In a multi-polar, post-Cold War strategic context, there are several reasons why NATO members would want to reconsider the forward deployment of TNWs, three of which are:  Nuclear weapons are irrelevant to the majority of security threats considered within NATO, particularly now that it is universally recognized that the Soviet/Russian threat from a supposedly superior conventional capability is manifestly absent today. Even if European states still feel the need for an explicit US nuclear umbrella, TNWs would not be the method of choice for US military planners. Funds allocated to storing, maintaining and protecting nuclear weapon facilities could be better spent focusing on current non-traditional threats.  NATO’s nuclear sharing is the source of considerable disquiet amongst some member states within the NPT.3 It substantially weakens the authority of NATO states to demand stronger non-proliferation mechanisms essential to strengthening European and global security, and surely undermines any claim on the part of NATO members to having the necessary political will to engage in serious moves towards a world free of nuclear weapons.  NATO states’ inability to resolve the problem allows Russia to avoid its disarmament responsibilities with respect to its far more substantial arsenal of TNWs.   The European public has shown little concern over the continued practice of nuclear sharing in Europe since the end of the Cold War, largely through ignorance.4 Nevertheless, opinion about the continued existence of nuclear weapons in Europe more generally has been shifting away from support, a situation that could have particular relevance to TNWs with the possible review of NATO’s Strategic Concept, the 2010 NPT review and increasing pressures on public spending. In 2006, 72% of the population of the five host states wanted Europe to be free from US nuclear weapons.5 3  

NATO WILL SAY YES – POPULAR OPINION IN EUROPE SUPPORTS PULL-OUT

Lindborg, Maxon, and King 2008 (Chris Lindborg is an Analyst with the British American Security Information Council's Washington office. Philip Maxon is the program associate for the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation. Jeff King is the Senior Resource Analyst for the Northwest Power and. Conservation Council. “NATO Nuclear Sharing: Opportunity for Change?” 10-1  http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz09.htm) anjay
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) long-standing policy of “nuclear sharing,” in which the United States maintains tactical nuclear weapons with its allies in Europe, has been subjected to increased scrutiny since the end of the Cold War. These out-dated weapons offer no additional deterrent capability to the strategic nuclear weapons deployed by the United States, France and United Kingdom. In the European states that host these weapons, public opinion is in favor of moving towards a nuclear-free Europe.1 Moreover, the legality of the arrangements under the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is highly contested. These developments have led to increased pressure on the United States and NATO to remove tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. The Alliance’s summit in April of 2009, where plans are afoot to open the Strategic Concept for revision, could see serious discussion about the future of NATO nuclear weapons and a potential opportunity for change. Recent developments in the relationship with Russia may tempt policymakers to resist revision to NATO’s nuclear policy. That would be a serious mistake. 
say yes – korea

NATO WOULD SAY YES – TROOPS WOULD BE RELOCATED TO NATO INTERESTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST
Nam 2006 
[Chang-hee  - associate professor of political science @ Inha University, “Relocating the U.S. Forces in South Korea: Strained Alliance, Emerging Partnership in the Changing Defense Posture Source”,  Asian Survey, Vol. 46, No. 4, July/August]
As analyzed above, the realignment of the USFK is related to internal changes in Korean society on the one hand and the U.S. strategy to realign its troops on a global scale on the other. Anti-U.S. sentiment that has gathered momentum since the 2002 presidential election, as well as an increasing number of com- plaints about U.S. bases, are both strengthening the argument for relocation of the 2nd ID faster than most Koreans would have predicted. From a long-term perspective, should the relocation of Yongsan Garrison and the 2nd ID proceed smoothly, a new bilateral partnership could emerge to share responsibility in America's war on terrorism. As a leading Asian economy, South Korea has a common stake with the U.S. in reducing the spreading danger of terrorism. About 3,500 ROK troops have already been deployed for reconstruction mis- sions in Iraq. This has consolidated trust among top policymakers in Washing- ton for Seoul's commitment to the alliance. By supporting the U.S. efforts to transform its own armed forces via the relocation project, Koreans should benefit from a stable global trade and investment environment. 

say yes – counter terrorism reduction

NATO WILL SAY YES TO THE PLAN – THEY RESIST OPERATIONS BASED IN COUNTERTERROR EFFORTS

Schmidt, senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the Department of State, 2007 [John, “Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11,” http://www.twq.com/07winter/docs/07winter_schmidt.pdf]  emma b

Afghanistan and the NRF have dominated the NATO agenda ever since. Under persistent U.S. prodding, the allies have agreed to the step-by-step expansion of the ISAF peacekeeping force from Kabul into the provinces, most recently into the former Taliban heartland of southern Afghanistan, where NATO peacekeeping operations are being seriously tested. Although increasing Taliban attacks have made ISAF peacemaking operations highly dangerous, the allies have steadfastly resisted U.S. efforts to get them involved in U.S.-led Operation Enduring Freedom counterterrorism operations, which would put their forces even more seriously in harm’s way. Meanwhile, progress in developing the NRF, which is due to become fully operational in October 2006, has been hampered by the continuing inability of European allies to devote the resources required to acquire key logistical capabilities, such as strategic lift, or to train and equip sufficient numbers of combat troops to U.S. standards. Instead, in something of a paradox, the NRF, which was originally conceptualized as the antidote to a two-tiered alliance, has come to be used for lower-end purposes, as in the Kashmir relief operation, because its units are available for rotational call-up. 

NATO GOOD – GLOBAL SECURITY

STRONG NATO KEY TO CHECKING NUCLEAR THREATS

O’SULLIVAN 1998

[John – editor of the National Review and founder of the New Atlantic, American Spectator, June] ttate

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.
STRONG NATO ALLIANCE KEY TO GLOBAL SECURITY
Stull 2005 (Alan, Lieutenant Colonel Alan M. Stull, UW Army War College, “A Strong Nato is Essential to the United States National Security Strategy” Mar 18, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada431845&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf // GH-AS)

The United States must keep NATO strong and engaged in order to make the U.S. NSS viable. The primary need for NATO did not go away with the end of the Cold War. NATO was created to deal with the “German Problem,” or, in other words, prevent another arms race between European nations. It still serves the same purpose today. By ensuring collective security, no member nation has to raise a large military to defend against or attack its neighbors. This brings security and stability while keeping military costs low. That in turn aids a country’s economic well-being and encourages significant foreign investment. It is this environment the United States must continue to support because it in turn supports the NSS. Option three represents the most viable option to accomplish this. This option provides strong U.S. leadership within NATO at a reduced cost, a strong security partner in the U.S. GWOT and a guarantee of a secure and stable Europe. Restructuring of U.S. forces in Europe is required to address the current commitments of U.S. forces in Iraq and Afghanistan as well as the lack of any current security threats to Europe and Eurasia. IMDs will allow the United States and other member nations to “downsize their aggregate force contribution without reducing their commitment to the Alliance.”39 This offers all members better utilization of existing resources and smaller military expenditures while further integrating the United States within NATO. The United States commitment to Europe will be measured in how many troops are permanently stationed there and not by how many rotate there from the United States for exercises. Also, based on the current force strength and commitments, the United States could not afford to rotate any forces to Europe for the foreseeable future. The United States must look at its forces in Europe as European engagement forces and not necessarily as world-wide deployers. The European partners of America are important enough for the United States to invest the stationing of permanent party forces in Europe to ensure their leadership in European security as well as their support in the continuing war on terrorism. The current DOD plan, assuming the GWOT lasts into the foreseeable future, will cause the two combat brigades planned for Europe to spend half their time outside of Europe. This option is not without obstacles though. The largest obstacle will be the issue of sovereignty. “Under this organization, countries would surrender a degree of command authority of the contributed units to the Alliance. The United States may not relish the idea of being under the foreign commanders, even though its troops have served under foreign commanders before.” However, the United States still retains the most senior position as the SACEUR. Other obstacles may include the language barriers, differing operating procedures and equipment compatibility.40 

nato good – global security

NATO COLLAPSE LEADS TO WAR
Duffield 1994 
[John S. - professor of Political Science @ Georgia State University, “NATO’s Function After the Cold War”,  Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 109, No. 5, Winter, pp. 763-787]
Initial analyses of NATO's future prospects overlooked at least three important factors that have helped to ensure the alliance's enduring relevance. First, they underestimated the extent to which external threats sufficient to help justify the preservation of the alliance would continue to exist. In fact, NATO still serves to secure its members against a number of actual or potential dangers emanating from outside their territory. These include not only the residual threat posed by Russian military power, but also the relatively new concerns raised by conflicts in neighboring regions. Second, the pessimists failed to consider NATO's capacity for institutional adaptation. Since the end of the cold war, the alliance has begun to develop two important new functions. NATO is increasingly seen as having a significant role to play in containing and controlling militarized conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe. And, at a deeper level, it works to prevent such conflicts from arising at all by actively promoting stability within the former Soviet bloc. Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain relevant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mechanism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable. In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe - as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies-remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.

NATO GOOD – PROLIFERATION

STRONG NATO KEY TO SOLVING WMD PROLIFERATION TERROR THREAT – GLOBAL PROBLEM NEEDS A GLOBAL RESPONSE

Robertson, Former NATO secretary, 2003
(Lord Robertson, "Innovating in an Uncertain World," May 6 2003, pg online @ http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2003/s030506a.htm//gh-ag)

I am very pleased to be here. At a time when newspapers are full of warnings that Europe and North America are pulling apart, it is good to be in Montreal, a city that brings together the best of the old and the new worlds. Au cours des neuf dernières années, la Conférence de Montréal a acquis une solide réputation en tant que forum où de hauts responsables, des hommes d’affaires et des spécialistes se réunissent pour discuter des grandes questions concernant l’économie internationale. C’est un domaine vaste et complexe. Si les organisateurs de la conférence m’ont demandé d’y prendre la parole cette année, c’est qu’ils ont conscience qu’aujourd’hui, plus que jamais, l’économie et la sécurité internationales sont étroitement liées. This is not a new idea. On the contrary, NATO was in a sense founded on that principle. In 1948, the Marshall Plan provided “seed money” to help European economies recover. A year later, NATO was created as the security umbrella under which Western Europe could get back on its feet, and become an economic and political partner to North America. The result? Today, Canada, the United States and Europe represent the richest group of countries in the world. They are each others’ greatest trading partners, and biggest direct investors. They are also solid democracies, sharing common values and an unbreakable bond of Alliance, the core of our free, democratic and prosperous world. But, you might say, the headlines are still about transatlantic discord, separation or even divorce. My response is to ask you to look beyond day-to-day family quarrels and to focus instead on the big picture. Because there is, in fact, broad, deep and strong consensus, within Europe and across the Atlantic, on the key security questions of the 21st century. And it is a consensus being formed in and by NATO. The big picture is one of real and widespread NATO transformation. What we achieved before and at our November 2002 Summit in Prague was well and fairly reported at the time. But even the experts now seem to have forgotten, so let me set out briefly the components of our current and continuing consensus. The starting point is a common perspective on both sides of the Atlantic about the challenge for 21st century security. We live in a new era which began when the Berlin Wall fell and has continued to evolve ever since. The first hallmarks of this new era is greater instability. The disintegration of Yugoslavia was the first step. In our increasingly globalised world, instability cannot be confined to the areas in which it originates. It affects us all, wherever we live. Take Afghanistan. Under the Taliban, it exported instability to its neighbours, drugs to Europe, terrorism and refugees throughout the world. And if the international community does not remain fully engaged, we can expect the same symptoms of overspill to reappear. The scale of threats has also increased. Today terrorism is more international, more apocalyptic in its vision, and far more lethal. And despite the best efforts of our diplomats and counter-proliferation experts, the spread of bio-chemical and nuclear weapons is already a defining security challenge of this new century. If not addressed, it will put more fingers on more triggers. And because not all of these fingers will belong to rational leaders, traditional deterrents will not always deter. All this adds up to a guaranteed supply chain of instability. It adds up to a security environment in which threats can strike at anytime, without warning, from anywhere and using any means, from a box-cutter to a chemical weapon to a missile. In the months leading to Prague, NATO’s 19 member countries demonstrated that they understood the nature of this challenge and were united in a common response to it. What this has meant in practice for the Alliance can be summarised under three headings: new roles, new relationships and new capabilities. NATO is worth retaining only if it is relevant. It evolved successfully in the 1990s to engage former adversaries across the old Soviet bloc and then to deal with instability and ethnic cleansing in the Balkans. Now NATO is radically changing again to play important new roles in the fight against terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. It already provides the common glue of military interoperability without which multinational operations of any kind would be impossible. Canada’s Joint Task Force 2 and Princess Patricia’s Canadian Light Infantry were able to operate effectively against the Taliban and Al Qaida in Afghanistan only because of decades of cooperation in NATO. After 9/11, NATO also played a supporting role in actions against Al Qaida. Most importantly, however, NATO at Prague became the focal point for planning the military contribution against terrorism, a major new role and one which no other organisation in the world could play. In doing so, we have put an end to decades of arid theological debate about whether the Alliance could operate outside Europe. NATO now has a mandate to deal with threats from wherever they may come. We do not pretend to be a world policeman. But we are no longer solely Europe’s neighbourhood cop. If these new roles are to be more than an aspiration, NATO must also retool with new capabilities. As we have seen on our television screens, modern warfare is demanding in new ways: precision weapons, real time intelligence, deploying and sustaining forces over long distances and for prolonged periods. We are having to replace a Cold War sumo wrestler with a 21st century fencer. For NATO that means new capabilities to defend against chemical and biological weapons, give commanders a surveillance picture of the ground battlefield, and increase our heavy airlift and air tanker fleets. All of this will help to close the capabilities gap that has opened between the US and its Allies. That gap is not a myth of the military establishment. Take airlift: the US has 250 long range transport aircraft; the UK has 4; the rest of NATO, including Canada, none at all. How will our forces get to places like Afghanistan quickly, safely and cost effectively if we do not do better? To close the gap, NATO’s nineteen Presidents and Prime Ministers signed up at Prague to a series of firm and specific political commitments to develop and acquire these and other capabilities. That’s not easy in today’s economic climate. But I am keeping their feet to the fire and I am confident that they will deliver. After all, acquiring these capabilities multinationally with your Allies is far cheaper than doing so on your own. Equally important was the decision to create a NATO Response Force, a multinational quick-reaction force with cutting edge technology to act as the point of the fencer’s foil. Militarily, the new NATO Response Force will enable NATO to meet today’s threats with today’s capabilities. Politically, it will send a message that all NATO Allies are collectively prepared to take part in demanding operations at the high end of the conflict spectrum – a vital point in meeting the criticism that America has to be unilateralist because Europe and Canada are incapable. Linked to new roles and new capabilities is the third leg of NATO’s transformation agenda: new partnerships. Here too the achievements have real significance, During 2002, we launched the biggest round of enlargement in NATO’s history. Seven new countries will join the Alliance next year. For some discussions, they are already sitting around the NATO Council table. In parallel, we hammered in the final nail in the coffin of the Cold War by creating a NATO-Russia Council where 20 nations are working together as equal partners. This is solid cooperation on some of today’s big issues: terrorism, theatre-missile defence and peacekeeping. Within a month of the Prague Summit, we finalised our permanent military linkages with the European Union. No longer are NATO and the EU living in the same city but on different planets. In March, the EU took over NATO’s small peacekeeping mission in the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (1). This is the EU’s first military operation but it is being mounted using NATO assets and with NATO’s Deputy Supreme Allied Commander in command; an example of institutional cooperation which puts the lie to the common perception of zero-sum transatlantic competition. Finally, NATO remains at the centre of a web of partnerships involving a total of 46 states across North America, Europe and into the Caucasus and Central Asia. These are working partnerships which benefit all sides, and have turned NATO and its 27 Partners for Peace into the world’s largest permanent coalition. So 2002 was an extraordinary year of transformation for the Atlantic Alliance. 2003 has however been the year to put the new NATO into practice. While the pundits spread doom and gloom, NATO has been getting down to its new business. When Turkey felt threatened this year by Saddam Hussein, NATO deployed AWACS early warning aircraft, anti-missile systems and chem-bio defences. You will no doubt remember the blaze of negative publicity that surrounded the initial planning decision. You probably do not know that we took that undeniably contentious decision in eleven days, a shorter time than needed for a similar decision at the time of the Gulf War in 1991. Nor will you have seen or heard much of the operation itself, which we brought to a successful close last month. Yet this was a real good news story: NATO doing its job of protecting its members effectively and without fuss. It should not surprise people when NATO meets its Treaty commitments. For NATO to begin operations in Afghanistan would once have raised many eyebrows. But the trailblazing decision taken last month that NATO will from the summer take responsibility for the International Security Assistance Force in Kabul passed by with barely a comment. Perhaps that is because we have become used to NATO Allies taking the lion’s share of this important part in the rebuilding of Afghanistan, led at the moment by a German-Dutch headquarters. This headquarters already relies heavily on NATO planning and other support. From August, at the request of Germany, the Netherlands and Canada – which is then taking on a very prominent role in ISAF – NATO will take on the command, coordination and planning of the complete operation. Our decision is good for Afghanistan. It is evidence of international commitment and a determination to stay engaged. And it brings to bear NATO’s decade of experience in complex and dangerous peacekeeping missions in the Balkans. The decision is good for countries like Canada which want to play lead roles in international operations of this kind but need support in specialised areas and a guarantee that someone else will subsequently be prepared to pick up the burden. For NATO, the decision is undoubtedly a watershed, as important as its first involvement in the Balkans. Only months after Prague we are putting into effect the new NATO blueprint. And doing so at a time when the received wisdom is that transatlantic differences on Iraq make consensus on other issues impossible. Indeed, it is now quite natural for NATO Foreign Ministers to look beyond Afghanistan to a possible role for the Alliance in post-conflict Iraq, as also happened last month. We are not yet at the stage of taking decisions, but it is a sign of the strength of the transatlantic link that no Ally is ruling out a role in the right circumstances. Ladies and Gentlemen, For those of you who have heard NATO speeches in the past, this one might have come as a bit of a surprise. This is not your grandfather’s Alliance. Or even your mother’s. This is the NATO for your grandchildren. The 21st century NATO – with new members, new missions, and new capabilities. It is an Alliance that squares the circle of being truly multilateral, and truly effective. It engages the United States, Europe and Canada in common causes, defending common values and interests, in an organisation where each country has an equal voice, and where each can and must make a real contribution. Most importantly, NATO provides security – defending its members, and keeping the peace on behalf of the international community. It has taken up the challenge of relevance and transformed itself. It is demonstrably effective. And it delivers.
nato good – proliferation

STRONG NATO KEY TO STRONG INTERNATIONAL NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME

TERZULOU 2006
[Eric – specialist in international security and arms control with the US Department of State, NATO and Weapons of Mass Destruction:  Regional alliance, global threats, pages 171-172  ttate

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. 
Strong US- European relations key to stopping proliferation- combination of soft and hard power solves

Valasek 09 et al (Cneter for European Reform director of foreign policy & deference, Senior advisor to Brussels office of the World Security Institute,  Policy Director and head of Secutiry and Defense Policy Division. Responsible for NATO relations, advised Ukraine and Bosnia. Founded Center for Defense Information, MA in International affairs) Thomas Valasek, Camille Grand, Stefan Kornelius, Mark Smith, Marcin Zaborowski  April 2009 “US-European Non-proliferation Perspectives” CSIS http://csis.org/files/publication/090408_Grand_USEuroNonpro_web.pdf)  fri
The arrival of the Obama administration has brought significant hope to a transatlantic partnership that has been both ailing and adrift for the better part of the last two decades. Since the fall of the Berlin wall, the two sides of the Atlantic have struggled to identify a new common project and create the tools and institutions needed to address common challenges. To their credit, they have transformed their militaries, integrated new members into Western institutions such as the European Union and NATO, deepened economic ties, developed new partnerships, and acquired new capabilities. But they have also had a number of ugly and public disputes over the nature and severity of the threats they face as well as the means necessary to combat such threats. Although Europe and the United States have sparred over a wide range of issues in recent years, none has created as much friction and resentment as the Iraq war. Iraq highlighted an array of transatlantic differences. First, the two sides of the Atlantic possessed conflicting intelligence assessments, making it impossible to reach consensus on whether or not Iraq actually had acquired weapons of mass destruction (WMDs). Second, those who believed that Iraq did posses weapons of mass destruction could not agree on the potential dangers of a WMD-armed Iraq and whether or not preemptive strikes were justified. The fact that no single European view emerged only added complexity to the heated transatlantic debates. What resulted was one of the most dramatic transatlantic splits in the history of the relationship, with a small group of European countries eventually joining the United States in the Iraq war and another group of European countries sitting on the sidelines in vocal protest. The days where Europe and the United States joined forces to form a united front against a common enemy seemed to be long past. Talk of a “transatlantic divorce” ran rampant. Now, several years after the dark days of 2002 and 2003, the transatlantic partners are working toward renewal. Although Iraq remains a stain on their relationship, Europe and the United Stateshave come realize that, however vast their differences might be, they remain indispensible partners to each other. Sure, the United States is the sole superpower, but recent operations in the Middle East have shown the limits of its world-class military. Yes, Europe is a beacon of soft power, but halting Iran’s nuclear ambitions has proven to be an almost insurmountable challenge even for Europe’s most skilled diplomats. The question before the two partners today, particularly in light of the newfound optimism tied to the change in administration in Washington, is how to capitalize on their comparative strengths to address an increasingly long list of common challenges. One of the most pressing challenges on that list is nuclear proliferation, both to states and subnational groups. Both Europe and the United States have recently expressed a renewed interest in strengthening transatlantic cooperation in this area. But can and will the two partners manage to overcome their continuing differences? 
nato good – us/eu relations

NATO ALLIANCE KEY LYNCHPIN TO CONTINUED, STRONG TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS-ALLIANCE ALLOWS US TO CONTINUE OUR HEGEMONIC POSTURING

Political Studies Association 2009 [Political Studies Association, "NATO: The United States, Transformation and the War in Afghanistan", 2009, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/121645457/PDFSTART?CRETRY=1&SRETRY=0] Erik
9/11 was the defining moment of the Bush presidency. This event has usually been regarded as a watershed in American foreign policy, and it is true that in policy towards NATO the US from that point pursued a more assertive stance on how the alliance could best be utilised to serve the emerging agenda of countering ‘new’ threats. But the Bush period also demonstrated important continuities. An instrumental attitude to the benefits of NATO has characterised successive administrations and it is entirely probable that an incumbent other than Bush would have sought to reconfigure the alliance towards new, expeditionary missions in much the same way. The coalition formula which animated US attitudes towards NATO under Bush was a predictable response to the differentiated capabilities and foreign policy interests of an enlarged alliance. Although seen by some as politically, even normatively, at odds with NATO’s core identity, it was hardly path-breaking either in the practice of US-led intervention (see the 1991 Gulf War) or as an operating assumption within the alliance (the interventions in both Bosnia and Kosovo were, in effect, coalitions of the willing within NATO). The continuities of the Bush period accorded with longer-term trends which will also weigh down upon his successors. Throughout its 60-year history, NATO has presented to the US enduring benefits (Layne 2006, 94–117) and it is likely to remain the principal instrument of America’s security relationship with Europe. Clearly, it is not the only instrument—the US has a significant role in the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty process, the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and the UN Security Council (crucial in the Balkans, the South Caucasus and the Greece–Turkey–Cyprus triangle); it also enjoys significant bilateral relations with certain NATO allies (the UK most obviously and increasingly Poland) and states outside (Ukraine, for instance). While Europe has diminished in strategic significance for the US, it has not become marginal—and NATO will continue to sustain a route of influence, oversight and involvement not otherwise available. Whatever troubles the US has had with alliance decision-making and whatever the gap that exists in European and American capabilities, the convenience to it of an organisation with a vast experience of routine co-operation, interoperable capabilities and force planning will nonetheless remain. As the leading power within the alliance, the US also enjoys the enviable position of being able to utilise these benefits when and how it likes: drawing on NATO resources when convenient, cajoling allies to greater efforts when its own burden needs lightening and sidelining NATO when it is regarded as superfluous. Successive US administrations have adopted an instrumental attitude towards the alliance although the Bush administration was more brutally honest than most in its approach. Certainly the atmospherics will change after 2008 but the instrumentalism and the presumption of leadership will not.

nato good – terror

NATO KEY TO SOLVING TERRORISM AND STAVING OFF CONFLICTS

Albright 2010 (Former U.S. Secretary of State and she just finished chairing a team that did the 1st draft of the New Strategic Concept 5/17/20, “NATO 2020: Assured Security, Dynamic Engagement- Analysis and Recommendations of the Group of Experts on a New Strategic Concept for NATO”, http://www.nato.int/strategic-concept/expertsreport.pdf // GH-AS)

The process of developing a new Strategic Concept should provide a timely reminder to all that NATO serves unique and indispensable functions. Without NATO during the Cold War, the Euro-Atlantic region would have entered the twenty-first century deprived of freedom in its East and with no common strategy in its West; the world would still be hostage to a superpower rivalry, with nuclear annihilation a single miscalculation away. Without NATO in the 1990s, the newly-freed states of Central and East Europe would have lacked a powerful incentive to embrace democracy internally and to mend fences with external rivals. Meanwhile, the Balkans would have remained a cauldron of ethnic bitterness, ruled by the sword, and split asunder by the memory of past conflicts. If NATO did not exist today, Afghanistan might once again be ruled by the Taliban, providing a safe haven for al-Qa’ida, allowing terrorists to train and to plan their attacks systematically and without fear. Euro-Atlantic states would lack an effective community forum for responding to traditional threats and emerging perils. Without NATO in the future, the prospects for international stability and peace would be far more uncertain than they are. The Alliance is not alone in its commitment to these objectives, but its combination of military capability and political solidarity make it both singularly valuable and irreplaceable. NATO thrives as a source of hope because, from the very beginning, its members have described their common agenda in a positive fashion: to enhance international security, safeguard liberty, and promote the rule of law. These objectives are neither tied to any calendar nor diminished by any advance in technology. They do not depend on any particular adversary. They are enduring needs and will survive as long as NATO has the courage to defend them through the unity of its members, the bravery of its citizens, and the free expression of its collective will. 

STRONG NATO KEY TO EFFECTIVE WAR ON TERRORISM

De Nevers 2007 
(Renee, President and Fellows of Harvard College and MIT, International Security, 2007,http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.4denevers.html) arjun
NATO plays a largely supportive role in the war on terror. To the degree that NATO countries are engaged in key elements of U.S. efforts to combat terrorism, they do so on the basis of bilateral ties or loose coalitions—not through NATO. Operation Active Endeavor provides important support for U.S. military operations in the Middle East. It contributes to the prevention of and defense against terrorism; it is not, however, a combat operation. The contribution that NATO members make by providing intelligence in the struggle against terrorists occurs largely bilaterally, and it is generated primarily by law enforcement agencies, rather than by allied military intelligence capabilities. NATO's defense investment programs may help to create better defenses against terrorism, but it is too soon to tell how successful these will be. Similarly, NATO does not have a direct role in denying terrorists access to WMD. NATO maintains political dialogues with countries at risk for the theft or sale of weapons or WMD-related products, and individual members participate in threat reduction activities. These are not designed to address the problem of terrorist acquisition, however. The alliance is split on the use of [End Page 63] preemption as a means to prevent the spread of WMD to states that might let terrorists obtain weapons of mass destruction, and the United States prefers the PSI and the new Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism to NATO as means to prevent the spread of WMD to terrorists. NATO's ISAF mission in Afghanistan directly contributes to the U.S. goal of denying terrorists sanctuary there. ISAF troops are in essence conducting counterterrorism as well as counterinsurgency operations, and this is NATO's first combat mission since its creation. The lead role in counterterrorism in Afghanistan continues to be played by U.S. special forces, however, not NATO; and U.S. troops are the largest contingent in ISAF. NATO's role in Iraq is even more limited. Many member states have individually contributed troops to the U.S.-led coalition in Iraq, but the alliance's sole contribution to stabilizing the country has been the training of Iraqi military officers. NATO has begun to develop consequence management capabilities to respond to terrorist attacks, particularly those with WMD. This could give the alliance a valuable support role. The nature of the terrorist threat confronting individual member-states will likely determine whether they take advantage of NATO's support capability. Three factors explain Washington's circumvention of the alliance in prosecuting the war on terror. First, two critical changes in the international system, U.S. hegemony and the emergence of a security community, particularly among European states, have led NATO's members both to differ among themselves on a broad range of global issues and to perceive security threats differently. They also differ on the appropriate means for responding to perceived threats, as was most evident in the dispute over the U.S. invasion of Iraq. These shifting alignments and attitudes have reduced U.S. willingness to accept alliance constraints. Second, U.S. military capabilities are greater and more sophisticated than those of its allies, which makes it difficult for even close U.S. allies to coordinate with U.S. forces in frontline military activities. Some U.S. officers point out that one goal of NATO training exercises is to illuminate these differences, as a way to spur allies to improve their capabilities.104 But NATO's expansion has eroded its military capabilities further. Combined with the increasing use of national caveats, which constrain what individual military forces can do in NATO operations, the alliance's ability to work with the United States in confronting immediate military threats appears limited, at best. [End Page 64] Third, the nature of the war on terror itself constrains NATO's contribution to U.S. strategy. Iraq and Afghanistan notwithstanding, terrorism is fought primarily by nonmilitary means, such as law enforcement and intelligence gathering. Moreover, NATO's members face different threats. The United States is unlikely to abandon NATO, however. In spite of its rejection of alliance constraints on its own actions, NATO provides a crucial forum in which the United States can discuss foreign and security policy with its key allies to reach common understandings of shared problems. This is particularly vital to the United States as the EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy begins to coalesce and influence the policies of European states. Only in NATO does the United States have a voice in European security affairs. This helps explain U.S. support for expanding the alliance, and it has sought to make NATO the forum for discussion of a broad range of security problems affecting Europe and North America. Moreover, Washington recognizes that combating international terrorism requires extensive cooperation, both bilateral and multilateral. This is best built on a shared understanding of the problem states confront, and NATO can play an important role in generating common views regarding terrorism. So long as the United States views NATO as a valuable forum in which it can convince its European allies that they share the same goals and that they confront the same threat in the war on terror, it will continue to value the alliance. If threat perceptions within the alliance diverge further, however, this could make it harder to reach agreement on common policies. Notably, European states appear to have differing views of the threats they face; this is not simply a transatlantic divide.

nato good – terror

Strong NATO necessary for the war on terror

Feith, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, 2003 [Douglas, Statement on the Future of NATO,” 3-27, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2003/March/Feith.pdf]  emma

The West’s victory in the Cold War, though largely to the credit of NATO, caused many people to question whether NATO had a continuing reason for being. The global war on terrorism, I believe, has rather clearly answered the question in the affirmative. The strategic essence of the war on terrorism is the danger to open societies posed by terrorist networks and their state sponsors around the globe. That danger is especially grave in light of the chemical, biological and nuclear weapons ambitions of leading state sponsors of terrorism. To counter that danger, the United States and our allies need an ability to manage multiple contingencies simultaneously in widely separated areas of the world. Success in dissuading, deterring and defeating our enemies in the war on terrorism requires strategies, capabilities and command structures that allow for flexibility and quick action. We need a set of diverse tools for the job. As for the military tools, we need rapidly usable, long-range and lethal strike capabilities in response to good intelligence about unexpected events. In the war on terrorism, it is useful for the United States to have allies. NATO has contributed valuably to the war effort. 

NATO key to solving terror – strong relations amongst members key
Scheffer 2005
(Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, “Democracy best answer to terror, says NATO Secretary General”, 5/10/05)/matt a

Protecting and promoting basic values is the best answer to terrorism, the Secretary said at the conference, but if the fight against terrorism made it necessary to apply military power, the Alliance stood ready to so. “The most effective way is to have a combination of all the things in our inventory, and that goes from nation-building to intelligence to diplomacy, political talks, and if necessary, military power,” he told reporters. “Let’s not forget these terrorists are not attacking us because they don’t like our policies,” he said, “They are attacking us for what we are: liberal, open, free, democratic societies. That’s why they are attacking us”. He said that NATO was standing up to terrorism by adapting its forces and capabilities but also by building deeper relations with partners, including in the Mediterranean and Middle East, to promote stability, foster understanding and assist reform. In commemoration of the victims of the 11 March bombing, flags at NATO Headquarters flew at half-mast and staff observed a minute of silence. During his stay in Madrid, the Secretary General participated in the Summit’s official lunch and plenary meeting, chaired by His Majesty King Juan Carlos. He also met with Foreign Minister Miguel Angel Moratinos. NATO assisted in providing security for the Summit by deploying special AWACS radar aircraft to help patrol the skies over the city during the conference and the commemoration of the attacks.

NATO key to fighting terror – increase cooperation

Gordon, Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, 2002 

(Philip Gordon, "NATO and the War on Terrorism: A Changing Alliance, Summer 2002, pg online @ http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2002/summer_globalgovernance_gordon.aspx//gh-ag)

Less than 24 hours after the September 11 terrorist attacks on the United States, America's allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization came together to invoke the alliance's Article 5 defense guarantee—this "attack on one" was to be considered an "attack on all." When it came time to implement that guarantee, however, in the form of the American-led military campaign in Afghanistan, NATO remained on the sidelines—by U.S. choice. The Americans decided not to ask for a NATO operation for both military and political reasons—only the United States had the right sort of equipment to project military forces halfway around the world, and Washington did not want political interference from 18 allies in the campaign. In light of these decisions, some observers have begun to wonder whether NATO has any enduring role at all. And there are, in fact, serious reasons for concern about the future of the alliance if leaders on both sides of the Atlantic do not take the steps necessary to adapt it to changing circumstances. The Afghanistan campaign revealed large gaps between the war-fighting capabilities of the United States and its allies and reinforced the perception in some quarters in Washington that it is easier to conduct operations alone than with allies who have little to offer militarily and who might hamper efficient decisionmaking. Moreover, the U.S. decision to increase its defense budget by some $48 billion for 2003—an increase larger than any single European country's entire defense budget—will only make this capabilities gap worse. To the extent that the war on terrorism leads the United States to undertake military operations in other distant theaters, and to the extent that the Europeans are unwilling or unable to come along, NATO's centrality will be further diminished. Yet to conclude that NATO no longer has an important role to play because it was not used for a mission for which it was not designed would be perverse and mistaken. The alliance remains the primary vehicle for keeping the United States engaged in European security affairs. Through its enlargement process, NATO is playing a critical part in unifying a continent that had been divided for almost 50 years. It brought peace to the Balkans, where it continues to deploy tens of thousands of troops, without whom the region could easily revert to the horrible conflicts of the 1990s. Through its Partnership for Peace, the alliance has reached out to and promoted military cooperation with partners in Central Asia, some of which made essential contributions to the campaign in Afghanistan. NATO also continues to promote military interoperability among the allies, so that they can cooperate militarily with each other even when NATO itself is not involved—as they did during the 1990-91 Gulf War and in parts of the operation in and around Afghanistan. As the international community considers ways to stabilize Afghanistan in the wake of the war, NATO planning and command-and-control capabilities may well prove the best option for maintaining a long-term, Western-led security force. In short, while the war on terrorism does indeed suggest that NATO is no longer the central geopolitical institution it was during the Cold War, it would be premature and extremely short-sighted to conclude that its mission is over and that it has no future role to play.
nato good – terror

Strong NATO facilitates cooperation between countries - cooperation helps to fight terrorism

Brent Ellis, Norman Paterson School of International Affairs,Carleton University,2004
(Brent Ellis, “If it’s not terrorism, it’s not relevant”: evaluating nato’s potential to contribute to the campaign against terrorism, “Fall 2004, pg online @ http://www.jmss.org/jmss/index.php/jmss/article/viewFile/194/211//gh-ag)
Strobe Talbot suggests that NATO’s “military and political functions have always been intertwined” and argues that “at its inception, NATO was about more than just banding together against a common enemy; it was also about creating, consolidating and expanding a zone of safety within which common values and cooperative institutions could prosper.”9 This fact opens room for a significant diplomatic role for NATO in fostering support for the campaign on terrorism which underpins the critical element of international cooperation - “NATO can contribute in a number of different ways. Its comparative advantage is centered on its military clout, but it is certainly not limited to it.”10 If maintaining coalition support and solidarity is a key element of the campaign against terrorism, then surely one role NATO can play is as a forum for the mobilization of such support and solidarity, especially noting the strong, shared values that unite the members of the alliance. The role NATO can play in this area is highlighted by the invocation of article 5 of the Washington Treaty in the aftermath of the September 11 attacks. Gordon suggests that the “political solidarity” evoked by the NATO response to the attacks was highly significant even if the NATO allies were not very active in the military campaign in Afghanistan.11 Indeed NATO possesses assets beyond the North Atlantic Council in this diplomatic role. The Euro-Atlantic Partnership council is perhaps the just as important a forum as the NAC in that it includes a wider set of states including some, such as those in Central Asia, that are key to the war on terrorism. Indeed on September 12 the members of the “Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council” condemned the terrorist attacks on the US and “pledged to undertake all efforts to combat the scourge of terrorism.”12 The members of the EAPC have also signed a “Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism” which includes a variety of measures including commitments to sign the relevant UN conventions related to the campaign against terrorism, commitments to find ways of improving intelligence sharing and generally improve international cooperation in the campaign against terrorism. NATO also possesses key assets in the form of the Mediterranean Dialogue, an initiative developed in 1994 as a means of improving cooperation and political dialogue with countries in the Mediterranean region, and the NATO-Russia Council which was launched in May 2002.13 The importance of political solidarity in the campaign against terrorism is not just for its own sake; it underpins successful action in the military sphere. Discussing potential roles for the military in combating terrorism Lord Robertson has suggested that all potential roles have one thing in common: they require political support; “a broad base of support, political as well as practical.” He cites the experience of Afghanistan as an example: “The recent operations against Al-Quaida would not have been possible without the political and logistical support offered by a unique coalition – a coalition including Russia, many Central Asian countries, Pakistan and in the Gulf Region.”14 Thus, NATO contributions in the diplomatic realm facilitating international cooperation are interrelated with contributions in the military realm of the war on terror, the next subject to be discussed. 

nato good – terror impacts

TERRORISM = EXTINCTION

Morgan 2009 
[Dennis - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, South Korea Futures, December 2009, Pages 683-693, World on Fire]  ttate
Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian “dead hand” system, “where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,” it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States”   Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal “Samson option” against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even “anti-Semitic” European cities   In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well.  And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or “lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the “use them or lose them” strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to “win” the war.  In other words, once Pandora's Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, “everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self-determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors”  In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter.      
Terrorism causes extinction 

SPEICE, 2K6 (Patrick, J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, "NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS," William & Mary Law Review, Feb, l/n)

 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53

SPEICE, 2K6

nato good – regional conflicts
NATO key to solving regional conflicts worldwide

Feith, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, 2003 [Douglas, Statement on the Future of NATO,” 3-27, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2003/March/Feith.pdf]  emma

The North Atlantic Treaty serves as a foundation for transatlantic military cooperation. Among its members, NATO promotes common defense policies, common military doctrine and integrated force postures. NATO’s success in military integration is found nowhere else in the world. Over the last decade, NATO military forces brought peace to Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. Under the NATO flag, European forces have helped Macedonia overcome ethnic conflict. In Afghanistan, fifty years of NATO joint planning, joint training, joint staffing and joint operations enabled allies and partners to help oust the Taliban regime and give freedom to the Afghan people swiftly and efficiently. There is alliance-wide value in the forward presence in Europe of U.S. military forces. The bases that the United States uses in Europe have often facilitated the projection of American military forces to theaters of operation around the world. Our forward presence allows us to develop among American and European soldiers and units the interoperability and familiarity necessary for combined military missions. We are now working to enlarge the Alliance to make NATO more responsive to the unpredictable and lethal threats confronting the Atlantic community. 

NATO GOOD – EUROPEAN STABILITY

NATO KEY TO EUROPEAN STABILITY

Gordon 2002 (Philip H., Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy Foreign, The Brookings Institution, Summer of 2002, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2002/summer_globalgovernance_gordon.aspx)  andrew
Yet to conclude that NATO no longer has an important role to play because it was not used for a mission for which it was not designed would be perverse and mistaken. The alliance remains the primary vehicle for keeping the United States engaged in European security affairs. Through its enlargement process, NATO is playing a critical part in unifying a continent that had been divided for almost 50 years. It brought peace to the Balkans, where it continues to deploy tens of thousands of troops, without whom the region could easily revert to the horrible conflicts of the 1990s. Through its Partnership for Peace, the alliance has reached out to and promoted military cooperation with partners in Central Asia, some of which made essential contributions to the campaign in Afghanistan. NATO also continues to promote military interoperability among the allies, so that they can cooperate militarily with each other even when NATO itself is not involved—as they did during the 1990-91 Gulf War and in parts of the operation in and around Afghanistan. As the international community considers ways to stabilize Afghanistan in the wake of the war, NATO planning and command-and-control capabilities may well prove the best option for maintaining a long-term, Western-led security force. In short, while the war on terrorism does indeed suggest that NATO is no longer the central geopolitical institution it was during the Cold War, it would be premature and extremely short-sighted to conclude that its mission is over and that it has no future role to play.

nato good – us hegemony

NATO KEY TO CONTINUED US HEGEMONY

Douglas 2008

[Frank - former USAF officer, , The United States, NATO, and a New Multilateral Relationship, p. 168-69] ttate
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. 
nato good – russian relations

STRONG US – NATO RELATIONS KEY TO BETTERING NATO-RUSSIAN RELATIONS – US-NATO RELATIONS LEADS TO AGREEMENTS THAT ARE WELCOMED BY RUSSIA

International Herald Tribune 10 
[Judy Dempsey,”West to seek revival of arms treaty in Europe;NATO's secretary general says it wants to revamp its relations with Russia, 4/30/10, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9A04E5DE103AF933A05757C0A9669D8B63&scp=1&sq=West%20to%20seek%20revival% 20of%20arms%20treaty%20in%20Europe;%20NATO%20secretary%20general%20says%20it%20wants%20to%20revamp%20its%20relations%20with%20Russia&st=cse]  adams
Spurred on by a new treaty with Russia to reduce strategic nuclear missiles, the United States and NATO are seeking to revive a major treaty on conventional weapons in Europe, according to Anders Fogh Rasmussen, NATO's secretary general. The effort will form one of three parts of a plan intended to revamp NATO's relationship with Russia. The plan also includes inviting Russia to join the ballistic missile shield that the United States and NATO plan to deploy across Europe. And NATO is even looking at reducing some of its tactical nuclear weapons. ''If we could make progress as far as conventional disarmament is concerned, it could also lead to disarmament or reduced reliance by the alliance on a nuclear deterrent and in general improve the relationship between NATO and Russia,'' Mr. Rasmussen said in an interview at NATO headquarters in Brussels on Wednesday. Despite such a complex agenda, which would require agreement from all 28 member states, NATO hopes to reach a consensus in time for its November summit meeting in Lisbon. But Mr. Rasmussen, a former Danish prime minister, said he had no illusions about the difficulties in reviving the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe, or C.F.E., from which Russia withdrew in December 2007. Muddying the issue was the Russia-Georgia war in August 2008, after which Russia recognized the breakaway regions of South Ossetia and Abkhazia as states independent of Georgia. ''Recent events in Georgia have made the whole thing even more complicated,'' Mr. Rasmussen said. ''But we want to resume talks on the C.F.E. Treaty. It is important to prepare such talks properly; I would like to see progress as soon as possible.'' Nikolay Korchunov, Russia's deputy ambassador to NATO, said Thursday that Russia was ''interested in reinvigorating'' the treaty. He added, however, that ''it should be part of a bigger package that would include missile defense as well as nuclear disarmament.'' Since 2007, the Russian government has provided no information to any of the other signatory states about its troop movements or reductions of conventional weapons. Nor has it accepted or participated in any inspections, which is one of the key verification features of the treaty, signed in 1990 by the NATO countries and the Warsaw Pact countries. Last week, Victoria Nuland, the U.S. State Department's special envoy for reviving the C.F.E. Treaty, gave her first briefing to NATO ambassadors about Washington's intentions. It is all part of a major reassessment taking place in Washington over how to establish a stable and more predictable relationship with the Kremlin, Mr. Rasmussen said. With President Barack Obama making improved relations with Russia one of his foreign policy priorities, Mr. Rasmussen said it was time for NATO to capitalize on that relationship. It was, he added, a ''great opportunity'' to move forward on arms control after the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty that Mr. Obama and President Dmitri A. Medvedev of Russia signed in Prague on April 8. ''There is a clear and united alliance position that we should do our utmost to improve the relationship between NATO and Russia,'' Mr. Rasmussen said. ''But of course, we need to see clear steps from the Russian side.'' The Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe set limits on each side's deployment of weaponry between the Atlantic Ocean and the Ural Mountains, verifiable by mutual inspections. It was negotiated at Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe and was considered one of the cornerstones of European security after the Cold War. ''We can't allow the impasse to continue,'' Ian Kelly, the newly appointed U.S. ambassador to the Organization of Security and Cooperation in Europe, said Thursday. ''The C.F.E. Treaty is necessary. It sets certain limitations and enhances transparency.'' Russia's withdrawal from the treaty was the culmination of several years of acrimonious disputes with NATO. Only Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus ratified amendments negotiated in 1999 to take account of the demise of the Soviet bloc. NATO countries refused to ratify the changes, demanding that Russia pull its troops from the pro-Russian region of Transnistria in Moldova, as well as from South Ossetia and Abkhazia.In the interview Wednesday, Mr. Rasmussen said NATO wanted to invite Russia to become part of its antimissile program, a move that would extend the trans-Atlantic security relationship for the first time to large swaths of the Russian Federation. ''Cooperation between the U.S., NATO and Russia would contribute to the overall security of the Euro-Atlantic area,'' Mr. Rasmussen said. ''If we could build a missile defense system to cover from Vancouver to Vladivostok, Russia could see that the missile shield was not a threat.'' Russia has long argued that Washington's plans to deploy an antimissile system in Eastern Europe posed a significant threat to Russia's security, noting that it could nullify a Russian response to a nuclear strike from the West. The theory of mutual assured destruction, which presumes that each side could wipe out the other in the event of nuclear war, was credited with deterring the use of nuclear weapons during the Cold War. When Mr. Obama decided last year to drop plans to deploy parts of the shield system in Poland and the Czech Republic, the Kremlin scaled down its oratory on the matter. And to the surprise of NATO diplomats, Mr. Medvedev even suggested last week that Russia might be able to cooperate with the United States and NATO on security. ''If it is a serious proposal, we can,'' Mr. Medvedev told the Danish public television channel DR ahead of a state visit to Denmark. ''We have long advocated that a system of global security or missile defense should protect not only one country or group of countries, but rather be in the interests of all responsible members of the international community.'' He added that if the system had a global dimension, ''designed to mitigate threats from countries which violate international law in some way, who are independently developing, for example, nuclear weapons programs, then in this case, of course such a system of protection could be established.'' The United States has argued that the system was aimed to prevent attacks from countries like North Korea or Iran, not Russia. On other issues of arms control, Mr. Rasmussen praised and supported Mr. Obama's view of a nuclear-free world, but he was adamant that NATO would not give up its nuclear weapons. ''I share Obama's vision of a world free of nuclear weapons,'' he said. But as long as nuclear weapons exist, he said, ''NATO will need a nuclear capability as part of a credible deterrent.'' The United States has up to 200 nuclear weapons based in NATO countries in Europe. Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands want the weapons removed, while the East European countries oppose such a move. They see the weapons as a U.S. commitment to European security but also as a bargaining chip if and when the United States and Russia begin talks on reducing tactical nuclear weapons.

nato good – red spread

Strong NATO alliance key to checking Russia – stops expansion and US separatism from our allies

Cohen 2009 
[Ariel - senior research fellow in Russian and Eurasian Studies and International Energy @ Heritage Foundation, “How the Obama Administration Should Engage Russia,” March 19,  http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2009/CohenTestimony090319a.pdf] ttate
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.
STRONG ALLIANCE KEY TO DETERRING RUSSIA

Perkovich 2009 
[George - vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, May,   http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf] 
The former Warsaw Pact and Soviet states now in NATO are more exposed to Russian coercion. Russia has conventional military superiority over these states which are located near it and Russia probably would be more willing to use hard power against them than it is against Western European states. NATO collectively has the military resources to deter and stymie potential Russian aggression against the new NATO states. The question, as discussed below, is under what circumstances NATO would have the political will to confront Russia on behalf of the new members. And would this resolve be greater or weaker in a world without nuclear weapons? 

nato good – russian expansionism impacts

Russian expansionism leads to nuclear war
Blank 2000
[Stephen J. - professor of National Security @ 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.
nato good – iran

NATO KEY TO CHECKING BACK FUTURE IRANIAN AGGRESSION

Streich 2010 
[Michael  - adjunct professor of history, April 22, http://weuropeanhistory.suite101.com/article.cfm/natos-changing-role-in-a-global-society]

NATO’s “Strategic Concept” is rooted in global considerations. NATO Secretary General Anders Rasmussen, speaking in Washington, DC on February 23, 2010, referred to a “new division at NATO headquarters to deal with new threats and challenges.” Speaking at Georgetown University the day before, Rasmussen spoke of “deepening our partnerships with countries from across the globe.”  Rick Rozoff (Global Research, February 14, 2010), commenting on the ambitious global goals of NATO, writes that the alliance, “has a broad and expanding network of members and military partners throughout the world.” Any potential military conflict with Iran will most likely include a NATO role. What began as an alliance centered on European collective security, may prove to be the guarantee of European Union survival in the face of global military and economic threats such as the alleged nuclear ambitions of Iran. 

nato good – democracy

STRONG NATO KEY TO DEMOCRACY PROMOTION IN THE MIDDLE EAST
MOORE 2007

[Rebecca – professor of political science @ Concordia, “NATO’s new mission:  Projecting stability in a Post-Cold War World”, pages 137-138]
Moreover, it is also generally accepted that, just as the reform process in Central and Eastern Europe required a security dimension, so too will any effort to democratize Central Asia and the Middle East.129 As Stephen Blank has argued with respect to Central Asia, "the requirement for beginning a liberalization process that will end in something recognizable as democracy, in part or in whole, probably must be sparked by a deus ex machina, or external actor or actors who reinforce and strengthen domestic trends within those societies." The security guarantees provided by the presence of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan and Central Asia, Blank suggests, have the potential to "provide a respite for terrorism and oppor​tunities for building security that could also contribute to the general pac​ification and democratization of the entire area."130 Asmus, Leonard, McFaul, and others also argue that NATO has a role to play in creating an external security environment conducive to democratic change in the Middle East, by providing the peacekeeping capabilities necessary to sta​bilize and reconstruct Iraq and Afghanistan and by promoting more democratic practices in the region through a "new version of the Partner​ship for Peace program." In a play on former NATO Secretary General Lord Ismay's famous line, they propose that "NATO's new role would be to keep the Americans and Europeans together, the aggressors out and the terrorists down."131 Indeed, despite continued gloomy predictions regarding NATO's future, the Alliance is remarkably well positioned to contribute to democratic change outside of Europe. NATO today has at its disposal a host of essentially political tools developed in pursuit of Europe whole and free, which it can now utilize and build upon in an effort to project stability farther south and east. While NATO's newest partnership initia​tive, the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, does not have the explicit democ​ratization focus of PfP, it does have the potential to build on NATO's experience elsewhere in encouraging the reform of regional security institutions and practices in ways that are ultimately conducive to democratization. As a policy paper released by the Atlantic Council observed, "through the Partnership for Peace and the Membership Action Plan, NATO has evolved ways of promoting and fostering such policies and institutions in countries in which they do not have deep roots. The great promise of the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative is that it would offer to apply these same approaches in those countries of the Broader Middle East."132 

nato good – democracy
NATO is key to democracy promotion 

Council on Foreign Relations, 2004 (John Edwards, Senator, D-NC, “Edwards announces New ‘Strategy for Freedom,’” January 13, http://www.cfr.org/publication/6666/)

"Promoting democracy around the world should be one of America's highest priorities-for the sake of those who love freedom around the world, and for the sake of our own security," Edwards said. "But encouraging democracy takes more than President Bush's combination of high-minded rhetoric at home and high-handed arrogance toward our allies. Encouraging democracy requires a concrete strategy for working together with other free nations, encouraging those who are building free societies amid oppression, and pressure the world's dictators to change their ways. My 'Strategy for Freedom' offers a concrete agenda to win the war of ideas and advance the cause of democracy around the world." In December, Edwards laid out his detailed agenda for stopping the proliferation of nuclear weapons, including a new Global Nuclear Compact. The "Strategy for Freedom" he announced today includes: Establishing new international institutions committed to promoting democracy. Edwards will establish a new "Organization for Security and Cooperation in the Middle East" bringing together the world's leading democracies together with countries in the region moving toward democratic reform. The new organization could assist with civil society and political party development, monitor elections, and manage crises. In the 1970s, the "Helsinki Process" played a similar role in advancing freedom in Eastern Europe. Edwards would also create a new Middle East Partnership Program at NATO that would help establish civilian control over militaries in democratizing states, as well as a "democracy caucus" within the United Nations that would work to prevent states like Libya from getting improper roles, like heading the U.N.'s human rights committee. Creating a New "Freedom List." Edwards will direct the State Department to create a new "Freedom List" of imprisoned dissidents to name and shame nations that incarcerate political prisoners. Like the FBI's "most wanted" list, the "Freedom List" will draw attention to terrible international violations of human rights. Increasing support for democracy programs. Edwards will double funding for the National Endowment for Democracy, which supports grassroots civil society programs around the world. Curbing U.S. assistance to nondemocratic states. Edwards will reward nations that move along the path toward democracy with increased aid and debt relief. But where governments are nondemocratic and show no interest in developing democracy, he will curb aid or shift it toward nongovernmental bodies. Fact Sheet: The Edwards' Plan for Promoting Democracy: A Strategy for Freedom John Edwards has a detailed plan to meet one of America's highest global priorities: to promote the spread of democracy. He will launch a far-reaching new effort to work with our allies to promote the fundamental components of democracy: a free press and civil society, open and fair elections, respect for human rights, and the legal, political, and regulatory institutions to make government accountable before the law and the people. Today, more countries choose their rulers-and replace them-through free, fair, and competitive elections than ever before. But enormous challenges remain. Many of the new democracies of the world are corrupt and inefficient, lacking a true rule of law. And there are too many regions of the world without democracy. Not a single Arab state is a democracy. Most of the states of Africa and many of the states that emerged from the collapse of the Soviet Union continue to be governed by authoritarian regimes. America will never defeat violent terror so long as hundreds of millions of people in the Muslim world and elsewhere are denied the right to express themselves peacefully, openly and democratically. President Bush has only offered rhetoric about this challenge -- he has failed to offer a strategy for achieving it. He might have delivered the right message; but he is the wrong messenger.

nato good – democracy impacts

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

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

nato good – environment

STRONG NATO KEY TO COMBATING GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Fogh, Secretary Genaral for NATO, '09 (Anders, "NATO and Climate Change", 12/15/09, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/anders-fogh-rasmussen/nato-and-climate-change_b_392409.html // GH_AS)

Some may wonder why NATO would be interested in climate change. To me, this is a bit like asking why a person would be interested in a change in gravity. While gravity does not dictate what you choose to do at any given moment, it does tend to push all your choices in a common direction -- down. In a similar way, I venture, while climate change will not dictate what some nation-states choose to do, it will push them in a common direction: towards increased instability. For that reason, we must recognize that reducing emissions is not only an environmental imperative, but a security imperative.  Even if we stopped all emissions tomorrow, we expect that by 2040 there will still be a 2 degrees C rise in temperatures. Such a relatively modest increase will likely bring about desertification, water shortages, ocean acidification, and a drastic loss of biodiversity. It will also lead to greater competition for resources, provoke disputes over territory and farm land, spark food crises, spur migration, and hasten the collapse of fragile states. Summers like Europe's in 2003, when thousands died, could occur with frightening regularity. And this is the best case scenario.  Scientists tell us that if we do nothing and allow emissions to rise unchecked, then it is possible that global temperatures could rise 3 to 6 degrees C before the end of this century. Unlike previous hot periods in Earth history, these changes will not occur over thousands or millions of years -- when life had time to adapt - but over decades. This would be truly dangerous territory, in part because we do not know what exactly would result.  But we do know that climate change of any sort will have a "multiplier" effect upon pre-existing tensions in the Middle East, Africa, Indo-China, and elsewhere -- and the greater the temperature rise, the greater the multiplier. Environmental problems could be dwarfed by the economic and political consequences of severe desertification, rising sea levels, extreme weather events, and mass migrations.  In sum, climate change presents security challenges of a magnitude and a complexity we have never seen before. We must be prepared for them. At the same time, we must do what we can to avoid worst-case scenarios, and curbing CO2 emissions must be a political priority for every government and industry in the world.  Since no single government can confront climate change on its own, we must aspire to a new quality of global governance by taking a fresh look at our institutions. Can they cope with the additional burden that climate change would place on them? How could they adapt to perform better? Could we build new ties between them, so that they could combine their comparative advantages for maximum effect?  NATO's policy on climate change has yet to be fully developed, and I must stress that these are my own personal thoughts. But in my view, NATO's involvement in dealing with climate change can be summed up by three words: consultation, adaptation, and operation.  Consultation means that we must put the consequences of climate change on NATO's agenda while intensifying dialogues with other institutions, NGOs, and the scientific community. I personally envisage NATO as a clearing house for the security-related challenges of climate change. NATO's ties with countries and institutions across the globe make the Alliance ideally suited for such a role. At present, such a forum does not exist, and we need it.  Adaptation means NATO must adapt to the security implications of climate change by seeking to reduce the carbon footprint of our forces. National Air Forces, for example, are among the biggest energy consumers and polluters. Fuel efficient vehicles also make sense from a military perspective: 70% of supplies are fuel, so the less fuel you need to supply, the easier logistical support will be.  Finally, operation means recognizing that NATO may be called upon to address the consequences of climate change directly. The military is often the "first responder" to natural disasters. We saw this in the aftermath of the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, the 2005 Pakistan earthquake, and floods that more recently struck Eastern Europe. The Alliance has a wealth of experience in deploying capabilities with other nations and helping other international organizations develop their own expertise for dealing with disasters. While we must not forget our primary purpose as a defense organization, I have urged the Allies to consider how NATO can optimise its contribution in these areas.  This week, I will visit Copenhagen to speak at the United Nations Climate Change Conference. Some may charge the Alliance with trying to broaden its remit. But dealing with the security implications of climate change is not a choice. It is an urgent necessity. Debates about the remit of this institution or another are a luxury we can no longer afford. To deal with climate change, we will need all our institutions to perform at their very best, and NATO is ready to do its part. 
nato good – environment

STRONG NATO KEY TO COMBATTING IMPACTS FROM CLIMATE CHANGE

Shea and Schmid '08 [Jaime Shea,Head of Policy Planning at NATO, and Helga Schmid, Policy Unit Director at the Eu Council Secretariat, 4/24/2008, "New Threats Arising from Climate Change and Energy Scarcity - What Role for International Governance?" pg. online @ http://ecologic.eu/2403// gh-bprp]
At an Ecologic Dinner Dialogue in Brussels on 24 April 2008, Jamie Shea and Helga Schmid discussed the role for the EU and NATO in responding to threats arising from climate change. Jamie Shea is Head of Policy Planning at NATO. Helga Schmid is Policy Unit Director at the EU Council Secretariat. Both agreed on the importance of the issue. While it is already on the agenda and reflected in various EU documents, Jamie Shea laid out reasons why it is not yet at NATO’s agenda and made recommendations that could help change the current situation. In her initial remarks, Helga Schmid noted that the issue of climate change and security has already been raised at some occasions in the past. For example, Great Britain brought the issue to the UN Security Council. As a consequence, the first-ever open debate exploring the relationship between energy, security and climate change took place. Also, a recent policy paper by Javier Solana and the European Commission on climate change and international security highlighted why climate change is a strategic issue for security policy. Helga Schmid argued that the threats seem to be clear, mentioning Darfur as an example for a climate-induced conflict over water and food with the consequence of migration caused by environmental change. Potential other future examples include Bangladesh, located barely above sea level, and the Arctic, where melting ice caps lead to open water ways, triggering conflicts over shipping routes and the riches beneath. Helga Schmid suggested including climate change as a risk item in an early warning system. In addition, she identified public diplomacy and awareness raising as key to deal with security threats arising from climate change. Agreeing with Helga Schmid’s comments, Jamie Shea acknowledged that while at least on paper already on EU level, the issue of climate change and security did not find its way on NATO’s formal agenda yet. By naming several reasons for this condition, he also explained why a shift would be important: Climate change is no "visible enemy". In the past, NATO became involved in conflicts after conflicts arose, as the examples of the Balkans or Afghanistan show. However, climate change – although happening – is not something NATO can easily react on. Preventing on the other hand, is – by definition – not part of NATO’s mission. Also, climate change appears on the NATO horizon when an ally already has a problem, because only then can it be made an issue for NATO. As a consequence, pressure on NATO to adapt to upcoming challenges increases. Jamie Shea did not rule out an "Art. 5 on Climate Change" in the future. Art. 5 of the NATO treaty provides that if a NATO ally is the victim of an armed attack, each member of the Alliance will consider this act of violence as an attack against all members and will take actions to assist the ally. A fundamental argument for pushing the issue consists in the fact that future cases will affect politics, not just the economy. Therefore, NATO needs to realize these challenges, develop a new strategic concept and put global security networks in place to address the issue. Eventually, establishing a "Rapid Response Force" may be considered. In the subsequent discussion, speakers and audience concluded that the link between climate change and security deserves a higher place on the agenda of the EU and also finds its way into NATO’s strategic planning – ideally before a major catastrophe occurs.
NATO UNIQUELY ABLE TO COMBAT GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
Rider 2009 
(Jonathan Rider, The Henry Jackson Society, August 05,  http://www.henryjacksonsociety.org/stories.asp?id=1232 TBC 6/22/10)

Secondly, as the environment begins to respond to climatic change and global warming, there will be a greater demand for aid relief. This element is closely related to the third modus operandi in which NATO will begin to play an increasingly important role in reconstruction and development. In the nineties NATO was instrumental in paving the way for a new approach to reconstruction in the Balkans, arguing for a synthesised rebuilding of infrastructure as well as security. It was recognised very early on that a military presence alone was insufficient to maintain peace and promote long-term stability. Today, in Afghanistan where civilian and NGO support is limited, a similar approach is being taken and NATO troops are providing a broad spectrum of services from military training to engineering though provincial reconstruction initiatives. Military personnel can operate in areas of greater risk where civilians would fear to tread or politicians would fear to put them. NATO is uniquely equipped and uniquely placed to carry out these tasks because it can draw on a depth of resources, both financial and physical that single state actors do not have at their disposal. Moreover, action is sanctioned and legitimised through universal international consensus, further strengthening existing bonds between alliance members.

NATO GOOD – DISEASE

Transatlantic relations solve HIV/AIDS, infectious diseases, and global poverty – the U.S. can’t go it alone.

Richard N. Haass, President of the Council on Foreign Relations, June 1, 2004 [“The United States and Europe: Adjusting to the Global Era”, The C. Douglas Dillon Annual Lecture, Royal Institute for International Affairs, Chatham House, London, http://www.cfr.org/publication/7069/united_states_and_europe.html]
The United States also needs European resources. American power is truly great, but it is not unlimited. The U.S. military is stretched given current needs in Iraq and Afghanistan; the fact that troops are being withdrawn from the Korean Peninsula and sent to Iraq is both unfortunate and revealing. The sort of troop-intensive nation-building exercises taking place in Iraq and Afghanistan are hardly unique; they are sure to be repeated elsewhere, and European contributions will be required in those two countries as well as in others. The good news is that Europe has much to add, especially as more than military might will be relevant. This clearly pertains to the global struggle against HIV-AIDS and other infectious diseases, as well as to global efforts to alleviate poverty. A strapped U.S. economy, one experiencing enormous fiscal and current account deficits, cannot bear the burden of promoting world order and development on its own.
nato good – disaster relief
THE NATO ALLIANCE IS KEY TO DISASTER RELIEF AND GAINING INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION ON ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

NATO '10 [North Atlantic Treaty Organization's Website, 7/08/2010, "Environmental Security" pg. online @ http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49216.htm// gh-bprp]
Based on a broad definition of security that recognizes the importance of political, economic, social and environmental factors, NATO is addressing security challenges emanating from the environment. This includes extreme weather conditions, depletion of natural resources, pollution and so on – factors that can ultimately lead to disasters, regional tensions and violence. The Alliance is looking closely at how to best address environmental risks to security in general as well as those that directly impact military activities. For example, environmental factors can affect energy supplies to both populations and military operations, making energy security a major topic of concern. Helping partner countries clean up ageing and dangerous stockpiles of weapons, ammunition and unexploded remnants of war that pose a risk to people and the environment is yet another area of work. NATO is currently conducting these initiatives via its science programme, the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC) and Partnership for Peace Trust Fund projects. It is considering enhancing its efforts in this area, with a focus on civil emergencies, energy efficiency and renewable power, and on helping member and partner countries address the impact of climate change in vulnerable regions. Building international cooperation Since 1969, NATO’s Science for Peace and Security (SPS) Programme has supported cooperative activities that tackle environmental issues, including those that are related to defence, in NATO countries. Since the SPS Programme opened up to partner countries in the 1990s, environmental security became the most active topic supported by the Programme. For example in April 2010, a NATO Science workshop in Moscow addressed environmental security and “eco-terrorism”, while a workshop in Cairo looked at food security and safety against terrorist threats and natural disasters. The first international answer to environmental security challenges, however, came in 2004, when NATO joined five other international agencies to form the Environment and Security (ENVSEC) Initiative1 to address environmental issues that threaten security in vulnerable regions. The five other agencies are: the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) and the Regional Environment Center for Central and Eastern Europe (REC). In Central Asia, NATO is leading ENVSEC projects to address uranium waste in the Ferghana Valley (Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan) and water resources management for wetlands restoration in the Aral Sea basin (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan), among others. Boosting emergency response The Alliance is also actively engaged in coordinating civil emergency planning and response to environmental disasters. It does this principally through the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EARDCC) that was launched following the earthquake disaster in Turkey and Greece at the end of the 1990s. Talking at the UN Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen, NATO’s Secretary General highlighted that, with the growing impact of climate change, the demand upon the military as “first responder to natural disasters” was likely to grow. He urged Allies to consider how to optimize the Alliance’s contribution in that area. Addressing defence-related environmental issues In October 2009, the Science for Peace and Security Committee established the Defence and the Environment Experts Group (DEEG). The group’s overarching objective is to develop an environmental agenda to promote the identification, development and dissemination of cost-effective and innovative approaches to environmental and sustainability issues that affect military activities. Meeting twice yearly, the DEEG examines and approves project proposals from individuals or groups from NATO member and partner. The projects focus on areas such as infrastructure and property issues arising from the management of defence estates, and the impact on soldiers of climatic and biological threats. In practice, the emphasis has been on projects and initiatives that affect deployed operations, such as streamlining the environmental footprint of military compounds to maximise cost savings and tactical advantage, while minimising negative impacts on the environment. Energy security With increasingly unpredictable natural disasters, such as earthquakes, severe floods and storms that causes disruptions to infrastructure, environmental factors have a growing potential to affect energy security, a challenge NATO is becoming more and more concerned with. Most NATO members and partners rely on energy supplies from abroad, sent through pipelines and cables that cross many borders. Allies and partners, therefore, need to work together to develop ways of reducing the threat of disruptions, including those caused by environmental events. At the Strasbourg/Kehl Summit in April 2009, Allies said they will “consult on the most immediate risks in the field of energy security”. They said they would continue to implement the recommendations proposed at the 2008 Bucharest Summit, namely to share information, advance international and regional cooperation, develop consequence management, and help protect critical infrastructure. Helping partners reduce environmental hazards through disarmament Through NATO’s Partnership for Peace Trust Fund projects, the Alliance helps partner countries reduce their aging weapon stockpiles, clean up deteriorating rocket fuel, clear land contaminated by unexploded remnants of war and safely store ammunition. While the central aim is to help post-Soviet countries disarm and reform their militaries, these projects also reduce the risks posed by these dangerous materials to the environment and the people in surrounding areas. Raising awareness and information-sharing Communicating the security implications of environmental issues to political leaders and decision-makers is another area where the Alliance plays a major role. For instance, it makes sure that members and partners alike have the knowledge and skills needed to mitigate climate change and adapt to its effects.
STRONG NATO KEY TO EFFECTIVE DISASTER RELIEF EFFORTS

EADRCC 2001

(Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Response Center, “NATO’s Role in Disaster Assistance”, November 2001) matt a
In accordance with the EAPC Policy on Enhanced Practical Cooperation in the Field of International Disaster Relief, one of the functions of the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC) is to develop appropriate plans and procedures for the use of the EADRU taking into account national risk assessments. Early 2000, Bulgaria, Croatia and Italy launched a Disaster Preparedness and Prevention Initiative (DPPI) under the Stability Pact auspices. Given the active role of NATO in Civil Emergency Planning and the establishment of the EADRCC, it appeared that NATO’s expertise and experience could contribute to the project by adding value and enhancing regional cooperation. The Disaster Preparedness and Prevention Initiative for South-Eastern Europe of the Stability Pact was designed to promote stronger regional cooperation in disaster relief and management. The initiative aims to help develop a cohesive regional strategy for disaster preparedness and prevention by bridging the gap between international and local efforts with full participation of all regional countries. Twelve countries are involved namely Albania, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia6, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and Turkey. An Operational Team was formed including Bulgaria, Croatia, Italy, Sweden, the United States, the Euro Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the International Federation of the Red Cross (IFRC). This Team was established to evaluate data on risk assessment for South East European countries and to assess national capabilities as well as to develop an inventory of capabilities in the region.
at:  consultation = delay

CONSULTATION QUICK AND EFFECTIVE – NO DELAY
NATO Publication 11/28/2007 (http://www.nato.int/issues/consultation/index.html, the consultation process)  mahnvee
Decision-making process at NATO, allowing Allies to exchange views and information prior to reaching agreement and taking action.

The process is continuous and takes place both on an informal and a formal basis with a minimum of delay or inconvenience, due to the fact that all member states have permanent delegations at NATO Headquarters in Brussels.

The practice of exchanging information and consulting together on a daily basis ensures that governments can come together at short notice whenever necessary, often with prior knowledge of their respective preoccupations, in order to agree on common policies or take action on the basis of consensus.

NO DELAY – PROCESS HAS BEEN STREAMLINED
RUHLE 2003

[Michael – head of policy planning in the NATO Political Affairs Division, “NATO after Prague:  Learning the lessons of 9/11”, Parameters, Summer, pages 95-96]
The third area of Alliance reform concerns the organization itself. NATO’s working methods must reflect the requirements imposed by the new strategic environment. Although the Alliance will soon have 26 members, the organization’s working methods have remained largely unchanged from those developed in the early 1950s for an Alliance of 12. Even if American charges that the Kosovo campaign was “war by committee” were an urban myth, the need for change is still clear. As NATO is enlarging both its membership and its mandate, its working methods cannot be left unaffected. In a nutshell, NATO needs to be less bureaucratic and more flexible. Almost unnoticed by the broader public, the Prague Summit made a strong start in this direction. Heads of state and government agreed to reduce the numbers of NATO committees (currently 467) by 30 percent. More decisions will be pushed toward subordinate committees, leaving the North Atlantic Council room to discuss strategic issues. The procedures for ministerial meetings have been streamlined as well, sacrificing formality in order to gain time for more substantive exchanges. Over time, these changes should lead to a different working culture within the Alliance. 

AT:  NO SPILL-OVER
CONSULTATION ESTABLISHES A PRECEDENT – SPRINGBOARD FOR ALLIANCE COHESION

SLOAN 2001

[Stanley – senior specialist in international security policy with Congressional Research Service @ Library of Congress, NATO Review, Spring, page 8]

The Greater Middle East, extending from North Africa through the Middle East and into the Gulf, is another area which would benefit from a coordinated transatlantic approach. Here, even though interests are not always common, whether within Europe or between Europe and the United States, goals are usually similar and policies, even when not common, can be compatible. Moreover, even though capabilities are uneven, they are sufficiently complementary for compatible policies to achieved common goals more effectively when the United States and the states of Europe act jointly, rather than separately. Asia, too, is an area about which Americans and Europeans must learn to think in unison, if they are to act jointly or in a complementary fashion. This is especially the case with respect to China, a country which must feature in any discussion about NMD and the future of nuclear deterrence. But working in unison outside the Euro-Atlantic area requires enhanced mechanisms for transatlantic policy coordination and consultation. This cooperative transatlantic agenda and the responsive dialogue it requires are not about new visions. Rather, the vision is the same as that which inspired those European and US statesmen who created NATO and the European Union whose ideas served as a beacon to light up the post-war darkness. On both sides of the Atlantic, post-war leaders share a comparable vision of a failed past and, accordingly, pursued similar ambitions to escape their respective histories and start anew. Under another set of post-war conditions, the beacon held by President Truman and others still illuminates the path forward, as President Bush and other political leaders complete their predecessors’ vision of a whole and free Europe moving as a counterpart to the United States within a strong and cohesive Euro-Atlantic community.

CONSULTATION ILLEGITIMATE – 2AC
1. CP solvency is conditional—the enactment of plan mandates are conditional - makes the CP a moving target— conditionality of the mandates is not reciprocal – guts fairness – reason to reject the CP.

2. Artificially competitive— consultation is not a true test of the opportunity costs of the Affirmative -  the Affirmative can never prove it is desirable in any world the negative creates – the Negative only questions the desirability of the Affirmative through a rigged game – reason to reject the CP as well as prefer our permutations for two reasons:

a.  Guts Aff ground – if the Negative can create a rigged world in which the Affirmative can never be perfectly desirable, the Negative would win every debate.

b. Policy-making – the artificial nature of the CP does not parallel real-world decision-making – we lose the education gained about how policymakers truly make decisions.

3. Infinite actors – consultation CPs can consult one of the 250-plus countries, as well as international organizations, non-governmental organizations, individuals and combinations of all of these – CP should be rejected:

a. Predictability—the Aff can never generate offense against the infinite number of actors that the Negative could consult

b. Fairness – the infinite nature of fiat that the Negative gets is not reciprocal.  The Aff is limited to fiat over one actor – the Neg should only get one predictable actor as well.

4. CP is plan encompassing—the CP includes ALL of the AFF – zero of the 1AC can be used as offense against the CP – CP steals all Aff ground – reject the CP on fairness.

5.  Timeframe fiat—the NEG fiats an action in the future whereas the Aff is limited to fiat in the present.    Timeframe fiat creates a bad precedent for debate – justifies delay counterplans.  This justifies timeframe permutations by the Affirmative.  
perm helpers – perm:  do the counterplan

Perm: do the Counterplan – Counterplans must be both textually and functionally competitive 

A. The artificial nature of the net-benefit makes them extra-competitive – this is unpredictable and destroys aff ground 

B.  Destroys topic education – process counterplans shifts focus away from learning about military presence – topic education trumps other impacts – learning about military presence is key to building our understanding of the world

C. All plan inclusive – counterplan just adds an abitrary specification to the plan  – there is no strategic defense of normal means – equitable ground is key to fairness

D.  AND, WE ARE NOT SEVERING OUT OF CERTAINTY OF PLAN ACTION:

Resolved means to express a determination by formal vote 

Webster’s Revised Unabridged Dictionary, 1998  (dictionary.com)

Resolved:

5. To express, as an opinion or determination, by resolution and vote; to declare or decide by a formal vote; -- followed by a clause; as, the house resolved (or, it was resolved by the house) that no money should be apropriated (or, to appropriate no money).

And, Should isn’t mandatory 

Taylor and Howard, 05 - Resources for the Future, Partnership to Cut Hunger and Poverty in Africa  (Michael and Julie, “Investing in Africa's future: U.S. Agricultural development assistance for Sub-Saharan Africa”, 9/12, http://www.sarpn.org.za/documents/d0001784/5-US-agric_Sept2005_Chap2.pdf)
Other legislated DA earmarks in the FY2005 appropriations bill are smaller and more  targeted: plant biotechnology research and development ($25 million), the American Schools and  Hospitals Abroad program ($20 million), women’s leadership capacity ($15 million), the  International Fertilizer Development Center ($2.3 million), and clean water treatment ($2  million). Interestingly, in the wording of the bill, Congress uses the term shall in connection with  only two of these eight earmarks; the others say that USAID should make the prescribed amount  available. The difference between shall and should may have legal significance—one is clearly  mandatory while the other is a strong admonition—but it makes little practical difference in  USAID’s need to comply with the congressional directive to the best of its ability. 
perm helpers – non-binding consultation  good

NON-BINDING CONSULTATION ENOUGH – NATO MEMBERS AGREED TO NON-BINDING CONSULTATION FRAMEWORK

Yost, Professor at Naval Postgraduate School, 2010

(David, International Affairs, 3/10/10, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318689/PDFSTART, 6/29/10) anshuman
Since the end of the Cold War the allies have given NATO three additional functions:  • opposing the proliferation of WMD; • supporting EU-led crisis management operations; and • serving as a general ‘toolbox’ for ad hoc security operations.  The North Atlantic Council first referred to WMD proliferation as one of the ‘new security risks and challenges of a global nature’ facing the alliance in 1990.The Allies referred to WMD proliferation as a risk for ‘Alliance security interests’in the 1991 Strategic Concept, and pointed out in the 1999 Strategic Concept that it ‘can pose a direct military threat to the Allies’ populations, territory, and forces’. In the same document the Allies stated that ‘The Alliance will enhance its political efforts to reduce dangers arising from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.’ The Allies added that, ‘By deterring the use of NBC [nuclear, biological and chemical] weapons’, NATO’s forces ‘contribute to Alliance efforts aimed at preventing the proliferation of these weapons and their delivery means’. The main institutional consequences have been the alliance’s WMD Centre and the committees at NATO Headquarters that deal with WMD proliferation. Despite the political and strategic importance that the allies accord to addressing WMD proliferation, they have not attempted to coordinate their positions on nuclear non-proliferation matters either in the UN or in the review conferences of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). As Roberto Zadra, the deputy head of NATO’s WMD Centre, wrote in 2007:  The Allies have agreed to limit themselves to the monitoring of developments, to informal information exchanges, and to non-binding consultations … NATO’s role in terms of non-proliferation efforts, i.e. political and diplomatic efforts, remains relatively small. Declarations from NATO Summits and Communiqués from Foreign and Defense Ministers’ meetings usually emphasize the Alliance’s support for the NPT and its goals, but there is little measurable follow-up in terms of concrete action. These Communiqués are nonetheless important as they demonstrate the Alliance’s overall commitment to the principles and objectives of the NPT.  
PERM HELPERS – NO LEAKS

OBAMA WHITE HOUSE IS LEAK-PROOF

LOVEN 2008

[Jennifer, staff writer, “Great expectation:  Obama will have to deliver”, November 05, 
http://www.cleveland.com/nation/index.ssf/2008/11/great_expectations_obama_will.html]

He also showed himself to be a highly disciplined, CEO-style manager. The leak-proof, tightly managed and orderly Obama operation mimics the Bush White House, and flows from "No Drama Obama" himself -- a man so focused that he didn't give himself a day off from working out, even the morning after winning the presidency.
perm helpers – turkey  tnw -  cp = normal means

Perm do the Plan- Consulting NATO is normal Means 

Reuters 2010
(David Brunnstrom “NATO to debate future of nuclear arms in Europe” Apr 21 http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE63K62A20100421) anjay

Attention now turns at a NATO foreign ministers' meeting in Tallinn to the estimated 200 operational battlefield, or "tactical," nuclear bombs stationed with U.S. and allied air forces in Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy and Turkey. Germany's ruling coalition, which is also keen to boost ties with Moscow, committed in November to withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from German territory, and in February, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Belgium and Luxembourg called for a debate about their future in Europe. While the U.S. administration wants in future to address the issue of battlefield nuclear weapons, which many analysts consider obsolete in the post-Cold War world, it has yet to state publicly its position. It has, however, stressed that any decision must be agreed by all 28 NATO states.

Perm do the Plan- Consulting NATO is normal Means

Boston Globe 2010 

 (Robert Burns “US rules out withdrawal of nuclear weapons Clinton ties NATO stance to Russia” April 23
http://www.boston.com/news/world/europe/articles/2010/04/23/us_rules_out_withdrawal_of_nuclear_weapons/)  anjay

But some newer NATO members who previously were part of the former Soviet Union or its Warsaw Pact military bloc are opposed to a US nuclear withdrawal.

They argue that the presence of the weapons is the surest guarantee of their territorial integrity. In her dinner remarks, Clinton made clear that as NATO embarks on a discussion about the future of its nuclear weapons policy, it should be guided by an agreed set of principles — starting with a commitment that decisions will be made by the group, not unilaterally by Washington.
genuine consultation not possible

A TRUE FRAMEWORK FOR GENUINE CONSULTATION CAN NOT BE CREATED – THE US WILL NOT ABANDON ITS UNTILATERAL POSTURING

Kolko, Ph.D in IR from Harvard, 03 [Gabriel, “Iraq, the United States, and the end of the European Coalition”, 2003, http://www.spokesmanbooks.com/Spokesman/PDF/kolko79.pdf]  denno

Genuine dialogue or consultation with its NATO allies is out of the question. The Bush administration, even more than its predecessors, simply does not believe in it – nor will it accept NATO’s formal veto structure; NATO’s division on Turkey has nothing to do with it. Washington cannot have it both ways. Its commitment to aggressive unilateralism is the antithesis of an alliance system that involves real consultation. France and Germany are now far too powerful to be treated as obsequious dependents, and the meeting at the end of April between these two nations and Belgium – although still vague in its implications – is an important step in the direction of NATO’s breakup and the creation of an autonomous bloc that Washington cannot control. These states also believe in sovereignty, as does every nation which is strong enough to exercise it, and they are now able to insist that the United States both listen to and take their views seriously. It was precisely this danger that the United States sought to forestall when it created NATO over 50 years ago.
NATO ALLIANCE WEAK NOW

STRUCUTRAL ISSUES MAKES ALLIANCE WEAK NOW

AFGHAN VOICE AGENCY 2010 [“Gates:  NATO in crisis, must change its ways”, February 24, http://www.avapress.com/vdcfxmdy.w6dvja7riw.txt?PHPSESSID=5092ea07059843556defb256f9b88html&PHPSESSID=8abbe5a888a8ab4a9e42bb4c3a3ddhtml&PHPSESSID=457ca2dbdd0cbc9f55b7aab2310292b0] 
With the war in Afghanistan as his guide, Defense Secretary Robert Gates on Tuesday called for sweeping changes in the way NATO prepares for and fights nontraditional conflicts.  (AP)_ Citing a "crisis" in the alliance, Gates said Afghanistan has exposed fundamental NATO weaknesses — shortcomings that he said can undermine the viability of NATO as it faces future security threats.   He cited a money shortage within NATO — a perennial problem that successive American administrations have tried and failed to fix. That, in turn, is a "symptom of deeper problems with the way NATO perceives threats," assesses its defense needs and sets spending priorities, Gates said.   Gates tempered his stern message with words of praise for NATO allies, saying they had demonstrated in just the last three months an "unparalleled level of commitment" to the war effort by increasing their troop contributions from 30,000 last summer to 50,000 this year.   "By any measure that is an extraordinary feat," he said. He did not mention, however, that even NATO members who have shared the combat burden in Afghanistan are finding it hard to sustain.   In the Netherlands, for example, the coalition government collapsed this month over the issue of troop contributions; the 2,000-strong Dutch troop contingent is to begin withdrawing in August. Another stalwart, Canada, plans to remove 2,800 troops by next year, even as some other nations send more.   NATO's budget squeeze reflects a larger cultural and political trend within an alliance, Gates said. After decades of success in preventing a catastrophic eruption of conflict on the European continent, NATO member countries have failed to modernize their militaries — instead relying on superior U.S. firepower. Afghanistan, however, has shown that a superpower cannot succeed alone in a conflict that requires not just traditional military strength but also civilian expertise and the clout of international support.   "The demilitarization of Europe — where large swaths of the general public and political class are averse to military force and the risks that go with it — has gone from a blessing in the 20th century to an impediment to achieving real security and lasting peace in the 21st," he told a National Defense University audience filled with uniformed military officers from many of NATO's 28 member countries.   The danger, he added, is that potential future adversaries may view NATO as a paper tiger.   "Not only can real or perceived weakness be a temptation to miscalculation and aggression, but, on a more basic level, the resulting funding and capability shortfalls make it difficult to operate and fight together to confront shared threats," Gates told a forum on rewriting the basic mission plan of the NATO alliance.   "All of this should be a wake-up call that NATO needs serious, far-reaching and immediate reforms to address a crisis that has been years in the making," Gates said.   If NATO simply rewrites its basic agenda — officially known as its "strategic concept" — without changing the practices and the mindset of alliance members, the result "will not be worth the paper it is printed on," he added.   

NATO is weak now—it’s a hollow parody of its former self

Carpenter 2009(Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies, CATO Institute, “NATO at 60: A Hollow Alliance,” 3-30-2009)  conor
All of these developments—the growing policy divisions (especially with regard to Russia), the addition of small, weak, and vulnerable new members, the alliance’s inept performance in Afghanistan, and the erosion of the military capabilities of Washington’s traditional European partners—confirm that NATO is fast becoming a parody of its former self. It is increasingly little more than a political fraternity rather than a credible security alliance. That is sad, because the alliance was once a serious and capable military association with an important purpose. That is no longer the case, and there is little prospect that the process of decay can be reversed. Today’s NATO is a hollow shell. The outward appearance is one of an impressive organization—with an abundance of perks for the military brass of member states and a generator of conferences, papers, and studies for a vast network of policymakers and outside experts who benefit from the perpetuation of its venerable bureaucracy. But as Gertrude Stein famously said of Oakland, “there is no there, there.” NATO is no longer an effective or, in most instances, even a credible security alliance. Certainly, NATO in its current form does not advance the security and well-being of the American republic. It is time to terminate this increasingly dysfunctional alliance—or at the very least extricate the United States from it.
NATO ALLIANCE WEAK NOW
NATO ALLIANCE WEAK NOW – EXPANSION HAS WEAKENED ITS STRENGTH

Sieff 2009
[Matin Sieff is Senior News analyst at UPI, “21st century NATO a weak, hollow giant”, April 17, 2009, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2009/04/17/21st-century-NATO-a-weak-hollow-giant/UPI-99071239994461/” ]  anjali
WASHINGTON, April 17 (UPI) -- The NATO alliance that confronted the collapse of the Soviet Union from 1989-91 really had teeth. Today, a far larger but also far weaker NATO resembles a 1930s airship -- huge, slow, unwieldy, vulnerable and filled with nothing more than hot gas.
Many military analysts believed that as late as the early 1980s, the Soviet Union and its satellite allies in the Warsaw Pact still had an overwhelming superiority in conventional forces, particularly in artillery and main battle tanks, over the assembled forces of NATO, especially on the expected main battlefield area between them of the North European plain. Many military analysts believed that as late as the early 1980s, the Soviet Union and its satellite allies in the Warsaw Pact still had an overwhelming superiority in conventional forces, particularly in artillery and main battle tanks, over the assembled forces of NATO, especially on the expected main battlefield area between them of the North European plain.
However, the decision of NATO leaders to push ahead with the deployment of their small, highly mobile, nuclear-armed U.S.-built Pershing II intermediate-range ballistic missiles changed the strategic equation. The Pershings gave deployed NATO forces in Western Europe a far more lethal and credible deterrent than anything they had previously fielded.
Even at its time of greatest relative weakness in the face of the Red Army and its Soviet allies, there was no question during the Cold War that NATO was first and foremost a defensive military alliance. Its member states agreed that the military forces they put under the command of NATO at alliance headquarters outside Brussels were meant to defend their territories, not to project power outside them, however worthy the cause was.

Therefore, the U.S. commitment in the 1950-53 Korean War, with allies such as Britain and Turkey sending military contingents to fight alongside U.S. forces, was never a NATO operation. Neither was the long U.S. military commitment in Vietnam. Nor was the 1991 Gulf War to liberate Kuwait from Iraq, although NATO allies, primarily Britain and France, sent significant forces to fight alongside U.S. troops.

However, in the years following the collapse of communism and the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the nature of the alliance gradually changed. It eventually grew to its present size of 28 member states -- one more in number than the 27-nation European Union. All the former member states of the Warsaw Pact eventually joined NATO. So did even three former Soviet republics, the small Baltic nations of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia that had been swallowed by the Soviet Union against their will in 1940.

Successive U.S. presidents, both Republican and Democratic, enthusiastically backed by British governments, welcomed the new NATO member states one and all. There was a happy, almost universally shared agreement across the political spectrum in Washington that expanding the alliance was a good thing that would spread peace and security, as well as democracy and free markets, throughout Central and Eastern Europe.
However, all the new member states were net consumers of NATO and U.S. security; they could not add to it themselves.

This was dramatically demonstrated after the al-Qaida terrorist attacks on the United States of Sept. 11, 2001, that killed 3,000 Americans. To the astonishment of U.S. and European leaders alike, the first time the Article 5 clause for mutual defense in the alliance's founding 1949 North Atlantic Treaty, also known as the Treaty of Washington, was ever activated, it was for the Europeans to help America rather than the other way around. But this support, while emotionally important and welcome, was symbolic rather than practical. In the 21st century, the United States remained the single military giant on whom the defense of an ever-increasing number of much smaller and weaker NATO member states rested.
collapse inevitable

CAN’T SOLVE NATO- US-EUROPE RELATION SHIFTS MEAN COLLAPSE IS INEVITABLE
Daalder 3 (Ivo H., Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Studies, The Brookings Institution, “The End of Atlanticism,” SURVIVAL, Summer 2003, pp. 147-166. TBC 6/21/10)  denno

Rather than conflicting, both contentions are in fact on the mark. There has been a profound change in the structure of US-European relations, though the differentiation of power is only one, and not the most important, factor accounting for this change. One crucial consequence of this transformation is the effective end of Atlanticism—American and European foreign policies no longer centre around the transatlantic alliance to the same overriding extent as in the past. Other concerns—both global and local—and different means for addressing them have now come to the fore. As a result, it is no longer simply a question of adapting transatlantic institutions to new realities—to give NATO a new mission or purpose. The changing structure of relations between the United States and Europe means that a new basis for the relationship must be found, lest the continued drift ends in separation and, ultimately, divorce.
US/EUROPEAN RELATIONS LOW NOW
RELATIONS LOW NOW – MCCHRYSTAL FIRING

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

Transatlantic relations are low—US and European Interests are fundamentally dissimilar

Volker 10(Kurt, Atlantic Council Senior Advisor, “Kurt Volker: Collapse and Rebirth of Transatlantic Relations,” 2.25.10, http://www.acus.org/highlight/kurt-volker-future-transatlantic-relations)  conor
That brings us to where we are today. President Obama took office amid great popularity, especially in Europe. But in contrast to expectations on both sides of the Atlantic, the transatlantic partnership remains largely in disarray. With a new and popular President, Americans had high expectations that Europeans would now join with the United States in tackling global challenges with real commitment and contributions. And Europeans had high expectations that Afghanistan, and Guantanamo, and the war on terror, and Iran would all be different, and the United States would not be demanding their engagement, commitment, contributions, and support. Well, these expectations were bound to be dashed – and indeed they were. There is now a mutual frustration on both sides of the Atlantic that have not gone away with a change in the US Administration. Americans are frustrated that Europe is not delivering on our global challenges. Europeans feel they are marginalized and not respected. Indeed, these frustrations have come into sharper focus in part because it is no longer possible to blame them on the Bush Administration.
say no – nuclear drawdown

NATO WILL SAY NO TO A DECREASE OF US NUCLEAR PERSENCE

Boston Globe 2010 
(Robert Burns “US rules out withdrawal of nuclear weapons Clinton ties NATO stance to Russia” April 23
http://www.boston.com/news/world/europe/articles/2010/04/23/us_rules_out_withdrawal_of_nuclear_weapons/)  anjay

But some newer NATO members who previously were part of the former Soviet Union or its Warsaw Pact military bloc are opposed to a US nuclear withdrawal.

They argue that the presence of the weapons is the surest guarantee of their territorial integrity. In her dinner remarks, Clinton made clear that as NATO embarks on a discussion about the future of its nuclear weapons policy, it should be guided by an agreed set of principles — starting with a commitment that decisions will be made by the group, not unilaterally by Washington.

say no – afghanistan troop reduction

AFGHANISTAN TROOP DRAWDOWN NOT SUPPORTED BY NATO
RTT 7-21-10 (RTT Staff Writer, "NATO Chief Says Troops Will Not Leave Afghanistan Prematurely," http://www.rttnews.com/Content/GeneralNews.aspx?Id=1365565&SimRec=1&Node=) lydia

A day after an international donor conference on Afghanistan agreed on a road-map for Afghan forces to take the lead in securing the nation by 2014, NATO chief said the presence of the coalition troops would be "driven not by the calendar, but by commitment."
The NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) will not leave Afghanistan prematurely as it has a long-term commitment to establishing peace and stability there, NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen said at a joint press conference with Pakistani Foreign Minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi in capital Islamabad on Wednesday. Rasmussen addressed the media after discussing the Afghan situation with Qureshi. Qureshi dismissed U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's claims that al-Qaeda leaders are present in Pakistan as "mere speculations." Stressing the cooperation of Pakistan as a key player in the regional security and stability in south-west Asia, Rasmussen said a hasty military pullout from Afghanistan would provide a conducive atmosphere for the Taliban to take over the country and pose a great risk to international security. During his one-day stay in Pakistan, the NATO chief is scheduled to discuss with President Asif Ali Zardari, Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani and Army Chief General Ashfaq Pervez Kayani defense cooperation between the two entities. Earlier in the day, British Prime Minister David Cameron said withdrawal of its soldiers from Afghanistan could begin as soon as 2011. Britain has the second largest foreign military contingent in Afghanistan. The south-western province of Helmand still remains a Taliban stronghold, where most of the 9,500 British soldiers are fighting the militants as 'Task Force Helmand.' 

NATO WILL SAY NO TO THE PLAN – COMMITTED TO CURRENT STRATEGY IN AFGHANISTAN – NATO BELIEVES WE ARE WINNING

Lekic 7/11/10 [Slobodan, staff writer for the Associated Press, NATO chief: Developments now favor alliance war effort in Afghanistan, http://breakingnews.gaeatimes.com/2010/06/11/nato-chief-developments-now-favor-alliance-war-effort-in-afghanistan-33537/]   tanner
BRUSSELS — NATO leaders declared Friday that the alliance had regained the initiative in the Afghan war, promising that the gains could result in a handover of security responsibilities in some parts of the country to local authorities by year’s end.

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates urged his alliance counterparts to seize the moment and to provide the resources needed to accelerate efforts to bolster Afghan security forces. NATO wants Afghan troops to replace its forces in the war against the Taliban, thus providing the linchpin of the alliance’s exit strategy.
“Our effort is moving in right direction (but) the road ahead will be long and hard,” Gates said after a meeting of NATO’s 28 defense ministers. “I hope that by the end of year, we will be able to demonstrate that we are making progress throughout the country.”

Gates urged countries who are not committing combat troops to Afghanistan to contribute more instructors to train the expanding Afghan police and army. More trainers would step up “the pace that we can proceed with transition,” he said.

NATO officials say they have been stymied because it is difficult to find qualified people to train foreign forces.

Earlier Friday, NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen told ministers that the Afghan government and international authorities would soon agree on how to start handing over responsibility for security, “province by province.”

His optimism comes despite troubles with the military campaign.

The campaign to blunt Taliban influence in Kandahar, birthplace of the insurgency, is unfolding more slowly than once planned, top U.S. and NATO commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal conceded on Thursday. Even so, McChrystal said he is confident he can demonstrate in the next six months that the war plan is working.

Kandahar is the keystone of McChrystal’s plan to protect Afghans from the Taliban and offer the U.S.-backed government in Kabul a workable alternative.

The delay in the Kandahar offensive came amid an inconclusive campaign to reassert government authority in the provincial town of Marjah.

Still, Gates said the United States and NATO are “recapturing the initiative” in Afghanistan and beginning to turn the war around, offering a rosier perspective than usual despite delays in the defining campaign of the new battle plan.

“No one would deny that the signs of progress are tentative at this point,” he told reporters.

say no – afghanistan troop reduction
NATO approves of status quo Afghanistan military policy

Morelli and Belkin, section research manager and analyst in European affairs for the Congressional Research Service, 2009 [Vincent and Paul, “NATO in Afghanistan: A Test of the Transatlantic Alliance,” 12-3, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33627.pdf]  emma b

U.S. and NATO officials sought to use the April 3-4 NATO summit to reaffirm allied unity behind a clear and revitalized strategy for the Afghan mission as symbolized by the new U.S. strategic approach to the region. The NATO allies generally welcomed the renewed U.S. focus on Afghanistan. They appeared particularly encouraged by the Administration’s regional approach— especially its emphasis on Pakistan and its apparent willingness to engage Iran in discussions of the mission—and by its emphasis on improving civilian capacity- and institution-building efforts in Afghanistan. NATO also appeared supportive of the Administration’s reported decision to engage and reconcile with local leaders and Taliban supporters who renounced violence.13 At the summit, the allies reiterated their commitment to the strategic vision for Afghanistan based on the four principles that were laid out at NATO’s 2008 summit in Bucharest (mentioned above). The 2009 Summit Declaration on Afghanistan highlighted the need for greater civilian as well as military resources, emphasizing the importance of developing Afghan capacity to deliver justice, basic services, and employment, especially in the agricultural sector. The allies also pledged to strengthen NATO efforts to enhance cooperation between the Afghan and Pakistani governments, to increase Alliance engagement with all countries in the region, and to support better Afghan and NATO coordination with the United Nations Assistance Mission Afghanistan (UNAMA). In an apparent acknowledgement of the constraints facing some allied governments, U.S. officials refrained from making public requests for specific allies to increase troop contributions at the April summit. That said, NATO officials and the United States hoped to gain at least short-term troop commitments of four to five battalions to improve security for the presidential and provincial elections scheduled for August 2009. This minimum request appeared to have been fulfilled with reported allied commitments of an additional 3,000 European troops to be deployed through the election.14 However, commentators point out that these temporary deployments paled in comparison to the new 17,000-man U.S. force commitment. Some analysts expressed concern that the significant U.S. troop increases and a continued reluctance in many allied countries to increase longer-term troop contributions to ISAF could lead to an “Americanization” of the mission. 

Germany will say no to a withdrawal

M&C News 05-22-2010 (“German defence minister opposes hasty Afghan withdrawal”, http://www.monstersandcritics.com/news/europe/news/article_1557661.php/German-defence-minister-opposes-hasty-Afghan-withdrawal)  dhara

Berlin - German Defence Minister Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg Saturday warned against a hasty withdrawal from Afghanistan, for fear that this could contribute to the country collapsing, media reported.  'If Afghanistan falls, Pakistan can also fall - and this is a country in possession of nuclear weapons,' Guttenberg told daily Hamburger Abendblatt.  'I would very much dislike nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists,' the defence minister added.  The comments came after President Horst Koehler returned from a surprise trip to Afghanistan - the first time a German president has visited troops in the region since the mission began in 2002.  Upon his return, Koehler spoke of the need to broaden discussions about the Afghanistan mission, which is deeply unpopular in Germany. His visit, en route after a trip to China, was intended to signal German support to the troops stationed there.  The president said talks with soldiers led him to believe the mission could be a success, partly as a result of a new Afghanistan strategy which combined civil and military aims.  'Despite all difficulties the solders believe it is possible to achieve a turn for the better,' Koehler told Deutschlandfunk public radio.  Guttenberg said the fight against terror could not be won through military might alone, whether in Afghanistan, Pakistan or in parts of Africa.  Instead, he called for intelligence agencies to cooperate more closely, as well as the possibility of using special forces to target trouble spots, with international agreement.  'Of course, civil reconstruction also plays a growing role,' the defence minister added. 

say no – afghanistan troop reduction

Germany will veto a withdrawal of NATO forces

DW World 7-9 ( “Afghan mission sparks heated German parliamentary debate”,

http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5779439,00.html) dhara
A promise from German Foreign Minister Guido Westerwelle, that planned cuts in the defense budget would not affect the military mission in Afghanistan, sparked some outrage in the opposition during a stormy debate in the Bundestag, Germany's parliament on Friday.  But Westerwelle's message was unequivocal: The military presence was vital and would continue. "The German Afghanistan mission is not popular, but is, as it has always been, necessary to our own interests," he said. "Our fellow countrymen are performing their duties in Afghanistan so that we here can live safely, and we must thank them for that."  Westerwelle, along with other NATO foreign ministers, is attending an Afghanistan conference in Kabul on July 20. The fact that this was the first such conference to take place in Afghanistan was a sign, he said, that the West is steadily handing over responsibility to the Afghan people.  Since the last Afghanistan conference in London in January, Westerwelle claimed Germany had significantly increased its civilian aid to the Afghan people. "Germany's civilian aid for the people in Afghanistan has nearly doubled," he told the parliamentarians. "Since the beginning of the year, we have also nearly doubled the number of our police instructors on the ground." 

NATO Secretary General opposes any withdrawal from Afghanistan

Telegraph 7-13 (James Kirkup, “Nato chief: Afghanistan timetable puts British troops at risk”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7886019/Nato-chief-Afghanistan-timetable-puts-British-troops-at-risk.html)  dhara
David Cameron’s signal of a five-year timetable for withdrawing British troops from Afghanistan risks encouraging the Taliban to step up their attacks on Western forces, the head of Nato has said. Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the Nato secretary-general, delivered the blunt message after the Prime Minister said he wanted most British troops to leave Afghanistan by 2015.  He also warned that cuts in defence spending could harm the Transatlantic relationship with the US and leave countries like Britain lacking the cutting-edge military technology needed to work with American forces.  Mr Rasmussen met Mr Cameron and other senior ministers yesterday in London for the first time since the Coalition government took office.  Amid a mounting British death toll, polls say most voters want an end to the nine-year-old war, and Mr Cameron and his allies have been talking up the prospect of a British withdrawal from Afghanistan.  Warning that the Taliban follow political debates in Nato countries “closely”, Mr Rasmussen insisted that Western nations must keep troops in Afghanistan “as long as necessary” and not set clear timelines for withdrawal.  “The Taliban follow the political debate in troop-contributing countries closely. They do believe that if we set artificial timetables for our withdrawal, they can just sit down and wait us out and they will return when we have left,” he told the Daily Telegraph.  “If they discover that through their attacks, they can weaken the support for our presence in Afghanistan, they will just be encouraged to step up their attacks on foreign troops.”  Mr Cameron insists he is not setting a hard timetable for withdrawal, but last week, the Prime Minister told MPs: “The plan that we have envisages our ensuring that we will not be in Afghanistan in 2015.” Barack Obama has said US forces will start withdrawing next July, and other Nato countries have also set out plans to leave.  Mr Rasmussen, a former Danish prime minister, said he “understood” the pressures on elected leaders to seek a quick exit from Afghanistan, and said: “I share the impatience.”  But he insisted that whatever the “hopes and expectations” expressed by politicians like Mr Cameron, Nato must only leave Afghanistan when the conditions allow.  “We can have our hopes, we can have our expectations, but I cannot give any guarantee as far as an exact date or year is concerned,” he said. “All statements from all politicians have been based on the condition that the Afghans can actually take responsibility themselves.”  Leaving Afghanistan too quickly would leave the West facing both a renewed terrorist threat from al-Qaeda and the risk of instability in nuclear-armed Pakistan.  He said: “If we were to leave Afghanistan prematurely, the Taliban would return to Afghanistan and Afghanistan would once again become a safe have for terrorist groups who would use it as a launch pad for terrorist attacks on North America and Europe.  “There would also be a risk of destabilising a neighbouring country, Pakistan, a nuclear power. That would be very dangerous.”  Despite his warning on timetables, Mr Rasmussen said he hoped that some of Afghanistan’s more peaceful provinces will start the “transition” to Afghan control early next year.  Many of those provinces are currently overseen by countries like Germany and Italy. Liam Fox, the defence secretary, has expressed fears that those countries will withdraw quickly, leaving Britain and the US alone to deal with more violent areas like Helmand.  Mr Rasmussen backed Dr Fox, saying other Nato members must keep their forces in Afghanistan as long as British and American forces are deployed.  “The transition dividend must be invested in other parts of Afghanistan,” he said. “Even when we transition, it will not be withdrawal.”  A total of 314 British service personnel have died in Afghanistan since 2001, and Mr Rasmussen warned more will follow as the Taliban fight harder to hold their “heartlands” in the south.  “When you send in more fighting, you will see more fighting. When you attack the Taliban heartlands, that implies more fighting,” he said. “If they lose Helmand and Kandahar, they lose everything, so they will fight hard to prevent that happening.  International forces first entered Afghanistan to topple the Taliban regime in 2001, and the alliance chief admitted that they have been there longer than expected.  “We would not have expected in 2001 that fighting would still be going in eight, nine years later,” he said. “Retrospectively, we underestimated the challenge.”  Dr Fox is drawing up plans to cut the defence budget by between 10 and 20 per cent over four years, raising doubts about major military projects like new aircraft carriers and fighter jets.  The US already accounts for almost three-quarters of total Nato defence spending, and Mr Rasmussen said he was “concerned” that European defence cuts will widen that gap.  “Militarily, in the case that we would like to co-operate with the Americans, we might end up in the absurd situation where we can’t because of an extreme technology gap,” he said.  “Politically, we might end up with a situation where the Americans find the Transatlantic relationship less relevant.”  

say no – afghanistan troop reduction – coin specific

NATO will say no to the plan—they support COIN

Lubold, staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, 2009 [Gordon, “NATO backs McChrystal's Afghanistan strategy,” 10-23, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2009/1023/p02s18-usfp.html]  emma b

NATO defense ministers Friday gave "broad support" to the counterinsurgency strategy proposed by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top US commander in Afghanistan, but sidestepped the difficult question of how many forces would be required to implement that plan.  The top UN special envoy for Afghanistan also backed McChrystal's strategy at the NATO meeting.  "We have come to a point where I believe McChrystal is right," said Kai Eide here Friday, adding bluntly, "If we continue the way we've done so far, both with regard to the military effort, the civilian effort, and the behavior of the Afghan government, this project will not work."  Taken together, the comments suggest that American allies are leaning toward a more troop-intensive, counterinsurgency approach that opens the political door for President Obama to direct deployments of tens of thousands of additional troops. 

say no – turkey tnws
NATO will Say No- Eastern European Countries want Protection from Russia

Schmidt  2010

(Oliver is currently a visiting research fellow at the German Council on Foreign Relations (DGAP) in Berlin, where he conducts research regarding the future challenges for nuclear non-proliferation. Mr. Schmidt holds a Master degree in International Relations. “The Utility of U.S. Tactical Nuclear Weapons in NATO: A European Perspective” 4- 29 http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40714)  anjay

What these three positions reveal is that NATO does not have a common understanding of risks and threats. While the countries of central and Eastern Europe still fear the perceived threat of Russia, the countries of Western and Southern Europe are more focused on new security challenges stemming mainly from non-state actors. The result of this security divide is the current controversy over the nearly 200 remaining U.S. tactical nuclear weapons stationed in Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey, and Germany. Eastern European countries like Poland view these weapons as a sign that the United States is taking the mutual defense clause enshrined in Article 5 of NATO's charter seriously. As a U.S. ally, and perhaps given Iran's nuclear ambitions, Turkey is also very cautious about the possible withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from its soil. More fundamental is the concern in Europe over the obvious imbalance between NATO's 200 tactical nuclear weapons and Russia’s estimated 3,000 non-strategic weapons
NATO will say no- They want to nuclear protection

Boston Globe 2010 
(Robert Burns “US rules out withdrawal of nuclear weapons Clinton ties NATO stance to Russia” April 23) anjay
http://www.boston.com/news/world/europe/articles/2010/04/23/us_rules_out_withdrawal_of_nuclear_weapons/)  anjay

Shortly before she spoke, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen told a news conference that in his view, the US nuclear weapons play a vital defensive role in Europe and should not be removed as long as other countries possess nuclear weapons. “I do believe that the presence of the American nuclear weapons in Europe is an essential part of a credible deterrent,’’ Fogh Rasmussen said.

NATO WILL SAY NO- The Baltic States Want Protection From Russia

BOSTON GLOBE 2010
(Robert Burns “US cautious on removing nuclear arms from Europe” March 15

http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2010/03/15/us_cautious_on_removing_nuclear_arms_from_europe/?page=1) anjay

"The Obama administration came in with a strong pledge to mend ties with the allies, and so the last thing it wants to be seen to do is to make a decision over the heads of the allies," he said in an interview Sunday. "The U.S. would move these weapons tomorrow if this were just its own decision." One apparent impediment to an early withdrawal of the weapons is the view of newer members of NATO -- those closer to Russia, such as the Baltic states. They see the U.S. weapons as an important symbol of a NATO guarantee of their territorial integrity.

say no – turkey tnws

NATO will say no – NATO wants continued extended nuclear deterrence in region

British American Security Information Council 2010

(“Mind the Gap healing the NATO rift over US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe”,  January,  http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf)  anjay

NATO has 28 members and aspires to welcome new ones, by its own standards a measure of extraordinary success in the two decades since the collapse of the Soviet empire; on the surface it is as strong as it ever has been. Yet the Alliance remains haunted by the ghosts of the past, as the members from “new Europe” bring with them their experience of the Soviet boot and their fears for future relations with a seemingly resurgent Russia. It is this weight of history and differences in threat perception that threatens to paralyze the Alliance and drive its members apart. This compels us to search for new and credible solutions to break out of the Cold War mould that bedevils the organization, threatens its cohesion, and brings doubt to its fundamental purposes.  Whilst NATO’s nuclear posture is not itself a cause of this challenge, it lies at its heart. Whilst there is little doubt that support for extended nuclear deterrence remains throughout the Alliance, the existence of an estimated 200 forward-deployed so-called ‘tactical’ nuclear weapons in western Europe with limited range is a Cold War relic. Support for their continued deployment appears to revolve largely around the symbolism of American commitment to the continent, and the fear of signals sent were they to be removed. 

say  no – at:  rubber stamping/us influence

 CASE IS A 100% DA TO THE CP – NATO WILL SAY NO – EUROPEAN COUNTRIES CAN NOT REACH CONSENSUS AND THEY ARE OPPOSED TO THE US – GERMANY AND FRANCE WILL LEAD THE OPPOSITIONAL CHARGE

HULSMAN 2005
[John, PhD  and Senior Research Fellow @ HERITAGE FOUNDATION, FDCH TESTIMONY, February 16,   http://wwwa.house.gov/international_relations/109/hul021605.pdf]  

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

say no – at:  rubber stamping/us influence
NATO MEMBERS OPPOSED TO PAST RUBBER-STAMPING PRACTICES – THEY HAVE GROWN TIRED OF US DOMINANCE

Naeder 4-25-10 (Reese, Denison University and majors in Political Science (Foreign Service track) with a minor in Anthropology and concentration in Latin American/ Caribbean studies. Interned for Senator Richard Lugar & the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, as well as the Truman National Security Project and Center for Applied Linguistics, Roosevelt Institute, "EU & NATO: Joined @ The Hip," http://www.rooseveltcampusnetwork.org/blog/eu-nato-joined-hip)  lydia

While most EU states favor a robust EU security organization, there is a strong debate between traditional (Britain) and new (Poland) Atlantic allies that favor an EU military tied to NATO, and other states (such as France and Spain) that desire an independent EU force. Even member states strongly in favor of the Atlantic alliance have grown tired of allowing US interests to dominate the global security agenda.  CITATION Beu06 \l 1033 (Beunderman 2006) Ironically, this tension has provided a very useful space for dialogue between North America and Europe. An overburdened NATO has encouraged US President Barack Obama to look towards the EU for resources. While Euro-centric critics argue that NATO has become a clearinghouse for giving a multi-lateral “rubber-stamp” to US foreign policy, they also recognize that NATO’s challenges have forced it to reach out to the EU.  CITATION Hoc09 \l 1033 (Hockenos 2009) As European and North American foreign policymakers continue to debate the future of multi-lateral cooperation, the growing consensus is that the EU and NATO need harmonized policies. The NATO Strategic Concept and European Security Strategy will be re-drafted to harmonize their strategic approaches. 

RUBBER-STAMPING IS A LIE – FRANCE, GERMANY AND BELGIUM PROVE

Kolko 2003 (Gabriel is Professor Emeritus of History York University Toronto“Iraq, the United States, and the end of the European coalition” 4-30, http://www.spokesmanbooks.com/Spokesman/PDF/kolko79.pdf) anjay
Today, NATO’s original raison d’être for imposing American hegemony – which was to prevent the major European nations from pursuing independent foreign policies – is the core of the controversy that is now raging. Washington cannot sustain this grandiose objective because a reunited Germany is far too powerful to be treated as it was a half-century ago, and Germany has its own interests in the Middle East and Asia to protect. Germany and France’s independence was reinforced by wholly inept American propaganda on the relationship of Iraq to Al Qaeda (from which the CIA and British MI6 openly distanced themselves), overwhelming antiwar public opinion in most nations, and a great deal of opposition within the United States establishment and many senior American officers to the war with Iraq. The furious American response to Germany, France, and Belgium’s refusal, under article 4 of the NATO treaty, to protect Turkey from an Iraqi counter-attack because that would prejudge the Security Council’s decision on war and peace was only a contrived reason for confronting fundamental issues that have simmered for years. The dispute was far more about symbolism than substance, and the point was made: some NATO members refused to allow the organisation to serve as a rubber stamp for American policy, whatever it may be. War in Iraq forced the issue to a head, compelling major NATO members and Russia to resist Washington’s leadership. Whether such a split was inevitable is now moot – it happened. 

SAY NO – AT:  RUBBER STAMPING/US INFLUENCE

NATO has empirically refused US requests – Afghanistan troop increases prove 

The Guardian 8, (“Allies' refusal to boost Afghanistan troops a threat to Nato, Gates says,” February 11) 
The US administration warned yesterday that Nato could be destroyed if European allied troops were not prepared to fight and die in Afghanistan and argued that, unlike the Americans, Europeans were failing to grasp how much was at stake for western security in Afghanistan. The US defence secretary, Robert Gates, also pointed to the dangers of a western alliance divided between US forces who do the fighting and Europeans who follow later to conduct the civilian clean-up operations.

Following weeks of recrimination between Washington and European capitals, particularly Berlin, over troop contributions and fighting capacity in Nato's troubled Afghan mission, Gates told a conference of defence policy-makers and security experts in Munich that Nato's future was on the line in the war against the Taliban in southern and eastern Afghanistan.

"Some allies ought not to have the luxury of opting only for stability and civilian operations, thus forcing other allies to bear a disproportionate share of the fighting and dying," said Gates.

Nato had no future as an "alliance of those who are willing to fight and those who are not. Such a development, with all its implications for collective security, would effectively destroy the alliance."

Officials from Germany, whose troops are confined to non-combat duties in relatively stable northern Afghanistan, put up a robust defence of their policy despite pressure from Washington to send more forces and to help the British, Canadians, and Dutch on the frontlines in the south. They rejected Gates's "finger-pointing", saying the Bush administration failed to understand how unpopular the mission was and that the German parliament would not support sending more than the 3,500 troops currently deployed.

consultation = normal means – afghanistan

Consultation inevitable on Afghanistan —we have consulted NATO every step of the way and will continue to do so

Thompson 09 [Paul, staff writer for London Evening Standard, 9/30/09, Obama: The fight in Afghanistan is for Nato, not just America, http://www.thisislondon.co.uk/standard/article-23750541-obama-the-fight-in-afghanistan-is-for-nato-not-just-america.do]  tanner
In a rallying call to other nations, the president said the US was committed to the fight but stressed that it was a Nato mission.

He spoke after hosting a White House meeting with Nato general secretary Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the former Danish prime minister, who agreed that responsibility for the eight-year war rested with his organisation.

"We are working actively and diligently to consult with Nato at every step of the way," said Mr Obama.
"We both agree it is absolutely critical that we are successful in dismantling, disrupting, destroying the al Qaeda network and that we are effectively working with the Afghan government to provide the necessary security."

The talks came with news of a further setback in efforts to win over Afghan civilians, as a girl in Helmand was killed by a box of leaflets dropped by the RAF. The Ministry of Defence said her death, in June, was "regrettable" and was being investigated.

Mr Obama today met his national security team to deal with a demand for up to 40,000 more troops from his top commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal. White House sources said Mr Obama expected some of the troops to come from Nato allies.

The US will withdraw 4,000 troops from Iraq by the end of next month, according to the senior commander in the country. General Ray Odierno will tell the House of Representatives tomorrow that the US can pull out all combat troops by September next year.

Barack Obama has warned that the fight in Afghanistan is not solely an "American battle".

consultation bad – rising expectations

Genuine consultation with NATO creates a climate of rising expectations which guts the alliance 

Mead 2004 
[Walter Russell - senior fellow @ CFR, Power, Terror, Peace, and War, pg. 130-134]
Partly because it needed European cooperation in the Balkans, partly because ideologically many Clinton era officials agreed with European positions on issues like Kyoto and the ICC, and partly out of habits of consultation and deference that grew up during the cold war, the Clinton administration never quite made clear to Europeans just how unreasonable their hopes were. At the same time, most American diplomats and the broader "interlocutor class" of experts who specialize in transatlantic relations are generally more sympathetic to the ; European approach than they are to the red state, red meat approach of the American Jacksonians and the Revival Wilsonians who, since September 11th, have figured so prominently in the politics of American foreign policy. The Bush administration made the strategic decision that it no longer made sense to encourage Europe in illusions about the direction of American policy. Whether Europe liked that policy or disliked it was less important than that Europe understood it. Moreover, stroking Europe only seemed to increase Europe's already inflated sense of its importance in the world of American foreign policy. This transition was a necessary and normal one, I and it ultimately does offer the prospect of a more realistic but still very close relationship among the Cold War allies. If the Clinton administration and the broader American foreign policy establishment had done a better job of communicating the changing American approach in earlier years, the transition might not have been so painful—but it is also true that the Bush administration could and should have done more to cushion the shock for what, after all, are some of our closest and most important allies in a dangerous world. The bitterness of the controversy was regrettable, and hasty remarks by Bush officials exacerbated it, but it was probably on balance a good thing to remind Europeans in general and Germans in particular that transatlantic crises have a way of turning into European crises. With Germany, France, and Russia locked in an anti-American alliance, Poland understandably becomes nervous, and rightly so. When Russia and Germany get close, Poland has a way of getting smaller. A good German relationship with the United States remains the best basis for continuing progress toward European integration.
WE WILL INTERNALLY LINK TURN YOUR NET-BENEFIT – PICKING AND CHOOSING CERTAIN ISSUES TO CONSULT ON HURTS RELATIONS – SETS A PRECEDENT OF RISING EXPECTATIONS

Matthews, 2001 [Jessica, President f the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Foreign Policy, Nov.-Dec., Pg. 51-52]  
As these and other global issues create a need for new rules that nibble away at the edges of national sovereignty, the United States, always most protective of its rights, finds it hardest (with the possible exception of China) to adapt.  The resulting dichotomy between rhetoric and practice has often made it seem what makes the United States exceptional is not its uniquely beneficent role, but the expectation that it can pick and choose within the body of international law those commitments it wishes to apply to itself.  A senior official in the Bush administration has called this “a la carte multilateralism.” It is not an approach that goes down easily.  Nor will the discrepancies disappear in the post-September 11 world.  Indeed, as the United States demands more cooperation in the fight against terrorism, others may look for greater U.S. consistency on their own policies. 

consultation bad – rising expectations
Picking and choosing certain policies creates “A la carte multilateralism” -  hurts relations

Michaelidis and Lindsay, 2001
[Gregory and James, Vice President and Director of Studies, Maurice R. Greenberg Chair, Philadelphia Inquirer, Council on Foreign Relations, 8/3, http://www.cfr.org/publication/6400/bushs_flair_for_unilateralism_not_boosting_international_ties.html]  
The administration's inability to come up with alternatives to the treaties it rejects suggests that its objections to treaty details are really a cover for something broader: a refusal to play by the same set of rules as the rest of the world. Some administration officials appear to be admitting as much when they talk about America pursuing an "a la carte multilateralism"— essentially working with others only when it suits us. 

A la carte multilateralism has only one catch— it won't work. Cooperation cannot be ordered up on a whim. It must be nurtured. Even imperfect treaties can help establish a political consensus on what constitutes acceptable international behavior. When these norms are missing, cooperation becomes more difficult. International politics is about more than wealth and power. It is also about reciprocity. Just as in everyday life, countries have to give in order to get. 

We are already seeing signs that the rest of the world is losing interest in working with the United States on Washington's terms. Rather than give Kyoto up for dead, America's allies hammered out their own agreement. Washington's pleas earlier this summer that the European Union drop its opposition to General Electric's proposed merger with Honeywell fell on deaf ears. Nearly every European ally save Britain has abandoned the hard-line U.S. policy toward Iraq. And in May the United States was voted off the United Nations Committee on Human Rights. 

Most troubling, Washington's growing inability to get others to follow its lead comes when cooperation is needed more than ever. The most pressing foreign-policy problems we face today—global warming, weapons proliferation, international financial instability— can be solved only if countries work together. If President Bush sticks to his a la carte approach to foreign policy, America will find itself not only isolated in the world community, but less secure and prosperous as well.

CONSULTATION BAD – HEGEMONY

Consultation destroys hegemony and doesn’t restore relations – we become subject to the whims of other nations – additionally, maintaining unipolarity solves their relations offense – countries want to cultivate good relations with the superpower

Krauthammer, 2003
   [Charles, Winner of the Pulizer Prize for Commentary, Syndicated columnist for the Washington Post, Essayist for Time magazine, The National Interest, Winter, 2002/2003, http://www.inthenationalinterest.com/Articles/Vol2Issue4/Vol2Issue4Krauthammer.html]  

I have my doubts. The United States made an extraordinary effort in the Gulf War to get UN support, share decision-making, assemble a coalition and, as we have seen, deny itself the fruits of victory in order to honor coalition goals. Did that diminish the anti-American feeling in the region? Did it garner support for subsequent Iraq policy dictated by the original acquiesce to the coalition? The attacks of September 11 were planned during the Clinton Administration, an administration that made a fetish of consultation and did its utmost to subordinate American hegemony and smother unipolarity. The resentments were hardly assuaged. Why? Because the extremist rage against the United States is engendered by the very structure of the international system, not by the details of our management of it.

Pragmatic realists also value international support, again not for moral reasons, but in the interest of sharing burdens, on the theory that sharing decision-making enlists others in our own hegemonic enterprise and make things less costly. If you are too vigorous asserting yourself in the immediate short-term, they argue, you are likely to injure yourself in the long-term when you encounter problems that require the full cooperation of other partners such as counterterrorism. . . . 

If the concern about the new unilateralism is that American assertiveness be judiciously rationed, and that one needs to think long-term, it is hard to disagree. One does not go it alone or dictate terms on every issue. On some issues such as membership in and support of the WTO, where the long-term benefit both to the American national interest and global interests is demonstrable, one might willingly constrict sovereignty. But on matters of supreme interest—national security, war-making and freedom of action in the deployment of power—America should neither defer nor contract out decision-making, particularly when the concessions involve permanent structural constrictions such as those imposed by an International Criminal Court. No need to act the superpower in East Timor or Bosnia. But there is a need to do so in Afghanistan and in Iraq. No need to act the superpower on steel tariffs . But there is a need to do so on missile defense. 

The prudent exercise of power allows, indeed calls for, occasional concessions on non-vital issues if only to maintain psychological goodwill. There is no need for gratuitous high-handedness and arrogance. But we should not delude ourselves as to what psychological goodwill buys. Countries will cooperate with us, first, out of their own self-interest and second, out of the need and desire to cultivate good relations with the world's superpower. Warm and fuzzy feelings are a distant third. Take counter-terrorism. After the attack on the USS Cole, Yemen did everything it could to stymie the American investigation. It lifted not a finger to suppress terrorism. This was under the American administration that was obsessively accommodating and multilateralist. Today, under the most unilateralist of administrations, Yemen has decided to assist in the war on terrorism. This was not a result of a sudden attack of goodwill toward America. It was a result of the war in Afghanistan, which concentrated the mind of heretofore recalcitrant states like Yemen on the costs of noncooperation with the United States. Coalitions are not made by superpowers going begging hat in hand. They are made by asserting a position and inviting others join. What “pragmatic” realism fails to realize is that unilateralism is the high road to multilateralism. When George Bush senior said of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, “this will not stand”, and made it clear that he was prepared to act alone, that declaration—and the credibility of American determination to act unilaterally if necessary—in and of itself created a coalition. Hafez el-Asad did not join out of feelings of goodwill. He joined because no one wants to be left at the dock when the hegemon is sailing .

Unilateralism does not mean seeking to act alone. One acts in concert with others if possible. Unilateralism simply means that one does not allow oneself to be hostage to others. No unilateralist would, say, reject Security Council support for an attack on Iraq. The nontrivial question that separates unilateralism from multilateralism—and that tests the “pragmatic realists”—is this: What do you do if, at the end of the day, the Security Council refuses to back you? Do you allow yourself to be dictated to on issues of vital national—and international—security?>

consultation bad – hegemony

Consultation creates resentment due to US hegemonic posturing – CP further strains relations and restricts US hegemony

Sullivan 2002

[Andrew, Sunday Times, 2/10, http://www.andrewsullivan.com/main_article.php?artnum=20020210] 
So the resentment of American power - even among close allies like Britain - is not only likely. It's inevitable. And because there isn't even a close rival emerging to challenge this hegemon, the resentment will only increase. We've seen what this amounts to in the form of the failed satrapies of the Islamic Middle East: a mixture of begging bowls for U.S. aid and murderous terrorism in resentment of it. In China, it is greeted with deep suspicion and a ferocious new nationalism in its own right - but there is still no sign of an actual, substantive Chinese military able to compete for global dominance with the U.S. In Europe, there is the cult of the E.U. among the elites, and the euro for the masses. But every European country understands that world power is something in the history books, not feasible, if even desirable, today.

The more interesting question is: what should the United States do about resentment of its dominance? Sure, it can and should consult its allies more widely. But when those allies (with the exception of Britain) have very little substantive to contribute in, say, waging the war in Afghanistan, those consultations can end up being exercises in condescension or phoniness. Sure, the U.S. can and should take a more active role in many international institutions. But it cannot be expected to provide the bulk of the funding for bodies (like the U.N.) whose main task seems, at times, to be attacking the United States and its allies. Nor should a great power be expected consistently to subordinate its own interests to those of other states, especially when its actions actually protect those other states from harm. If Europeans resent America's power, they need to ask themselves: would they like to confront global terrorism without it? Imagine al Qaeda intact today, entering into close contact with Iraq or Iran to get nuclear, biological or chemical weapons to detonate in the middle of London. Feel better about American hegemony now?
Then of course when it appears that the United States might actually take its allies' advice and retreat into ambivalence, there is a chorus of disapproval and widespread fears of a new 'isolationism.' America, when you look at it, is damned if she does, and damned if she doesn't. Which is why Americans, at some point, just get on with it and ignore the chorus of whining from around the world.>


consultation bad – delay

COUNTERPLAN CAUSES A DELAY IN SOLVENCY – MASSIVE BUREAUCRACY, NEW MEMBER STATES, AND CONSENSUS BUILDING

REUTERS 2004

[Taipei Times, March 31,  

http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/world/archives/2004/03/31/2003108563]
Forty percent of NATO will now be former communist states, and Washington has welcomed them as a counterweight to the "old Europe" of France and Germany, who opposed the Iraq war.

A Russian parliamentary deputy dismissed the Washington ceremony as a "show."

Konstantin Kosachev, representative of a Russian parliamentary committee on international affairs, said a NATO plan to patrol Baltic airspace was an "unfriendly" move. Estonia and Latvia border Russia, while Lithuania has a frontier with Moscow's Kaliningrad enclave.

"It can not be ruled out that Russia ought to look at the possibility of taking corresponding measures," he sai Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman Alexander Yakovenko said, "The main thing that could improve the state of European security is a fundamental change in the very nature of NATO ... including a joint fight against new and real threats and challenges." Monday's expansion has brought NATO nearer to the Balkans, the south Caucasus, the Middle East and Central Asia, all potential breeding grounds for the West's post-Sept. 11 enemies: terrorism and the spread of weapons of mass destruction. But the expansion could hinder NATO's ability to respond quickly to such threats because of its consensus decision-making.
CONSULTATION WITH NATO DELAYS IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLAN

Barber, 2004
[Lionel, Financial Times U.S. Managing Editor, Carnegie Council, 11/30, http://www.cceia.org/viewMedia.php/prmID/5064]  
The process of consultation and collective decision-making was admittedly tedious, time-consuming, and, especially when dealing with the likes of President Chirac, immensely frustrating. However, this very process silenced those anti-American critics, who viewed NATO as a vehicle for American hegemony. The West emphatically did not amount to an American empire comprised of supplicants and vassals. The transatlantic alliance was a freely entered into, mutually reinforcing partnership based on shared democratic values. These shared values, and interests in turn, bestowed legitimacy on American leadership.

CONSULTATION FAILS –NOT KEY TO RELATIONS

Consultation doesn’t solve relations

Reiss, 2004
[Mitchell B., US Dept of State, 5/11, Remarks to the German Council for Foreign Relations, http://www.state.gov/s/p/rem/32448.htm] 

In contrast, most Europeans believed we were waging a completely new war. They saw the war against terrorism as being about 9/11-like problems, and as being about Al-Qaeda. We saw, and we still see, the war on terrorism as being about problems potentially much worse than 9/11, and concerning actors not limited to Al-Qaeda. Many Europeans assert that we agree on the diagnosis of the problem, but disagree fundamentally on the solution. I’m not so sure we really agree on the diagnosis. 

In sum, we have real challenges facing us in transatlantic relations. The underlying and shifting geopolitical realities I have enumerated cannot be wished away. Indeed, they are already upon us. The question is not whether they exist, but what we do about them. 

Dealing With The Challenge 
There are several ways we can, and should, deal with this challenge. But, first, let me warn about three approaches I believe are sure to fail. 

One option would be for us to focus chiefly on consulting more. Some Europeans have told me that they feel shut out of Bush Administration decision-making. They argue that if they were let into that process, rather than just being notified of the end result, they would be more likely to share our perspective. I’m all for consultation. I meet regularly with my European counterparts on trips to Europe and back in Washington, and I value our discussions. But consultation in and of itself is not a sufficient solution. The transatlantic discord over the past 18 months did not result primarily from a lack of dialogue, but rather from real differences over policy. 

RELATIONS WITH EUROPEAN ALLIES CANNOT BE FUELED THROUGH THE NATO FRAMEWORK

INTERNATIONAL HERALD TRIBUNE 2005

[February 16, page lexis]  
Chancellor Gerhard Schroder created quite a stir with his declaration at a security conference in Munich over the weekend that NATO was no longer the place where trans-Atlantic partners " consult and coordinate" their strategies, and that communications between the EU and the United States were not much better. A high-level panel of experts, he said, was needed to seek new avenues of trans-Atlantic dialogue. The reaction was quick: U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld airily denied any need for "another high-level thing," while NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer leapt to the defense of NATO as being up to any military or political challenge. Yet there is a lot of truth to what Schroder said. The chancellor might have wanted to consult with other participants before making his statement, especially as he was not there to explain his ideas further (he was down with flu, and the speech was read by his defense minister). The statement, moreover, came right after U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice's tour of Europe and shortly before a visit by President George W. Bush. But Schroder's comments were certainly dramatic. Perhaps the biggest surprise, one nobody mentioned out loud, was that the criticism of NATO came from a German. Questioning NATO is the sort of thing France is supposed to do, not Germany. But Schroder has been determined in his efforts to establish Germany as a major and full-blooded European player, whether in publicly criticizing the Bush administration, defending Russian President Vladimir Putin or campaigning for a permanent, veto-wielding seat on the UN Security Council. None of that undermines the validity of the point Schroder made. NATO was not where Iraq was debated, nor is it where arms sales to China or the nuclear program in Iran are being discussed. That may be the way the Bush administration would prefer to keep things. But Schroder evidently took to heart what Rice said on her European visit about building a real trans-Atlantic partnership; if this is really to happen, he said in effect, the existing avenues of communications -- most notably NATO -- have to be re-examined. His aides subsequently insisted that his inte ntion was not to bury NATO, but to rejuvenate it. At the least, he hoped to throw out some ideas for discussion next week at a NATO summit and in Schroder's scheduled meetings with Bush. We don't want to bury NATO either, but there is a lot to reexamine. Many leaders on both sides of the Atlantic would probably prefer to paper over the bitter disputes of the past three years with stirring affirmations of shared values and goals.

consultation fails – no spill over
CP FAILS TO ESTABLISH A FRAMEWORK – CONSULTATION ON ONE SINGLE ISSUE WILL NOT SPILL OVER

Kissinger 2004 
[Henry - former Secretary of State, Newsweek, November 8, p. lexis]

Across the Atlantic, leaders have been concentrating on transferring national sovereignty to new European institutions. This involves a host of technicalities and legal issues which are both arcane and elusive for most Americans. More fundamentally, the United States conducts its policies as the sovereign states of Europe did in the 19th and first half of the 20th centuries. The European nations having invented the concept of the nation-state are now in the process of seeking to abandon their sovereignty to a European Union not yet possessing the traditional attributes of the state. They find themselves in a halfway house between their history and a future still in the process of evolving.
All this has generated a witches' brew of mutual misunderstandings. In America, critics describe European attitudes as fainthearted, querulous and, on occasion, duplicitous. In Europe the media (and too many political figures) revel in descriptions of America's racial tension, the death penalty, differences over the environment and mistreatment of prisoners as if aberrations reflected the ultimate meaning of the United States. Shifting their priority from the Atlantic alliance to the U.N. Security Council, Europeans feel no special obligation to support U.S. policy, on occasion actively opposing it.
These conditions cannot be removed by consultation on any one individual issue, and require a fundamental change of attitude on both sides of the Atlantic. The nations bordering the North Atlantic need to ask themselves the fundamental question that has always underpinned the alliance--that is, what will the allies do for the relationship beyond the international consensus reflected at the United Nations? Much of European debate today implies that the answer is "very little." To subject common military action to prior approval of the Security Council is incompatible with the very concept of alliance, which implies a special set of obligations. It spells the ultimate disintegration of a world order with the Atlantic partnership as its centerpiece. The Atlantic relationship, to be meaningful, needs to have a special character. The United States and Europe should be prepared to do things for each other in the sphere beyond the immediate dictates of national interest and without insisting on universal consensus.

nato bad – irrelevant

STRONG NATO IRRELEVANT TO US LEADERSHIP AND SECURITY – US HAS BEEN DOING THE HEAVY-LIFTING FOR YEARS – PARTICIPATION IN THE ALLIANCE IS JUST SYMBOLIC
Carpenter, Vice President for foreign policy studies, 2009 [Ted Galen Carpenter, "Lazy Allies", February 2, 2009, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=9933]  erik

Media reports indicate that President Obama may abandon his plan to ask America’s NATO partners to provide more combat troops for the mission in Afghanistan. Given how militarily useless many of the existing European deployments have been, that may not prove to be a big loss. But the feckless conduct of some of the European members of NATO in Afghanistan is indicative of a larger problem. The reality is that Washington’s much-touted alliances now involve more symbolism and tokenism than any meaningful addition to America’s military power. Immediately following the terrorist attacks on 9/11, NATO governments invoked Article V—which states that an attack on one member is an attack on all—for the first time in the alliance’s history. American leaders welcomed the European pledges of support, and the U.S.-led military campaign in Afghanistan soon had a significant NATO component. But early on, doubts arose about how serious the European allies were about their military commitments. Indeed, most of the NATO governments seemed to view their troop deployments as personnel for humanitarian relief and nation-building tasks rather than for combat operations. The military heavy lifting was by and large left to U.S. forces and those of a few other countries, primarily Canada, Britain and the Netherlands. Most NATO members have placed various caveats on the use of their military personnel. Some are prohibited from night operations (which are inherently more dangerous). Others are prohibited from being deployed in certain areas of the country—specifically, those areas where significant combat is occurring and additional troops might actually prove useful. Germany is one of the worst offenders in that regard. Berlin has restricted its troops to the northern regions of Afghanistan, where virtually no fighting is taking place. Despite Washington’s repeated requests, the German government has refused to lift that restriction. That might be just as well. A December 2008 German parliamentary report concluded that the country’s troops in Afghanistan spent most of their time lounging around and drinking beer, and that many were now too fat and out of condition to be of any use in combat operations. The desire of U.S. allies to keep their troops out of harm’s way is not confined to the Afghanistan theater—or for that matter to the NATO allies. A similar pattern emerged with the deployments of both South Korean and Japanese forces in Iraq. Seoul insisted that its troops be stationed only in Iraqi Kurdistan, by far the safest area of the country. But the South Korean government was a profile in courage compared to the Japanese government. Although Tokyo sent units of its Self-Defense Force (SDF) to Iraq, it insisted that those forces must be confined to noncombat roles. Indeed, the SDF units had to be protected by the troops of other coalition countries. Thus, from a military standpoint, the Japanese contribution was not an asset to the occupation effort—it was a liability. U.S. policymakers ought to be far more realistic about the utility of alliances. Such episodes indicate that many of America’s supposed military partners are more interested in engaging in tokenism and security symbolism than they are with playing a meaningful military role. The governments of those countries want to show that they are good allies and willing participants in U.S.-led missions, while incurring few, if any, battlefield risks. That sort of conduct may salve the consciences of political leaders in allied capitals, and it may appeal to U.S. policymakers for whom symbolism is more important than substance. It may even gull an otherwise suspicious American public. But it provides little useful addition to America’s own military power. One wonders at times if U.S. leaders believe that this country should have allies for the sake of having allies, even if those military partners bring little of value to the table. Why else would American officials tolerate the tokenism evident with the allied contributions in both Iraq and Afghanistan? And why would those same officials be so enthusiastic about the addition of tiny, militarily insignificant members to the NATO alliance? The last round of NATO expansion brought on board such military powerhouses as Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia. According to the 2008 edition of the widely respected publication The Military Balance, Estonia’s annual defense budget is $386 million, and the country fields 4,100 active-duty troops. The figures for Latvia are $471 million and 5,996 troops; Lithuania, $470 million and 13,850 troops; and Slovenia, $750 million and 5,973 troops. At NATO’s summit last year in Bucharest, alliance leaders gave the green light to membership for Croatia and Albania. Croatia’s accession would add $875 million and 17,660 troops, while Albania’s would add $208 million and 11,020 military personnel. Collectively, such members spend less on their militaries in a year than the United States spends in Iraq in two weeks. How adding such military pygmies to NATO is supposed to enhance the security of the United States is a mystery. Indeed, since several of those countries have serious tensions with their neighbors, they are not just militarily irrelevant, but are outright security liabilities that could drag the United States into needless conflicts. U.S. policymakers ought to be far more realistic about the utility of alliances. Allies are neither good nor bad, per se. But American officials should not pretend that allies are making meaningful military contributions when the evidence indicates otherwise. Security symbolism and tokenism is of little practical use, yet that is the level of assistance that has become all too common from America’s alliance partners.
NATO BAD – IRRELEVANT

NATO HAS LOST ITS PURPOSE – STRONG US ACTION WON’T SHORE UP ALLIANCE EFFECTIVENESS

Bacevich 2009 (Andrew J. Bacevich, professor of history and international relations at Boston University, “How do we save NATO? We quit,” April 2, LA Times - http://articles.latimes.com/2009/apr/02/opinion/oe-bacevich2) van seeters
The alliance [NATO] has lost its sense of purpose. The way to get it back is for the U.S. to withdraw and let Europe be responsible for its own defense.
When he visits Strasbourg, France, this week to participate in festivities marking NATO's 60th anniversary, President Obama should deliver a valedictory address, announcing his intention to withdraw the United States from the alliance. The U.S. has done its job. It's time for Europe to assume full responsibility for its own security, freeing the U.S. to attend to more urgent priorities.

The creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 1949 remains a singular example of enlightened statecraft. With Europe's democracies still suffering from the ravages of World War II, and fearing the threat posed by Stalinist Russia, the U.S. abandoned its aversion to "entangling alliances" and committed itself to Europe's defense. Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower came out of retirement to serve as NATO's first military chief. As U.S. forces arrived to take up their stations, the alliance soon found its footing. In its heyday, NATO possessed formidable capabilities and real (if never fully tested) cohesion. Its safety ensured, Western Europe prospered and remained at peace.

Over time, the Soviet threat diminished and eventually disappeared. Since then, however, an alliance once regarded as the most successful in all of history has lost its way.

When the end of the Cold War left Russia temporarily weakened, the United States and its allies wasted no time in exploiting that weakness. NATO pressed eastward, incorporating into its ranks nations that had previously formed part of the Soviet empire and of the Soviet Union itself. American policymakers urged the alliance to expand its reach, abandoning its defensive posture to become an instrument of intervention. According to the conventional wisdom of the 1990s, NATO needed to go "out of area" or it would surely go "out of business."

This program of enlarging both NATO's territorial expanse and its ambitions has now reached an impasse. Through its military punishment of Georgia last year, Russia has signaled it will not tolerate further encroachments into what the Kremlin sees as its legitimate sphere of influence. Meanwhile, through its ineffective performance in Afghanistan -- NATO's most ambitious "out of area" contingency -- the alliance has revealed the extent to which its capabilities and its cohesion have eroded.

Present-day NATO is a shadow of what it once was. Calling it a successful alliance today is the equivalent of calling General Motors a successful car company -- it privileges nostalgia over self-awareness.

STRONG NATO ALLIANCE NO LONGER NEEDED – MISSION OF NATO WAS ONLY ABOUT SOVIET THREAT

NYT, '03 (Robert A. Levine, "NATO is irrelevant : A bureaucracy whose time has passed", 5/24/03,  http://www.nytimes.com/2003/05/24/opinion/24iht-edlevine_ed3_.html // GH_AS)

At the start of the Cold War, the standard short answer to the question "Why NATO?" was: "To keep the Russians out, the Americans in and the Germans down." By 1990, any danger of a third recurrence of German aggression was long since past and the collapse of the Warsaw Pact made the Russian threat to Europe equally obsolete. The need to keep the Americans in, however, provided an unquestioned rationale for preserving the alliance.  This seemed confirmed by the 1990 Iraqi attack on Kuwait. Not every member of NATO participated in the American-led response, nor did the organization itself take a stand on this "out-of-area" crisis, but Britain, France and Italy joined the response, and the other members supported it. Previous NATO planning and training helped.  The Balkan crises of the 1990s imposed harder tests, most of which NATO failed. Serbia mounted a harsh war to prevent Croatian secession from Yugoslavia. France favored the Serbs, Germany the Croats, America stood aside, and so did NATO. When the Serbs and Croats fought each other in Bosnia, while both tried to ethnically cleanse Muslims from most of the region, several NATO members provided the United Nations with small numbers of troops quite insufficient to prevent the brutal humanitarian crises they were to guard against.  The Clinton administration initially stood aside from what it considered a European affair, but when the European Union proved itself inadequate to do anything, President Bill Clinton eventually reversed himself and under U.S. captaincy NATO came to the rescue and the situation was ultimately stabilized. By the time of the third crisis, in Kosovo, the United States was willing to lead NATO into the conflict and the alliance conquered. In each case, the United States led, however reluctantly, and NATO followed.  The Bush doctrine of preemption has changed the United States from a reluctant filler of vacuums into an active wager of wars. But with key members dissenting, NATO is no longer participating, nor will it in the future. Since the end of the Cold War, NATO theorists and enthusiasts have called for a new mission, uniting Western powers to right wrongs wherever in the world they occur; for better or worse the organization has been moving in the opposite direction for a decade.  So, Why NATO now? The most frequent response is: To keep the United States committed to European security. But that raises three further questions:  1. Who is threatening European security? With the Soviet Union gone and Russia quite possibly to become a member of NATO, it is difficult to say. Europe has problems, perhaps including defense problems, but not on a level that in any way threatens continental security or is likely to in the near future.  2. Europe is as large and rich as the United States, so why doesn't it care for its own security? The summary answer is that, perceiving no real threats to their security, European states decline to make the necessary sacrifices of resources and sovereignty.  3. Then why should the United States act as mother hen? One reply is that, since Europeans refuse to become powerful, the only superpower has the obligation to right the wrongs, as the United States did in Yugoslavia, declined to do in Africa, and says it has done in Iraq. But that doesn't necessarily imply a role for NATO.  To the evanescent need for American commitment to European security has more recently been added the U.S. need for cooperation against terrorism. But that is a common goal of NATO members, to which the organization itself contributes little. France and Germany cooperate not because of the alliance, but because they too fear and have experienced terrorism.  NATO has become irrelevant, both to the Bush administration, which wants support, and to those Americans who fear unbridled U.S. strength and would like to see real power in opposition to the administration. 

nato bad – ineffective

NO POSSIBILITY OF YOUR IMPACTS – EXPANSION OF NATO MAKES CONSENSUS BUILDING TOO LENGTHY- DOOMS EFFECTIVENESS

REUTERS 2004
(March 31, http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/world/archives/2004/03/31/2003108563, New allies shift NATO to Russia's borders) mahnvee
Despite fears the enlargement could hamper timely deployments because of NATO's need for consensus on military action, Bush said he also supported the ambitions of Albania, Croatia and Macedonia to one day join the alliance. "The door to NATO will remain open," he added. 

Bush's appeal for unity follows the deadly Madrid train bombings on March 11. Spain's new leader has pledged to pull his country's 1,300 troops out of Iraq unless the UN is given much greater control there by the end of June.

The new members exulted in joining an organization which ensures military protection to the 26 nations.

"Today, it is a really fantastic day for Slovakia.... I consider this a very big success," Foreign Minister Eduard Kukan told reporters.

Forty percent of NATO will now be former communist states, and Washington has welcomed them as a counterweight to the "old Europe" of France and Germany, who opposed the Iraq war.

A Russian parliamentary deputy dismissed the Washington ceremony as a "show."

Konstantin Kosachev, representative of a Russian parliamentary committee on international affairs, said a NATO plan to patrol Baltic airspace was an "unfriendly" move. Estonia and Latvia border Russia, while Lithuania has a frontier with Moscow's Kaliningrad enclave.

"It can not be ruled out that Russia ought to look at the possibility of taking corresponding measures," he said.

Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman Alexander Yakovenko said, "The main thing that could improve the state of European security is a fundamental change in the very nature of NATO ... including a joint fight against new and real threats and challenges."

Monday's expansion has brought NATO nearer to the Balkans, the south Caucasus, the Middle East and Central Asia, all potential breeding grounds for the West's post-Sept. 11 enemies: terrorism and the spread of weapons of mass destruction.

But the expansion could hinder NATO's ability to respond quickly to such threats because of its consensus decision-making. 
NATO NO LONGER RELEVANT TO GLOBAL SECURITY – INTERNAL POLITICS HAS DOOMED ITS EFFECTIVENESS
Feffer 2009 (John, co-director at the Institute for Policy Studies, “If Afghanistan is its test, NATO is failing,”10.1.9 http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KJ01Df02.html) connor
Celebrating its 60th birthday this year, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization is looking peaked and significantly worse for wear. Aggressive and ineffectual, the organization shows signs of premature senility. Despite the smiles and reassuring rhetoric at its annual summits, its internal politics have become fractious to the point of dysfunction. Perhaps like any sexagenarian in this age of health-care crises and economic malaise, the transatlantic alliance is simply anxious about its future. Frankly, it should be. The painful truth is that NATO may be suffering from a terminal illness. Its current mission in Afghanistan, the alliance's most significant and far-flung muscle-flexing to date, might be its last. Afghanistan has been the graveyard of many an imperial power from the ancient Macedonians to the Soviets. It now seems to be eyeing its next victim. For NATO, this year should have been a celebration, not a dirge. After suffering a trans-Atlantic rift of epic proportions during the Bush years, the alliance thrilled to the election of Barack Obama and his politics of conciliation. The new American administration swore it would shift troops from Iraq to Afghanistan to give NATO more of what it wanted to fight "the right war". United States Vice President Joe Biden and Secretary of StateHillary Clinton both promised to push the "reset button" on US-Russian relations, potentially removing one of the greatest obstacles to NATO's health and well-being. And in a final flourish for the alliance's diamond jubilee, France agreed to return to the fold, reintegrating into NATO after 43 years of standoffishness. But hold those celebrations. Afghanistan has an uncanny ability to spoil anybody's best-laid plans. At the April 2009 NATO summit in Strasbourg, Obama failed to get the troop reinforcements he wanted from his European allies. The NATO powers, in any case, have attached so many strings and caveats to the troops they are supplying - Germany has kept its soldiers away from the conflict-ridden south, most contingents have complex rules limiting combat operations, Canada will be pulling out in 2011 - that NATO's mission resembles Gulliver tied down by the Lilliputians. The real nail in NATO's coffin, however, has been its stunning lack of success on the ground. The Taliban have, in fact, not only increased their hold over large parts of southern Afghanistan, but spread north as well. Most embarrassingly for NATO, a recent surge of alliance troops seems only to have made the Taliban stronger. Nearly eight years of alternating destruction (air bombardment, over 100,000 troops on the ground) and reconstruction (US$38 billion in economic assistance appropriated by the US Congress since 2001) have all come up desperately short. A new counter-insurgency campaign doesn't look any more promising. What was once billed as the most powerful military alliance in history has been thwarted by an irregular set of militias and guerrilla groups without the backing of a major power in one of the poorest countries on Earth. Worse yet, the Afghan operation has become a serious political liability for many NATO members. European politicians fear the kind of electoral backlash that in some measure ousted Britain's prime minister Tony Blair and Spain's prime minister Jose Maria Aznar when the Iraq War went south. Despite enthusiasm for President Obama, European public opinion is, by increasingly large margins, in favor of reducing or withdrawing troops from Afghanistan (55% of West Europeans and 69% of East Europeans according to a recent German Marshall Fund poll). Mounting combat fatalities, a rising civilian casualty count, and devastating snafus like the recent bombing of two fuel trucks stolen by the Taliban in Kunduz province that killed many civilians have only strengthened anti-war feeling. Meanwhile, in the United States, both elite and public opinion is turning against the war. With the American economy still reeling from recession, Obama faces a guns-versus-butter dilemma that threatens to wreck his domestic agenda as surely as the Vietnam War deep-sixed former president Lyndon B Johnson's Great Society reforms of the 1960s. No surprise then that the presidentis ambivalent about following his top general's request to send yet more US troops to fight in what the press now calls "Obama's War". Not so long ago, pundits were calling for a global NATO that would expand its power and membership to include US partners in Asia and elsewhere. This hubris has given way to despair and discord. Although the United States still holds out hope for a NATO that focuses on global threats like terrorism and nuclear proliferation, other alliance members would prefer to refocus on the traditional mission of defending Europe. Add in disagreements between theUnited States and its allies over how to approach the Afghan situation and NATO begins to look more like a rugby scrum than amilitary alliance. NATO officials are now scrambling to sort things out, in part by calling the allies together to debate a new Afghan strategy before the year ends. Meanwhile, NATO's secretary general Anders Fogh Rasmussen is preparing a new "strategic concept" that would recode the organization's operating system for the next summit in Lisbon in 2010. It might be too little, too late. Some US officials are fed up with what they consider European dilly-dallying about Afghanistan. "We have been very much disappointed by the performance of many if not most of our allies," Robert E Hunter, the US ambassador to NATO during the Bill Clinton administration, recently said in testimony before the US Congress. "Indeed, there are elements within the US government that are beginning to wonder about the continued value of the NATO alliance." 
Europeans, they are building up their own independent military capabilities - and will continue to do so whether or not NATO gets its act together. The question is: will the Afghan War eventually push the United States and Europe toward an amicable divorce? If so, the military campaign that was to give NATO a new lease on life and turn it into a global military force will have proven to be its ultimate undoing. 


nato bad – not key to us/european relations
NATO NO LONGER KEY VEHICLE FOR US/EUROPEAN RELATIONS

Moss '02 [Kenneth B. Moss, associate dean for academic programs in the National Defense University's Industrial College of the Armed Force, 4/25/2002, "Beyond NATO: The U.S.-European Relationship", pg. online @ http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/mediterranean_quarterly/v013/13.4moss.html// gh-bprp]

It is time for the United States to look beyond the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in its search for a framework for U.S.-European relations. The NATO alliance still has a part in transatlantic relations, but that role will diminish in the future. Furthermore, attempts to retain NATO as the keystone of the relationship will complicate relations more than sustain them. Verdicts that NATO is dead, however, are premature. Members on NATO's periphery, such as Turkey and Norway, and new and aspiring members place much stock in it for particular security concerns or political prestige, the alliance retains a role in the Balkans, and a majority in Congress continues to regard the alliance as a key component of national security policy, even while criticizing the allies for not spending enough on defense. Nevertheless, basic questions about the role of the alliance truly exist, so the solution is not to bury the alliance prematurely at a requiem summit but to place it in a more realistic position in the transatlantic relationship and then decide on its fate based on subsequent requirements. For over half a century we have focused so much on NATO that we have failed to think about what should follow. The United States needs both a policy and official representation that treats Europe as a whole—because that is the course Europe is set on, in spite of the resistance of the European Right. Most of the European public [End Page 49] definitely sees its future as dependent much more on the European Union than on NATO. The EU is in the driver's seat; but to most Europeans NATO is a mere passenger. Of course, bilateral relations with major member states will remain important for the United States, as the EU will not consume all national identity. To deal with the increasingly complex U.S.-European agenda and all the moving parts of twenty-first-century Europe, the United States should create an ambassadorship to Europe, which will act as a representative to Europe and coordinator between Washington and Europe as well as among the many U.S. embassies and other missions, such as NATO or the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). For over fifty years the United States has kept NATO paramount in its dealings with Europe. Trade disputes, bilateral disagreements, and so forth were managed in ways to minimize damage to the alliance. NATO was the means by which all members would respond to a Soviet threat. Now, NATO's strongest U.S. supporters want to move it in the direction of becoming an institution to address issues beyond Europe. The problem with a NATO-focused policy is twofold. First, more of the decisive issues in the transatlantic agenda fall outside of the scope or responsibilities of NATO than in it. The alliance simply is not equipped to handle them, and to try to do so would arguably dilute any remaining effectiveness. Second, a European identity is emerging that the United States is reluctant to acknowledge. It is an identity as much aware of differences in values and perspectives with the United States as with similarities, and it is becoming more willing to challenge U.S. leadership. The United States and Europe are diverging in terms of how to define their fundamental international interests as well as what mechanisms will advance them

nato bad – terror

NATO NOT KEY TO THE WoT- THEY DON’T HAVE A LARGE ROLE

De Nevers 7 (Renee , 2007, International Security, “Nato’s international security role in the terrorist era”, pg. 57-58 TBC 6/21/10) denno
What role does NATO play in combating terror? NATO’s missions have expanded dramatically since the end of the Cold War, and most of the United States’ closest allies are members of the alliance. Nevertheless, NATO plays, at best, a supportive role in U.S. efforts to combat terrorism. The alliance contributes to preventive and defensive missions to address the threat of terrorism, and its consequence management plans aim to respond to terrorist attacks and to mitigate their effects. But many of the essential activities of the fight against terrorism occur outside NATO, through bilateral cooperation or loose coalitions of the willing. Three factors help to explain NATO’s minor role in combating terrorism: shifts in alignments and threat perceptions caused by systemic changes, the alliance’s limited military capabilities, and the nature of the fight against terror itself. Over time the consequences of NATO’s limited role could be severe. If NATO’s strongest members do not seek to address their core security threats within the alliance, NATO may have difficulty sustaining its military value.
NATO IS NOT READY TO FIGHT TERRORISM – LACKS STRUCTURE FOR EFFECTIVE RESPONSE

Deni '04 [John Deni, paper presentated at the annual meeting of the international studies association, 3/17/2004, pg. online @ http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/3/7/2/p73727_index.html// gh-bprp]
Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) stood steadfast with the United States in the wake of the September 11 terrorist attacks. On 12 September 2001, less than 24 hours after the terrorist attacks against the United States, the alliance invoked Article 5 of the Washington Treaty for the first time in its history. Since then, NATO has taken a variety of steps to engage more fully in the global war on terrorism, including a declaration that tacking terrorism was NATO's new mission. On a more concrete level, alliance members adopted a package of measures during the Prague Summit in November 2002 that are designed to strengthen NATO's preparedness and ability to take on the challenges associated with terrorism. But beyond the rhetoric and posturing, is the alliance really ready—in terms of having the appropriate command and force structure—to tackle this new threat? If the last major alliance effort to address a change in the threat environment is any indicator, NATO may not be ready to decisively face down terrorism for quite some time. In the 1991 Strategic Concept, NATO recognized the significant changes in the threat environment brought about by the end of the Cold War. New threats, ethnic and religious strife chief among them, were noted by the alliance in public documents and pronouncements. Accordingly, the alliance recognized that new command and force structures would be necessary to meet the new threats. Nevertheless, it took the alliance another 12 years before it had those command and force structures—centered on NATO Rapid Deployment Corps (NRDCs)—in place to deal with new post-Cold War security challenges. Why did this change in command and force structures take so long after the alliance recognized the changed security environment? My paper will argue that although external threat factors initiate reviews of NATO doctrine and force structure, the outcomes of those reviews are delayed and decisively shaped by organizational behavior and bureaucratic politics factors. By extending this model to the current focus on the terrorism—arguably as great a watershed in the threat environment as the end of the Cold War—the clearest implication is that NATO may not be prepared to respond to this new security challenge in the short run because it may lack appropriate processes, structures, and forces even though it recognizes the inadequacy of its existing security tools. Extending the model further, the paper will argue that NATO is likely to stumble through the short term, employing ad hoc or stopgap tactics and solutions as was seen in the alliance's response to Balkans crises in the 1990s. Like state actors in the international environment, NATO seems ready and able to fight the last war, but not necessarily the next one. The paper will argue that if NATO wishes to remain relevant to security in the twenty-first century and provide for European security—particularly in the war on terrorism—it will have to develop more effective means for evolving its doctrine and its force structure.
NATO BAD – TERROR
US COULD PREVENT TERRORIST THREATS MORE EFFECTIVELY WITHOUT NATO – SEVERAL REASONS

De Nevers 7 (Renee , 2007, International Security, “Nato’s international security role in the terrorist era”, pg. 57-58 TBC 6/21/10) denno

Second, the United States and its European allies have diverging views about the role of military intelligence. From the U.S. perspective, military intelligence [End Page 42] is an increasingly important component on the battlefield. The Department of Defense emphasizes that military intelligence is no longer just a staff function, but rather a war-fighting function that soldiers on the battlefield will be actively engaged in at all times. In addition, as part of its broader interest in network-centric warfare, the Defense Department is pushing to establish a fully "networked battlespace," with the goal of "information dominance" in any conflict.30 NATO's European members do not place the same degree of emphasis on real-time military intelligence.

Third, the capabilities gap that has presented a chronic problem for NATO is increasing in the intelligence area, which suggests growing problems for interoperability. Already in the 1990s, the U.S. military had to maintain "legacy" communications systems to enable it to operate with other NATO members, and allied forces depended heavily on U.S. communications and intelligence during the 1999 Kosovo bombing campaign.31 One reason the United States rejected some European offers of military assistance in its intervention in Afghanistan in 2001 was the difficulties presented by different levels of technological sophistication. The United States spends far more on research and development than its allies; the Defense Department's budget request for research and development for FY 2007 is $57.9 billion. In contrast, the entire defense budget for the United Kingdom, NATO's next largest spender, was $50.2 billion in FY 2006.32 The United States also has a more robust domestic high-technology industry than does any of its European allies.

To be sure, alliance members agree on the need for improvements in intelligence capabilities and interoperability. NATO adopted an initiative on developing new capabilities, particularly in areas such as intelligence and surveillance, in November 2002. In addition, some alliance members are working to improve their information warfare capabilities.33 That better intelligence [End Page 43] capabilities continue to be problematic is evident in repeated references to the need for improved intelligence sharing both among national agencies and internationally.34

NATO AND US HAVE DIFFERENT TERRORIST OBJECTIVES – COOPERATION WILL REDUCE EFFECTIVENESS

Gordon '02 [Philip H. Gordon, Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, Summer 2002, "NATO and the War on Terrorism: A Changing Alliance", pg. online @ http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2002/summer_globalgovernance_gordon.aspx?p=1// gh-bprp]

Less than 24 hours after the September 11 terrorist attacks on the United States, America's allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization came together to invoke the alliance's Article 5 defense guarantee—this "attack on one" was to be considered an "attack on all." When it came time to implement that guarantee, however, in the form of the American-led military campaign in Afghanistan, NATO remained on the sidelines—by U.S. choice. The Americans decided not to ask for a NATO operation for both military and political reasons—only the United States had the right sort of equipment to project military forces halfway around the world, and Washington did not want political interference from 18 allies in the campaign. In light of these decisions, some observers have begun to wonder whether NATO has any enduring role at all. And there are, in fact, serious reasons for concern about the future of the alliance if leaders on both sides of the Atlantic do not take the steps necessary to adapt it to changing circumstances. The Afghanistan campaign revealed large gaps between the war-fighting capabilities of the United States and its allies and reinforced the perception in some quarters in Washington that it is easier to conduct operations alone than with allies who have little to offer militarily and who might hamper efficient decisionmaking. Moreover, the U.S. decision to increase its defense budget by some $48 billion for 2003—an increase larger than any single European country's entire defense budget—will only make this capabilities gap worse. To the extent that the war on terrorism leads the United States to undertake military operations in other distant theaters, and to the extent that the Europeans are unwilling or unable to come along, NATO's centrality will be further diminished.
nato bad – terror

NATO NOT KEY TO THE WoT- THEY DON’T HAVE A LARGE ROLE

De Nevers 7 (Renee , 2007, International Security, “Nato’s international security role in the terrorist era”, pg. 57-58 TBC 6/21/10) denno

What role does NATO play in combating terror? NATO’s missions have expanded dramatically since the end of the Cold War, and most of the United States’ closest allies are members of the alliance. Nevertheless, NATO plays, at best, a supportive role in U.S. efforts to combat terrorism. The alliance contributes to preventive and defensive missions to address the threat of terrorism, and its consequence management plans aim to respond to terrorist attacks and to mitigate their effects. But many of the essential activities of the fight against terrorism occur outside NATO, through bilateral cooperation or loose coalitions of the willing. Three factors help to explain NATO’s minor role in combating terrorism: shifts in alignments and threat perceptions caused by systemic changes, the alliance’s limited military capabilities, and the nature of the fight against terror itself. Over time the consequences of NATO’s limited role could be severe. If NATO’s strongest members do not seek to address their core security threats within the alliance, NATO may have difficulty sustaining its military value.
nato bad – us hegemony

STRONG NATO ALLIANCE HURTS  US LEADERSHIP – EUROPE AND US HAVE DIFFERENT VISIONS FOR US ROLE IN THE WORLD
Merry 2003 [E. Wayne, former state department, Therapy’s End: Thinking Beyond NATO, The National Interest, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_74/ai_112411717/pg_7/?tag=content;col1// gh-bprp]

The present disproportionate concentration of power in a single political entity was not the plan or expectation of the United States. When the Cold War ended, Washington (with a few dissenting voices) anticipated that a multipolar "new world order" would unfold, with the United States as its leading power and significant power centers in Europe, Russia, China and Japan. The emergence of the United States as "hyperpower" was in part the product of a decade-long economic boom that allowed Washington to fund an increasingly sophisticated military with a declining share of national income--although the U.S. military shrank substantially from its Cold War norm. More important by far in the formation of a unipolar world were the protracted collapse of Russia, the long-term stagnation of the Japanese economy, the slow transformation of China's economic success into diplomatic activity, and--above all--Europe's extended "peace dividend" combined with its refusal to assume a role in the world commensurate with its prosperity. Thus, the United States did not conspire to unipolar status but attained it by default. If the world system is imbalanced today, and if Europeans feel unease at the scope of America's role, they have none but themselves to blame. It is also evident that Europe and America differ quite profoundly about the role of armed force in international affairs and, more fundamentally, about the role of the United States. A senior German diplomat in Washington says he tries to explain to visitors from home that Americans still believe that fighting for freedom, even for the freedom of someone else, is a legitimate use of force. Europeans, on the other hand, regard war as an unalloyed evil, and the last time Germans were asked to fight for freedom was against Napoleon. America and Europe do share a common intellectual framework for jus ad bellum, but in justifying war we place different emphases and even different definitions on "just cause", "legitimate authority" and "proportionality." These differences are real and will remain. While personalities play a role in the transatlantic invective, it is naive to think that changing a few faces would alter the basic contradictions, because these are grounded in public opinion. My old neighbor Robert Kagan has written perceptively and provocatively about the differences, although he stopped short of drawing the logical policy conclusions: that the main instrument of the Cold War now inhibits rather than encourages transatlantic cooperation and should be eliminated.

Working through NATO hampers US military efforts—US loses freedom of action

Schmidt, senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the Department of State, 2007 [John, “Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11,” http://www.twq.com/07winter/docs/07winter_schmidt.pdf]  emma b

The situation is considerably more complicated with respect to major combat operations. Here, the question is not simply whether the NRF will become a viable expeditionary force or even whether the United States is prepared to ferry European allies to the battlefield. The real question is whether the United States would choose to fight a major conflict on the scale of an Afghanistan or an Iraq under a NATO flag. Recent history suggests not. The Serbian bombing campaign demonstrated the problems of political micromanagement and alliance bickering inherent in working in a NATO context. It is no accident that, in preparing for Operation Enduring Freedom, the United States did not give any thought to acting through NATO, despite the fact that the alliance had just invoked the Article 5 mutual defense clause for the first time in its history. The United States is able to exercise much more control and freedom of action over major combat operations by working through coalitions of the willing than within the heavily bureaucratized NATO alliance structure.
nato bad – regional conflicts

STRONG NATO ALLIANCE FUELS REGIONAL INSTABILITY  - INCREASE US/NATO RELATIONS LEADS TO WAR IN THE CAUCUSES

Walberg, Contributor to the Centre for Research on Globalization, 10 [Eric, “US-NATO versus Russia”, Mar. 2010, Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=18019]  denno

Key to all further developments throughout the region is the role of the US and NATO. Until recently, it looked like NATO would succeed in expanding into Ukraine and Georgia. It is also eager to have Azerbaijan and Armenia join. Not surprisingly, these moves are seen as hostile by Russia. If the unlikely happens, this would mean the US has important influence in all the conflicts in the Caucasus. But would pushing Armenia and Azerbaijan, two warring nations, into the fold help resolve their intractable differences? Though both have sent a few troops to Afghanistan, the very idea of warring nations joining the military bloc is nonsense, and noises about it can only be interpreted as attempts to curry favour with the world's superpower. Azerbaijan has much-covetted Caspian Sea oil and gas, but Armenia is Christian and Azerbaijan Muslim, and Armenia has a strong US domestic lobby which will not go quietly into the night. Any move by Washington to meddle in the dispute without close coordination with Moscow is fraught with danger for all concerned -- except, of course, the US. As an ally to both countries, and with important historical and cultural traditions, Russia remains the main actor in the search for a solution. Including Turkey in negotiations can only improve the chances of finding a regional solution which is acceptable to both sides. Such a solution requires demilitarising the conflict, hardly something NATO is expert at. As both countries improve their economies, and as long as ongoing tensions do not erupt into military conflict, they can -- must -- move towards a realistic resolution that takes the concerns of both sides into consideration.
nato bad – russian aggression
STRONG NATO LEADS TO INCREASED RUSSIAN AGGRESSION – NUCLEAR LASH-OUT
The Examiner 10 [John Signorello, Staff Writer, “US,NATO, Russia disconnect getting surreal”, Feb 2010., http://www.examiner.com/x-36464-NY-Military-Headlines-Examiner~y2010m2d10-US-NATO-Russia-disconnect-getting-surreal?cid=channel-rss-News]  denno

Russian news agency Ria Novostireported on Febrary 5, 2010 that Russian President Dmitry Medvedev had approved a new military doctrine which includes the option of using nuclear strikes against potential aggressors.

Ria Novosti said the revised military doctrine was prompted by threats and challenges facing Russia, most related to NATO and the United States.

Those threats include:

 • Attempts to expand NATO military infrastructure closer to Russian borders

 • Deployment (or expansion) of foreign military contingents on territories neighboring Russia or its allies 

• Development and deployment of missile defense systems which undermine global stability and disrupt the strategic balance of power,

• Militarization of space and deployment of non-nuclear precision strategic weapons

• Territorial claims against Russia and its allies

• The use of military force on territories neighboring Russia in violation of the UN Charter and other norms of international law

According to Ria Novosti, under the revised military policy:

• Russia retains the right to use nuclear weapons in response to an attack against it or its allies with nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, or in response to an aggression with the use of conventional weapons

• Russia may use precision weapons systems for deterrence

nato bad – us security
NATO expansion threatens US security—involves America in new conflicts

Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 2002 [Doug, “NATO Expansion Hurts U.S. Security,” 6-3, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3493]  emma

For four decades NATO was the quintessential anti-Soviet alliance. When the Berlin Wall fell, the Warsaw Pact dissolved, and the Soviet Union collapsed, NATO lost its raison d'etre. For the last decade NATO officials, demonstrating that there is no such thing as a temporary government program, have been attempting to develop alternative missions for the alliance.  Their original suggestions were comical--protect the environment, combat drug abuse, promote student exchanges. All that was missing was an initiative to turn tanks into bookmobiles. NATO advocates finally settled on using the organization for international social engineering. The alliance would sort out civil wars in the Balkans, badger former communist states to elect politicians favored by the West, and be the primary Western seal of approval. Thus, the alliance is now serving European, not American, objectives.  Not that Europe needs a U.S. handout. The continent has both an economy and population larger than America's. Yet Europe remains a military dwarf by its own choice.  EU members spend little more than half of what America devotes to defense. U.S. President George W. Bush has proposed a greater increase in military outlays for next year, $48 billion, than any other NATO member currently spends in total on defense.  True, the Europeans continue to talk about creating a 60,000-member rapid deployment force. Half of them have begun reversing a severe slide in defense outlays.  But there is nothing in past European behavior, even during the midst of the Cold War when the Soviet Red Army could theoretically have marched across the continent, to suggest that they will follow through. Because of America they don't have to. Moreover, they prefer to maintain their bloated welfare states. Financial Times columnist Gerard Baker is refreshingly honest: extra military spending "would surely jeopardize other, more pressing budget priorities."  Anyway, more money would not be enough. The Europeans' entire forces must be reconfigured. Their current combat capability runs barely 10 to 15 percent of America's. But why should they change? And why should the United States care if they do?  NATO is irrelevant without an enemy. There is nothing against which to defend.  Some analysts made much of the fact that last September NATO invoked Article 5 for the first time in its history, formally declaring the attack on the U.S. to be an attack on all.  Bush proclaimed that to be "an expression of European solidarity none of us will forget."  Alas, expressions of solidarity combined with 50 cents will still only buy a cup of coffee. Some serious military aid might come from Britain and Turkey, but both can be obtained outside of NATO.  The Europeans would do far more for the U.S. by simply garrisoning their own continent, instead of expecting the U.S. to maintain 100,000 troops to protect populous, prosperous industrialized states, as well as another 11,400 to enforce order in the Balkans, a region of no strategic interest to America.  For the latter the Europeans don't need a more effective force; their existing conscript militaries would do just fine. In short, Europe currently is a security black hole, consuming U.S. defense resources while providing few assets in return. Yet the alliance is considering including up to 10 nations, including Slovenia and Slovakia and the three Baltic states on Russia's border. Bulgaria and Romania make some lists. Ukraine says it wants in.  Expanding NATO will offer no benefits to America. Rather, doing so would extend U.S. security guarantees to peripheral regions without augmenting Western military power. And there should be no doubt that it would be Washington that would be expected to resolve any new security problem. The membership might be in NATO, but the security guarantee is American.  On his recent trip President George W. Bush said that NATO should "not calculate how little we can get away with, but how much we can do to advance the cause of freedom." For the Europeans it always means calculating how little they can do. Washington should abandon any pretense of reinvigorating NATO. Instead, the U.S. should phase out its forces in Europe, starting with those in the Balkans.  The Europeans are well able to defend against any likely threats in the future. Turning NATO into a European-organized and European-led alliance would allow the U.S. to focus on genuine threats to its own security. 

