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*1NC SHELL*
1NC Shell (1/2)
TEXT: 
The United States Federal Government will engage prior, genuine, and binding consultation with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization defense planning committee over ___(plan)____.  The United States will advocate ___(the plan)___ during the consultative process and will adopt the result of the consultation.  We’ll clarify.

Observation one: Competition

1. Not topical: The CP violates the term “resolved” which implies a definite course of action.  The CP tests the definitive and immediate nature of the plan.  Any permutation makes the plan conditional and severs the definite and immediate nature of the plane text.  This is a voting issue.

2. The CP tests the unilateral nature of the plan. It checks any extra topical affirmative plan plans and increases educational discussion.

Observation two: Solvency

1. The CP solves 100% of case – the end result of consultation solves all the 1AC.

NATO supports the U.S. and will back its decisions

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

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

Kohn 08 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina (Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html) CS

The problem here is not the ordinary friction between the military and its political bosses. That is understandable and, to a degree, typical and functional; the two sides come from different worlds, with different perspectives and different requirements. No decision in war, no military policy proposed to or considered by the Congress, no military operation—nothing in the military realm—occurs that does not derive in some way from the relationship between civilians, to whom the U.S. Constitution assigns responsibility for national defense, and the military leadership, which manages, administers, and leads the armed forces. When the relationship works—when there is candor, argument, and mutual respect—the result aligns national interest and political purpose with military strategy, operations, and tactics. The collaboration between Franklin Roosevelt, his secretaries of war and navy, and the heads of the two armed services is considered the model in this regard. Each side kept the other mostly informed; the military were present at all the major allied conferences; Army Chief of Staff George C. Marshall spoke candidly with the president and consulted daily with Secretary of War Henry Stimson. When the relationship does not work—when the two sides don’t confer, don’t listen, don’t compromise—the decisions and policies that follow serve neither the national interest nor conform to the bitter realities of war. The distrust, manipulation, and absence of candor that colored relations between President Lyndon Johnson, Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, and his senior military advisors offers a case in point; to this day Robert Strange McNamara arouses hatred and contempt among military officers who were not even born when he ruled the Pentagon.
1NC Shell (2/2)

Observation three: Net Benefit

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

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

2. Collapse of the alliance => NW

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

Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons--and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally. SUSTAINING ALLIANCE CREDIBILITY THE DISPERSAL of global power and the expanding mass political unrest make for a combustible mixture. In this dangerous setting, the first order of business for NATO members is to define together, and then to pursue together, a politically acceptable outcome to its out-of-region military engagement in Afghanistan. The United States' NATO allies invoked Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty in deciding to join the campaign to deprive al Qaeda of its safe haven in Afghanistan. The alliance made that commitment on its own and not under U.S. pressure. It must accordingly be pursued on a genuinely shared military and economic basis, without caveats regarding military participation or evasions regarding badly needed financial assistance for Afghanistan and Pakistan. The commitment of troops and money cannot be overwhelmingly a U.S. responsibility.

*2NC CP EXTENSIONS*
Solvency: Consultation key to policy legimitacy

Consultation key to policy legitimacy

Trainor, 91 - Permanent Military Professor of Leadership at the United States Naval Academy (April 1991, Stephen C., “A New NATO,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA240508) DW

Roger Hill describes consultation as a "situation in which persons are conferring or conversing in order to impart information, exchange views, obtain reactions, or decide something." This idea of consultation is set apart from negotiation even further, in that there is an assumption of common interests over a certain range of subjects; a common purpose: and common ultimate goals. This notion of interests, purpose, and goals and the very action of consultation is closely related to the model presented by Stephen Krasner in his study of regimes. One can assume that a failure to consult, while not being liable to any official enforcement or punishment, will likely result in the decision or action in question to be severely criticized or disregarded, in principle, by the remainder of the alliance. That is, unless, the outcome of the unilateral decision is generally favorable and it is apparent that prior consultation would have been prejudicial to successful action."

Genuine consultation key to affirming US policies

Gordon, 03 Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, (Philip H., 4/10/2003, Brookings, Foreign Policy, “Give NATO a role in Post-War Iraq,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2003/0410iraq_gordon.aspx TH) 

Finally, involving NATO in post-war Iraq's security arrangements would be a vital step toward giving our European allies—including Russia—a stake in the successful reconstruction of Iraq. One of the most negative consequences of having to fight this war without support from France, Germany, Russia and most of European public opinion was that those countries and many individuals overseas now see the creation of a democratic, stable and prosperous Iraq as our project, not theirs. Although they would never say so, they even have an almost subconscious stake in our failure, if only to prove the merit of their opposition to the war To reverse that destructive dynamic, the United States has a strong interest in involving as many European allies as possible in the effort to make a new Iraq; a collective NATO commitment to that goal would be an important first step.

NATO is best for post-war Iraq clean up do to its massive force and budget. Having NATO intervene solidifies trust in American decisions.

Gordon, 03 Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, (Philip H., 4/10/2003, Brookings, Foreign Policy, “Give NATO a role in Post-War Iraq,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2003/0410iraq_gordon.aspxTH)

Involving NATO in post-war Iraq would also help to legitimize the reconstruction process in the eyes of many around the world—making a UN mandate more likely and clearing the way for EU reconstruction funds. Having launched the war without explicit UN authority and against the will of much of world opinion, there is already much skepticism about American motives and little trust that Washington will take any but its own interests into account. Putting the Pentagon in sole charge of maintaining security, hunting weapons of mass destruction, and reconstituting an Iraqi army would only heighten that global skepticism, no matter how much confidence Americans might have in their own judgment or fairness. Putting the UN directly in charge of security in Iraq might be reassuring around the world, but as it showed in the Balkans, the UN is ill-prepared to play an effective security role in a potentially hostile environment. Giving a role to NATO—some of whose members have recently proven their willingness to stand up to Washington—would prove that Iraq was not a mere American protectorate, while still giving us confidence that security would be ensured. 

Solvency: NATO says yes

NATO has continued support for US military policies after discussion at summit

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

NATO will cooperate with the U.S. national agenda when consulted

David-West 09 - PhD candidate, University of Texas at Dallas (4/2/09 Fubara T., 67Annual National Conference of the Midwest Political Science Association, “U.S. Foreign Policy: Explaining the Multilateral and Unilateral Uses of Force”, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p362162_index.html MEF)

Another relevant finding from that study is that “disputes involving major—particularly   those pitting major powers against one another—have been much more likely to expand into   multiparty conflicts than disputes between minor powers,” (Gochman and Moaz 1984, 597).   In that case, the United States is also likely to get more opportunities for multilateral uses of force than smaller states. However, that has to be put in the context of a decreasing universe of multilateral opportunities and conditions, as the space for collaborative military-security efforts increases between the major powers. What NATO calls the “machinery of   cooperation,” or the institutional set-up that allows for close consultation amongst members, while also leaving room for sovereign decisions at the national level is one of the factors contributing to an expansive arena for collaboration.  
NATO will say yes – they <3 transatlantic relations 

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

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

NATO supports U.S. military policy

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

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

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

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

NATO supports War on Terrorism – Turkey proves

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

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

*2NC NET BENEFIT EXTENSIONS*
Uniq: Relations are shaky now

NATO allies feel abandoned by Obama’s foreign policies

The Prague Post, 9 (Prague Post staff, July 22, “Calling Washington”, lexis, AR)

An open letter to the Obama administration from leaders in Central and Eastern Europe We have written this letter because, as Central and East European (CEE) intellectuals and former policymakers, we care deeply about the future of the trans-Atlantic relationship as well as the future quality of relations between the United States and the countries of our region. We write in our personal capacity as individuals who are friends and allies of the United States as well as committed Europeans. Our nations are deeply indebted to the United States. Many of us know firsthand how important your support for our freedom and independence was during the dark Cold War years. U.S. engagement and support was essential for the success of our democratic transitions after the Iron Curtain fell 20 years ago. Without Washington's vision and leadership, it is doubtful that we would be in NATO and even the European Union today. We have worked to reciprocate and make this relationship a two-way street. We are Atlanticist voices within NATO and the EU. Our nations have been engaged alongside the United States in the Balkans, Iraq and, today, in Afghanistan. While our contribution may at times seem modest compared with your own, it is significant when measured as a percentage of our population and GDP. Having benefited from your support for liberal democracy and liberal values in the past, we have been among your strongest supporters when it comes to promoting democracy and human rights around the world. Twenty years after the end of the Cold War, however, we see that CEE countries are no longer at the heart of U.S. foreign policy. As the new Obama administration sets its foreign policy priorities, our region is one part of the world that Americans have largely stopped worrying about. Indeed, at times we have the impression that U.S. policy was so successful that many U.S. officials have now concluded that our region is fixed once and for all and that they could "check the box" and move on to other more pressing strategic issues. Relations have been so close that many on both sides assume that the region's trans-Atlantic orientation, as well as its stability and prosperity, would last forever. That view is premature. All is not well either in our region or in the trans-Atlantic relationship. Central and Eastern Europe is at a political crossroads, and today there is a growing sense of nervousness in the region. The global economic crisis is impacting our region and, as elsewhere, runs the risk that our societies will look inward and be less engaged with the outside world. At the same time, storm clouds are starting to gather on the foreign policy horizon. Like you, we await the results of the European Commission's investigation on the origins of the Russo-Georgian war. But the political impact of that war on the region has already been felt. Many countries were deeply disturbed to see the Atlantic alliance stand by as Russia violated the core principles of the Helsinki Final Act, the Charter of Paris and the territorial integrity of a country that was a member of NATO's Partnership for Peace and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council - all in the name of defending a sphere of influence on its borders. Despite the efforts and significant contribution of the new members, NATO today seems weaker than when we joined. In many of our countries, it is perceived as less and less relevant - and we feel it. Although we are full members, people question whether NATO would be willing and able to come to our defense in some future crises. Europe's dependence on Russian energy also creates concern about the cohesion of the alliance. Obama's remark at the recent NATO summit on the need to provide credible defense plans for all alliance members was welcome, but not sufficient to allay fears about the alliance's defense readiness. Our ability to continue to sustain public support at home for our contributions to alliance missions abroad also depends on us being able to show that our own security concerns are being addressed in NATO and close cooperation with the United States.

Obama is abandoning NATO in policies

BBC Monitoring Europe, 9 (August 6, “Slovak commentary examines problems, challenges facing new NATO chief”, lexis, AR) 

Certainly, no one questions the defence of their own territory as the basic priority for NATO. But where does this begin at a time when not only North Korea and Iran, but even a terrorist group, can create a nuclear threat? Rasmussen's "inauguration" contribution, with which he called for negotiations with the moderate wing of the Taleban, is debatable in itself. What divides the Alliance perhaps even more than Afghanistan is Russia's policy. One does not need to be former Secretary General Scheffer to see that "member countries are extremely divided on the issue of relations with Moscow". The recent letter from important former politicians of Eastern Europe to Obama, full of fears that the United States is "abandoning" our region, at least as a priority of its foreign policy, precisely describes the "split of NATO's personality" as well. The agreement that the Soviet Union presented a military threat has been replaced by an absolute disagreement on whether or not present-day, Putin's, Russia is a threat in terms of influence and civilization. It only remains to be seen that the 12th chief of NATO will not be its, ahem, liquidator - if not literally, then in the figurative sense of the word. 

Uniq: Relations are shaky now

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

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

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

Lack of solidarity in Afghanistan contributes to shaky relations now

McNamara, 09 – Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation (3/25/09, Sally, The Heritage Foundation, “NATO 60th Anniversary Summit: An Agenda for American Leadership,”  http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/03/NATO-60th-Anniversary-Summit-An-Agenda-for-American-Leadership) DW

At present, the majority of Continental European allies under-resource their commitments to Afghanistan and place national caveats on their deployments to keep them out of harm's way. This has effectively created a two-tiered alliance within NATO. Although many European nations are more inclined toward reconstruction and humanitarian missions for political reasons, alliance members must not be allowed to opt for one or the other exclusively. The unwillingness of Europe's major powers, such as Germany, Italy, and Spain, to sustain NATO's combat operations in Afghanistan is ripping the heart out of the alliance. These powers also cannot claim to have undertaken successful reconstruction efforts: Embedded Training Teams, Operational Mentoring and Liaison Teams, and Police Mentoring Teams are all understaffed. Key questions will need to be addressed about civilian operations and reconstruction missions that are essential to Afghanistan's long-term success; but these issues cannot be addressed without first shoring up the necessary support for NATO's military mission.

Uniq: Relations are shaky now

Iraq disagreements and conflicting worldviews have caused tension between once united allies

I&C, 06 (12/14/06, Issues & Controversies, "U.S.-European Relations," http://www.2facts.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/article/i0800700) DW

The U.S.-European alliance continues to be one of the cornerstones of each side's diplomatic policy. However, strains in the partnership have begun to show in recent years. The administration of U.S. President Bush (R) has come under heavy criticism from Europe for some of its recent moves, including pulling out of the Kyoto Protocol on global warming and the withdrawal from a treaty creating an International Criminal Court. In recent months, tensions between the allies have reached new heights. At the center of the dispute is Iraq. In 2002, the Bush administration began pushing for military action against Iraq, which it claimed was developing weapons of mass destruction. Bush has justified the initiative as a matter of national and global security, citing September 2001 terrorist attacks on the U.S. as a reason for greater vigilance. Despite intense diplomatic efforts, Bush failed to convince some skeptical European allies of the need for military action. However, on March 19, 2003, a U.S.-led coalition launched a military campaign against Iraq anyway. Although such nations as Britain, Spain and Italy have expressed support for the U.S., other European nations have voiced their objection to the U.S.-led war. Led by France and Germany, those nations have criticized the U.S. campaign as proof of its arrogance and recklessness. Their opposition has been buttressed by the public mood in Europe, which is overwhelmingly opposed to war. The disagreement over Iraq has pushed the U.S.-European alliance into its most precarious position in decades. "It is not an exaggeration to say that relations between the United States and Europe may be the worst they've been in nearly half a century," says Neal Conan, a commentator for National Public Radio. The rift has become the subject of much discussion, as observers speculate on whether its effects will be lasting. Although the dispute is ostensibly centered on Iraq, experts agree that larger differences between the U.S. and Europe are at the heart of the debate. "It is time to stop pretending that Europeans and Americans share a common view of the world, or even that they occupy the same world," writes Robert Kagan, author of Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order. The shared purpose that held the allies together during the Cold War, observers say, has now given way to diverging worldviews. In the eyes of Europeans, the U.S. war in Iraq is part of a dangerous policy of unilateralism that completely disregards international law. Many see the U.S. as a bully that is willing to ignore its allies to pursue its own interests. Much of the criticism of the U.S. has also taken the form of criticism of Bush, whom many Europeans view as an arrogant leader insensitive to international will. According to critics, U.S. hegemony needs to be counterbalanced by a strong Europe. Meanwhile, the U.S. has criticized its dissenting allies for refusing to go along with its plans on Iraq. Supporters of U.S. policy contend that Europe has retreated from its responsibility on the world stage. In the face of European inaction, defenders say, the U.S. is right to act on matters of global security, even without the sanction of its allies. They also argue that European accusations of U.S. arrogance are overblown, and reflect Europe's insecurity and jealousy as its influence on world events wanes. 

US-NATO relations are dwindling, NATO leaders suggest more communication

Dempsey 05 (Judy, New York Times, February 19, “EU and NATO vie to set trans-Atlantic agenda” http://www.nytimes.com/2005/02/18/world/europe/18iht-allies.html?scp=348&sq=vie&st=nyt, SJ)

On the face of it, the issue is about how NATO and the European Union can discuss sensitive security issues when some EU countries have not received security clearance from NATO to attend these meetings. In essence, however, diplomats say, it is about how the two organizations are vying with each other to set the agenda for the trans-Atlantic relationship. "There is now a competition between both organizations where member countries try to play off their interests either against the EU or NATO," said a senior NATO official who, like most officials interviewed for this article, requested anonymity. "The relationship between the EU and NATO is in flux because both are jockeying for influence on the international stage," he added. "As the EU moves slowly along the road toward doing more defense and security, it is seen as threatening to NATO. NATO knows it is no longer Washington's first port of call for its military missions. It is becoming a toolbox for the U.S." This sense of uncertainty inside NATO over its future as the collective security organization for Europe and the United States was reinforced at last week's security conference in Munich. There, the U.S. defense secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, said he would use "coalitions of the willing" - with or without NATO participation - depending on the operation. The comment disappointed some, particularly the newer members of the alliance. "NATO is just one of many options Washington will consider using," said a Polish diplomat. "It's as if the U.S. is downgrading us." Chancellor Gerhard Schröder of Germany added to this uncertainty when, in his speech at Munich, he declared that NATO was no longer the forum where trans-Atlantic issues could be debated and resolved. At the moment, for example, neither Iran nor China has been formally discussed at the ambassadorial level inside NATO, although Americans and Europeans have different strategies for confronting the foreign policy problems these two countries pose. The NATO secretary general, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, said in an interview that he wanted more political issues to be discussed at the highest level inside NATO. General James Jones, NATO's top commander, who is also head of U.S. forces in Europe, said it was unrealistic to think that NATO could not talk about any issue now that the 26-member alliance was operating increasingly "out of area" beyond its traditional base of Europe. "I think NATO has to talk about the big issues," Jones said in an interview. "We should talk about the big issues."

Uniq: US acting unilateral now

Obama is acting unilaterally now

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

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

US foreign policy continues to be seen as unilateral

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

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

Link: Genuine Consult Key to Alliance

Genuine consultation is key to relations

Sherwood-Randall, 5-Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations, Cfr and Senior Research Scholar, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University(2/18/05, Elizabeth, “Council on Foreign Relations Briefing,” Lexis)
First of all, I agree on the description of the content of consultations. The distinction for me is whether you go to inform or actually consult -- (chuckles) -- and I think the pattern of the last four years has been we inform you of our views, you're with us or against us. We're looking for real -- and I think the Europeans are looking for real -- listening and engagement. I mean, the tradition in the alliance, the alliance that worked for 50 years, was that we actually used the fora that we had built, both formal and informal mechanisms of dialogue, to reach agreement on the most contentious issues out of the limelight. And the whole purpose was that we would discuss and disagree, but not have a pissing match in public. And so the question is whether we can find some way to get back to a process in which we actually talk, listen and work out agreed positions on highly contentious issues. There I would look for, in response to your question, a couple of -- in a couple of areas, signals from the administration of a real willingness to take on European perspectives and develop U.S. policy with those perspectives in mind. And here I would suggest Iran because of the stake the Europeans have laid, especially there parties, three countries in Europe, to the process of dealing with Iranian proliferation. And there I think there can be some matching of a diplomatic process, led by the Europeans, with a threat to back it up with force by the United States. That is something that often is more effective than diplomacy alone, as we saw in the former Yugoslavia. The other area where I think the Americans are not fully aware of the passion of sentiment in Europe is with respect to arms sales to China. And I think that we are heading for a train wreck there if we don't figure out an agreed strategy for dealing with this, and it probably has something to do with the development of a new set of arms export control regulations that would govern sales to a region that could well become the next arms racing region of the world. And a really dangerous spiral could develop in Asia should we move down that path. And finally, back to what I said originally. I mean, I think looking for real content in making the relationship between the European Union and NATO a meaningful one, especially in terms of supporting European desires to develop defense capabilities that could be used independent of the United States. 

Unilateralism neglects multilateral institutions – Consultation needed for European support

Nye, 03 - is former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. He is author of Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics. (Joseph, 2003 “U.S. Power and Strategy After Iraq,” http://asr2.myweb.uga.edu/Fall%202004/Readings/US%20power%20and%20strategy%20after%20Iraq.pdf, SJ)
Proponents of the neoconservative strand in the new unilateralism are more attentive to some aspects of soft power. Their Wilsonian emphasis on democracy and human rights can help make U.S policies attractive to others when these values appear genuine and are pursued in a fair-minded way. The human rights abuses of Saddam’s regime have thus become a major post hoc legitimization of the war. Moreover, as indicated earlier, the Bush administration has made wise investments in American soft power by increasing development aid and offering assistance in the campaign against HIV/ AIDS. But although they share Woodrow Wilson’s desire to spread democracy, the neo-Wilsonians ignore his emphasis on institutions. In the absence of international institutions through which others can feel consulted and involved, the imperial imposition of values may neither attract others nor produce soft power. Both the neo-Wilsonian and the Jacksonian strands of the new unilateralism tend to prefer alliance a la carte and to treat international institutions as toolboxes into which U.S. policymakers can reach when convenient. But this approach neglects the ways in which institutions legitimize disproportionate American power. When others feel that they have been consulted, they are more likely to be helpful. For example, NATO members are doing much of the work of keeping the peace in the Balkans and in Afghanistan. NATO works through many committees to achieve the standardization and interoperability that allow coalitions of the willing to be more than ad hoc groupings. Without regular institutional consultation, the United States may find others increasingly reluctant to put tools into the toolbox. One day the box might even be bare. American-led coalitions will become less willing and shrink in size-witness the two gulf Wars.

Link: Genuine Consult Key to Alliance

True consultation destroys skepticism around American decision making.

Gordon, 03 Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, (Philip H., 4/10/2003, Brookings, Foreign Policy, “Give NATO a role in Post-War Iraq,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2003/0410iraq_gordon.aspx TH)


Finally, involving NATO in post-war Iraq's security arrangements would be a vital step toward giving our European allies—including Russia—a stake in the successful reconstruction of Iraq. One of the most negative consequences of having to fight this war without support from France, Germany, Russia and most of European public opinion was that those countries and many individuals overseas now see the creation of a democratic, stable and prosperous Iraq as our project, not theirs. Although they would never say so, they even have an almost subconscious stake in our failure, if only to prove the merit of their opposition to the war To reverse that destructive dynamic, the United States has a strong interest in involving as many European allies as possible in the effort to make a new Iraq; a collective NATO commitment to that goal would be an important first step.

When US drifts from NATO and avoids cooperation, the alliance and transatlantic community suffers

Kupchan 07 – (Charles, 2007, The Macedonian Foreign Policy Journal, “The Fourth Age. The Next Era in Transatlantic Relations”)
The Third era of transatlantic relations, like the two before it, has been brought to an end by geopolitical change. yet at this historical intersection, the Atlantic community has suffered a serious reversal, rather than an advance. The deterioration began well before the election of George W. Bush and the tragedies of September 11. The reasons are no surprise. The strategic priorities of America and Europe started to diverge soon after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In the absence of a common external threat, Europe and America no longer relied on each other to defend first-order security interests. NATO has continued to exist as a military alliance only in name, its provisions for collective defense having become moot after it shifted its focus to out-of-area missions. Moreover, in the region that now preoccupies policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic—the greater Middle East—the United States and Europe have often pursued divergent policies. During the cold War, the impact of such differences was muted by the solidarity resulting from the soviet threat. Absent a militarized inter-German border, the troublesome issues that used to be distractions have come to dominate the transatlantic agenda. The events of 9/11 have not helped matters. Although NATO now maintains a sizable operation in Afghanistan, Washington initially turned down the alliance’s offer of help in toppling the Taliban, dealing a blow to the spirit and form of transatlantic solidarity. For the vast majority of Europeans, taking the War on Terror to baghdad was both unwise and illegitimate. And Americans and Europeans have embraced different views of the source of Islamic extremism and how best to combat it.

Link: Lack of consultation -> backlash

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

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

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

Link: Consultation strengthens NATO

Consultation is key to stabilizing NATO.

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

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

Consultation on international affairs is key to strengthening NATO’s political infrastructure

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

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

Genuine consultation is key to NATO

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

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

NATO is the internal link to U.S. multilateralism

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

Link: Multilateralism Good

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

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

Multilateralism key – signals other countries

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

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

*MISC*
AT: Unilateralism Good

Multilateralism key – multiple reasons

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

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

AT: Defense - Can only consult NATO

NATO is the only legitimate multilateral institution – Can’t consult anyone else

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

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

AT: EU is better

EU is crumbling.

Financial Advice 09 (February 18, “Is the EU falling apart?” http://www.financialadvice.co.uk/news/12/ukeconomy/9719/is-the-eu-falling-apart.html, AR) 

The last few years have seen a massive increase in the number of EU members with the likes of Poland, Hungary, Romania and the Czech Republic part of a raft of new entrants to the union. However, the ongoing worldwide recession has not only exposed many of these fairly immature markets to the rigours of the euro but is seems as though a number of comments from politicians in these countries appear to have inadvertently increased investor concern. The EU Parliament has today called for restraint in the release of potentially damaging comments and assessments within the EU as a means of trying to steady the foreign exchange markets. The European Central bank has for some time been the mouthpiece of the European Union but conflicting comments from various member states have confused and in many cases exacerbated the problem. As many of the new crop of entrants to the EU continue to struggle there are serious concerns that more established members such as the UK, France and Germany will be forced to fund substantial bailouts at a time when their own national debt has moved out of control. A number of observers have been fairly critical of the rapid growth in the EU which many believe could prove very costly to all the EU members in the short to medium term. 
*LINKS/SOLVENCY*
Consultation Key – Afghanistan

Agreement and cooperation with NATO is key to achieving Afghan stability

Islam and Gross 09– Senior Programm Executive at the European Policy Centre & Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for European Studies (Shada & Eva, March 2009, http://www.epc.eu/documents/uploads/60505381_Afghanistan.pdf)

The focus will also increasingly be on building the country’s still-weak civilian institutions to balance ongoing efforts to construct a modern, well-equipped army. The US – backed by Europe – is also expected to scale back its overly ambitious goals for Afghanistan, abandoning any idea of turning it into what Defence Secretary Robert Gates has called “a Central Asian Valhalla”, and replacing this with a new war plan aimed simply at halting the Taliban’s momentum and preventing the country being used as a base for terrorists. Intensified transatlantic cooperation will be required to ensure peace and stability before, during and after the poll. Crucially, EU Member States will have to work together more effectively on the ground, and greater coordination will be needed between the EU and NATO. Experience shows that this is easier said than done. Despite repeated promises to step up cooperation and coordination, key international actors continue to work on often parallel, if not divergent, tracks. Norwegian diplomat Kai Eide’s nomination last year as the UN Secretary General’s Specia Representative for Afghanistan was designed to improve coordination among international players, but much more needs to be done. The EU faces its own uphill struggle to step up coordination between the Commission delegation in Kabul, EUPOL, Special Envoy Ettore Sequi’s office and the new national ‘AfPak’ envoys. Setting up an EU ‘contact group’ on Afghanistan would further confuse the situation, making it even less clear who speaks for Europe. Instead of pursuing narrow national goals and bilateral interests with the US, Member States should bolster the EU’s profile in Afghanistan, streamlining its presence by consolidating the various offices under one management; giving Mr Sequi additional responsibility for Pakistan; and ensuring he has the power to coordinate the national ‘AfPak’ envoys’ activities. Recognising that these elections are essential to Afghanistan’s political development and the government’s legitimacy, the EU has promised to fund the poll and send election observers to monitor it. Some EU countries are also expected to follow the Dutch and Italian lead by contributing extra troops to ISAF, but only for the election period. While NATO still hopes that some European countries will use its April Summit to declare their willingness to do more, President Obama appears to understand that instead of berating them for not providing extra soldiers, they should be asked to step up their contributions on the ‘stability side’ to meet the country’s ‘softer’, but equally crucial, security and development needs. Both Mr Gates and NATO have called for a “civilian surge” to match the military efforts. This makes it even more crucial that EU governments honour their pledge to increase EUPOL’s staff. Given their unwillingness to increase wages and short-staffed police forces’ reluctance to send personnel to Afghanistan, the EU could consider signing up retired police officers as contract agents. Another, more ambitious, option could be to broaden the mission to encompass wider ‘rule of law’ objectives, thus imposing better coordination of police training, legal and administrative help, and the fight against corruption. The EU should also push for a shift in US anti-narcotics policy away from the current purely repressive and military-led approach towards a ‘smarter’ strategy to win the civilian population’s hearts and minds. This should be a key concern in international assistance but often gets short-changed given the focus on providing stability, which tends to privilege military aspects of reconstruction. Without it, how- ever, Western interventions will struggle to achieve lasting success. The regional dimension US insistence that spreading insurgency in Pakistan poses even more of a challenge to Western security interests than Afghanistan has put pressure on the EU to develop a credible strategy for improving relations with Islama-bad. This has slowly climbed up the agenda: a first-ever EU-Pakistan summit is planned this year, and new trade concessions and increased aid are being considered. To be effective, EU assistance will have to focus on both sides of the ‘AfPak’ border to include the Pashtun areas of both countries. Given Indian resistance, EU governments will also have to proceed with caution on suggestions that India-Pakistan tensions over Kashmir should be addressed in regional discussions on Afghanistan. Finally, bringing Iran, Russia and China into the discussions may certainly bring advantages, but will also pose additional diplomatic challenges. Achieving stability in Afghanistan will require strong transatlantic cooperation and agreement on a new, flexible and multi-pronged strategy with both military and civilian components. President Obama has signalled that he is ready and willing to hammer outsuch a shared vision with Europe. However, European governments, must act to enhance their credibility in the country. This means putting Afghanistan and Pakistan higher up their political agenda, and coordinating and consolidating their programmes, policies and representations. Above all, the EU must take immediate action to ensure the success of its hitherto less-than- impressive EUPOL mission

Must consult NATO on issues of security, terrorism, nuclear proliferation, Afghanistan 

Brunnstrom 10 (2/7/10 David, Reuters, “NATO should consult more countries on security – chief”, http://alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/LDE61602D.htm) MEF

The alliance should become a forum for consultation with many other countries on a range of global security issues ranging from terrorism, cyber attacks, nuclear proliferation, piracy, climate change and competition for natural resources as well as Afghanistan, he said. "NATO can be the place where views, concerns and best practices on security are shared by NATO's global partners. And where, if it makes sense -- if we decide that NATO should have a role -- we might work out how to tackle global challenges together," he told a conference in Munich ahead of discussion of a new NATO Strategic Concept. The former Danish Prime Minister said NATO, a Western military alliance grouping 26 European nations, Canada and the United States, had already shown itself capable of combining consultation, military planning and actual operations for more than just NATO members. NATO was already assisting counter-piracy and humanitarian operations off Somalia, working with the African Union and carrying out operations in the Balkans and Afghanistan, he said. 

Consultation Key - Japan

NATO key to global Japanese relations
Noetzel and Schreer 09 – Research Group Leader at the Centre of Excellence at Konstanz University AND Deputy Direct of the Aspen Institute (March 2009, Konstanz, “Does a multi-tier NATO matter? The Atlantic alliance and the process of strategic change”, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/122232443/PDFSTART, BD)

The first point of contention concerns the constitutive role of the alliance. There is a widespread notion that NATO today is a multi-functional security institution dealing with a broad range of security challenges and threats. Upon closer scrutiny, however, it seems that this understanding is built on fragile ground: the alliance is in fact divided into several different camps that are pushing in different directions. One tier, mainly composed of the Anglo-Saxon allies, is driven by ‘reformist’ ambitions and wants NATO to take on a broader set of challenges that include combating the proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons (NBC) weapons,15 tackling the threat of nuclear terrorism and providing energy security. As a result, the ‘reformers’ also want the alliance to play a more prominent role in global security. They support a concept of global partnerships with new partners such as Australia and Japan. In their view, NATO should be an enforcer of liberal values and contribute to the maintenance of international liberal democratic order.16 In short, the reformist camp sees NATO’s interests best served through continued integration into US grand strategic considerations.

Consultation Key - Japan/South Korea

U.S. consultation with allies in NATO key to a secure environment in South Korea and Japan
Goodspeed, 3 – Award winning reporter for the National Post (12/1/03, Peter, Defence Talk: Global Defense & Military Portal, “U.S. assesses global troop deployment”, http://www.defencetalk.com/us-assesses-global-troop-deployment-2139/, LN, AR)

For the first time since the end of the Second World War, U.S. military planners are conducting a sweeping reassessment of how and where the Pentagon bases its troops. In a post-Cold War world filled with rogue states, terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, planners are eager to abandon the static lines of defence they laid down 50 years ago to curb Soviet expansion, when they prepared for a possible ground war in Europe. Now, the Pentagon is looking seriously at withdrawing tens of thousands of troops from bases in Europe, South Korea and Japan. In an effort to make the U.S. military leaner, meaner and quicker, the Pentagon wants to create a new web of far-flung operating bases in places such as Africa, Central Asia and Southeast Asia. Manned by small permanent support groups, these new bases could be turned into staging points for future actions, with fighting forces dispatched from the United States on short notice in the event of a crisis. The process is already underway. During the buildup and aftermath of the war in Iraq, the Pentagon has beefed-up the U.S. military presence in Djibouti on the Horn of Africa and removed all its troops from Saudi Arabia. It has also begun shifting troops and bases away from the Demilitarized Zone in South Korea. After the war in Afghanistan, U.S. planners also began establishing new military bases in the five Central Asian republics of the former Soviet Union, building air bases and army camps in Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and Turkmenistan. Pentagon planners intend nothing less than the transformation of the U.S. military. They believe increased precision, striking power and information technologies, combined with new tactics and refinements in the positioning of U.S. forces abroad can give the United States a decisive advantage against any foe. The recent war in Iraq, with its "speed kills" strategy and "shock and awe" tactics, reinforced those beliefs. Now it is spurring Donald Rumsfeld, the Defense Secretary, to press ahead with sweeping plans to restructure the U.S. military. An additional factor driving the reorganization process is Washington's need for reinforcements in Iraq and Afghanistan. A sudden shift in U.S. troop deployments around the world could make a large pool of combat-ready troops available for reassignment. Last week, President George W. Bush announced his officials will step up discussions with U.S. allies on the pending overhaul of U.S. military deployments. While insisting there is no hard plan ready to be put into place, Mr. Bush said Washington wants to consult with its allies and listen to their concerns. "We will ensure that we place the right capabilities in the most appropriate locations to best address the new security environment," a White House statement said. Mr. Rumsfeld will take that message to Europe when he travels to NATO headquarters in Brussels today. The United States has 116,000 troops based permanently in Europe, 70,000 of them in Germany, and it is eager to redeploy them to countries in Eastern Europe and possibly Iraq. U.S. troops in Europe are likely to be shifted eastward to bases in the new NATO member states, such as Romania and Bulgaria. A dramatic reduction of U.S. troops in Europe could prompt Germany, France and Britain to push ahead with plans to build a new European rapid reaction force that operates outside of U.S.-led NATO. Last week, the European Union's "Big Three" agreed to set up a new military planning office that will function outside of NATO. But it is in Asia that the new U.S. strategy will be felt most. Washington fields 47,000 troops in Japan and 37,000 in South Korea and has been discussing a possible redeployment in both places for months. This year, Washington announced a phased pullback of 15,000 troops from the Demilitarized Zone along the border with North Korea. It has also been preparing to move a further 7,000 people in its headquarters in Seoul out of the South Korean capital within a year. Both moves may be a prelude to more significant reductions. U.S. troops have been in South Korea since the end of the Korean War as a token of the U.S. commitment to defend the country against a North Korean attack. Only now, with U.S. forces stretched so thinly around the globe, the U.S.Army cannot afford to keep one of its 10 divisions tied down in Korea. U.S. officials believe South Korea is strong enough to defend itself and they think they can reconfigure their forces in South Korea to free up troops for duty in Iraq and Afghanistan. Washington may be even more eager to withdraw some of its soldiers in the wake of South Korea's recent decision to send only 3,000, mainly noncombatant, troops to Iraq for post-war peacekeeping. The United States had been pressing Seoul to send 12,000 fully armed combat troops. Still, the main drawback to an immediate U.S. withdrawal appears to be how North Korea might interpret the move. North Korea's leadership is erratic and slightly paranoid and U.S. and South Korean officials do not want Pyongyang to think a rapid U.S. pullout might be a prelude to a pre-emptive strike. In Japan, the government seems eager to see a U.S. troop reduction. Tensions with local Japanese in Okinawa, where most U.S. troops in Japan are based, have been growing for years. Some 17,700 U.S. Marines are currently based on Okinawa and they may be the first to leave. Okinawa will still be an important U.S. air base in any war in Korea and it still provides the United States with a base from which it can conduct surveillance flights along the coast of China. Any redeployment of troops in Asia may see U.S. troops sent to the Philippines, Singapore and possibly Indonesia for short terms of duty in the war on terrorism. But it is the U.S. Navy that will likely be called upon to increase its patrols in Asian waters to project U.S. military might.

Consultation Key – Kuwait

NATO Cooperation key for Kuwait policies

Bisogniero 09 - NATO Deputy Secretary General (1/27/09, Claudio, Speech at the Kuwait Diplomatic Institute, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-73D29272-99567FA8/natolive/opinions_50062.htm?selectedLocale=en, SJ)

Let me start by saying how pleased I am to be in Kuwait for the first time in my capacity as NATO’s Deputy Secretary General. And let me express my sincere thanks to the Director of the Kuwait Institute of Diplomacy (KDI), Ambassador Abdulazeez Al-Sharikh, for organising today's meeting. Only a few weeks ago, His Highness the Emir inaugurated the Kuwait Institute of Diplomacy here in these premises, and I am certain that under your leadership we will see a dynamic evolution of this Institute, just as we saw NATO-Kuwait relations developing rapidly during your term as Ambassador to Belgium. Kuwait was the first country to join the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative in December 2004. It was also the first country to organise, in December 2006, together with our Public Diplomacy Division, the first NATO Public Diplomacy Ambassadorial Conference in a country participating in the ICI, and that was a very successful event. I have learned that Foreign Minister HE. Sheikh Dr. Mohamed Al-Sabah, who is chairing the KDI, is considering creating a Public Diplomacy Department in the Ministry. This would certainly give another boost to our common effort to explain to opinion leaders, policy makers, the media and the public at large why we need to cooperate in today’s world. I want to focus my remarks on three issues. First, I want to offer some reflections on the security environment that we are all confronted with. Then, I will try to draw some general conclusions from this environment for NATO and its relations with other nations and organisations. And finally, I want to share with you a few thoughts on the Alliance’s developing relationship with Kuwait and the other countries of the Gulf region. So let me first say a few words on our security environment. It has almost become a cliché to state that our world today is characterised by globalisation. By and large, the increasing interconnection between our nations, our economies and our populations is a good thing. But unfortunately, security threats have also globalised. And when we look at the emerging security landscape today, we see a host of risks and threats that do not just affect individual countries or regions, but affect all of us. First, state failure. Each year, the American journal “Foreign Policy” publishes what it calls a “failed state index”. For 2008, this index listed no less than 32 countries. Even if that number turns out to be too high, and even if not every failing state becomes a massive security problem for the rest of the world, the message is clear. The problem of ungoverned spaces that may threaten regional and wider security is not confined to pre-“9/11” Afghanistan, nor is it going to go away in the next decade. And at least in some cases, outside intervention will be necessary to prevent an escalation. A second challenge is the growing power of non-state actors. One of the dark sides of globalisation is that it empowers fanatical individuals, by giving them access to technology with enormous destructive potential. A terrorist attack with a radiological weapon is, unfortunately, no longer “science fiction”. Moreover, several nations have already suffered cyber attacks against their information infrastructure. Clearly, non-state actors bent on destabilising a country are no longer dependent on hard military force only. A third challenge is the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction. The nuclear non-proliferation regime is eroding before our eyes. North Korea is threatening the fragile balance of power in Asia. And Iran’s uranium enrichment activities and missile programmes are a growing concern not only here in this region, but to the NATO Allies as well. NATO as such plays no part in the UN-led diplomatic process aimed at resolving this issue, but all Allies welcome and seek to reinforce the process. Clearly though, even if we find a satisfactory solution in these two proliferation cases, the spread of technology and knowledge is going to continue. Moreover, the growing scarcity of fossil fuels is already leading to a renaissance of civilian nuclear energy – and for this to happen in the safest and most reliable way, we need to boost the international non-proliferation regime. Which brings me to our fourth challenge point: the rising demand for energy. The last few years have seen a growing scramble for energy resources, and there is no doubt this trend will become even stronger. China and India, in particular, will need to import ever increasing amounts of oil and gas to fuel their dynamic economies – but elsewhere demand will grow as well. This puts a real premium on energy security – not only for countries which are net consumers, such as most NATO countries, but also for producers, such as Kuwait, as well as for transit countries. These, in a nutshell, are some of the key characteristics, key challenges that are shaping our security environment. You will agree that they do not, at first sight, inspire a lot of optimism. So what should be our response? In a world that is rapidly globalising, there can be no perfect blueprint for achieving security. But I do believe that it is possible to identify a few key principles to help guide our actions. A first principle is that security strategy that seeks to deal with the variety of challenges that I have just outlined has to be a strategy of engagement. A passive, reactive approach may have been sufficient in the past. Today, we either tackle the challenges to our security when and where they emerge, or they land on our doorstep. NATO has responded to this new reality. Active engagement is key feature of the Alliance today. And this is visible, first and foremost, in our missions and operations. As we speak, as many as 60,000 of our soldiers are deployed in Afghanistan alone, under a UN Security Council mandate, to support the Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan and to provide security for development and democracy to flourish. We are also keeping the peace in Kosovo. NATO ships are patrolling the Mediterranean in an anti-terrorist mission. We are continuing to train and equip Iraq’s security forces, and exploring a longer-term security relationship with the country. We have also helped the African Union with its peacekeeping efforts in Sudan and Somalia, and to build up its capacity. And we have recently protected humanitarian relief transports, and international shipping more generally, with our naval mission against acts of piracy off the coast of Somalia. As I said, these operations and missions are the most visible demonstration of NATO’s reorientation towards the new security environment -- but there is more. Because we realise full well that military capabilities alone, and NATO by itself, are not enough to meet the many challenges before our nations. This brings me to my second principle for building security today, which is the need for institutional teamwork. No single institution, let alone a single nation, possesses all the necessary capabilities for effective security management. Political, economic, military and other instruments must be applied in a comprehensive approach. This is particularly true in Afghanistan, where the solution cannot be found in military means only. So the key to such a comprehensive approach is much greater institutional cooperation. NATO has also taken this logic to heart. The Alliance has been working hard to build more structured relationships with a variety of other international actors. But we are particularly keen to build true strategic partnerships with the European Union and with the United Nations. Over the past ten years, NATO has already become a major “enabler” of a string of UN-mandated missions and operations. Late last year, the UN Secretary General and the Secretary General of NATO signed a Joint Declaration which we hope will further deepen our cooperation across a broad spectrum of issues, and open the way for closer cooperation with regional organisations such as the African Union and the Arab League. My third principle for managing security in the 21st century is partnership. Many of today’s challenges affect all of our countries. The key is cooperation in meeting them. Over the past 15 years, NATO has developed relations with dozens of countries in Europe, Asia, the Mediterranean and beyond. And today, this broad network of relationships offers NATO members and partners unique opportunities for cooperation – from political consultations all the way to participation in NATO-led operations. For almost five years, these opportunities for cooperation have also been open to countries from the Gulf region, in the form of our Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, or ICI. As I already pointed out, Kuwait was the first Gulf country to join the ICI, followed later by Qatar, Bahrain and the United Arab Emirates. And we have been very pleased to see Kuwait making excellent use of the ICI process. Over the past four years, our political consultations have steadily deepened, notably with the aforementioned ICI Ambassadorial conference hosted here in Kuwait City in December of 2006. My talks with Kuwaiti officials here today have once again underlined their determination in taking our relationship further. And we very much welcome that, and can assure you of NATO’s commitment in that direction. Much of our practical cooperation has been focused on military-to-military contacts. Today, it covers issues such as the fight against terrorism, border security, military education and training, and civil emergency planning. Kuwait was the first ICI country to designate a special liaison officer at its Embassy in Brussels to deal with NATO-related issues. It was also the first ICI country to sign a Security of Information Agreement with NATO, and to receive security certification from the Alliance. Together with Kuwait, NATO held a workshop in May 2007 on radiological contamination in the Gulf Area and our experts exchanged views of how to protect civilians in case of a nuclear disaster. And let me also mention that several NATO ships of the Standing NATO Maritime Group 2 (SNMG2) visited Kuwait in November of last year for a joint exercise. Public diplomacy is another important area of practical cooperation. Since the launching of ICI, five international conferences were co-organised by NATO's Public Diplomacy Division and local institutions, in each ICI country and in Saudi Arabia. These, together with a number of other almost daily activities, are encouraging sings that our common public diplomacy efforts to build greater mutual understanding are bearing fruit. We know that there is a lot of work to be done in this area and we are ready to cooperate actively to bring it forward. All these activities demonstrate that a solid and trustful relationship is emerging between Kuwait and NATO. And in order to give even greater substance and direction to this relationship, I believe that Kuwait could consider elaborating an Individual Cooperation Programme with the Alliance, giving structure and depth to our cooperation. So today, in an era of globalisation, in a dynamic environment, our security is intertwined. Fragile stability in Iraq, Iran’s continuing nuclear ambitions, the unresolved Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the rising incidence of piracy, and the pivotal energy role of this region – all these factors, and more, make it impossible to view our security in complete isolation from each other. It is this basic philosophy that guides the Alliance’s ever-closer relationship with Kuwait and its other partners in the Gulf region. 

Consultation Key – Kuwait

Kuwait is part of an initiative that forces talks with those in NATO

NATO, 8(10/15/08, Istanbul Cooperation Initiative: Reaching out to the broader Middle East, http://www.nato.int/issues/ici/index.html, SJ)

NATO's Istanbul Cooperation Initiative, launched at the Alliance's Summit in the Turkish city in June 2004, aims to contribute to long-term global and regional security by offering countries of the broader Middle East region practical bilateral security cooperation with NATO. ICI focuses on practical cooperation in areas where NATO can add value, notably in the security field. Six countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council were initially invited to participate. To date, four of these -- Bahrain, Qatar, Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates -- have joined. Saudia Arabia and Oman have also shown an interest in the Initiative. Based on the principle of inclusiveness, the Initiative is, however, open to all interested countries of the broader Middle East region who subscribe to its aims and content, including the fight against terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It is understood that the words “country” and “countries” in the document do not exclude participation, subject to the North Atlantic Council’s approval, of the Palestinian Authority in cooperation under this initiative. Each interested country will be considered by the North Atlantic Council on a case-by-case basis and on its own merit. Participation of countries in the region in the Initiative as well as the pace and extent of their cooperation with NATO will depend in large measure on their individual response and level of interest. To date, four of the six countries - Bahrain, Qatar, Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates - have joined the Initiative, while all six countries have shown a great interest in it. What key principles is the Initiative based on? The ICI is based on a number of important principles, including: it is a cooperative initiative, based on joint ownership and the mutual interests of NATO and the countries of the region, taking into account their diversity and specific needs; the process is distinct yet takes into account and complements other international initiatives including by the G8 and international organisations such as the EU and the OSCE. What does this mean in practice? The Initiative offers a 'menu' of bilateral activities that countries can choose from in six areas: tailored advice on defence reform, defence budgeting, defence planning and civil-military relations; military-to-military cooperation to contribute to interoperability through participation in selected military exercises and related education and training activities that could improve the ability of participating countries' forces to operate with those of the Alliance; and through participation in selected NATO and PfP exercises and in NATO-led operation on a case-by-case basis; cooperation in the fight against terrorism, including through intelligence-sharing; cooperation in the Alliance's work on the profileration of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery, cooperation regarding border security in connection with terrorism, small arms and light weapons and the fight against illegal trafficking; civil emergency planning, including participating in training courses and exercises on disaster assistance. 

Consultation Key – Middle East/Iraq Policy

Consultation key to US credibility with NATO on Middle East policy

Moore 06 - Ph.D. Concordia College Department of Political Science (3/22/06 Rebecca, International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, "NATO: A Bridge to Europe and the Greater Middle East?" http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p99240_index.html MEF)

In short, significant obstacles exist to the achievement of a common approach to the Middle East, some of them perhaps linked to the unipolar nature of the post-Cold War system. 93 Indeed, despite the Bush administration’s professed interest in using NATO as a central forum for transatlantic dialogue on important security issues, many Europeans remain skeptical that the U.S. is ready to treat NATO as an alliance among equal partners. 94 Such views are colored in part by the U.S. response to European offers of support in the weeks and months after September 11, when as 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.” 95 From the skeptics’ perspective, the United States regards NATO as little more than a “toolbox,” from which to draw “coalitions of the willing” or particular NATO assets. “For Washington,” William Pfaff wrote recently in the International Herald Tribune, “NATO now exists as a stock of individual foreign military units of varying specialties, expected to contribute 91 to the support of U.S. operations undertaken, it is argued, in the common interest.” 96 A Community of Values? 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 stemming from the Middle East. 

Consultation with NATO key to achieving goals in Middle East
Islam 06 – Journalist for the Business Times Singapore division (3/17/6 Shada, The Business Times Singapore, “US reaches out to reconnect to Europe; The US is replacing its earlier focus on unilateral action by a new readiness to consult allies”, Lexis Nexis, MEF)

Diplomats in Brussels point out that the Bush administration also appears to be replacing its earlier focus on unilateral action by a new readiness to consult allies and try out United Nations-based multilateral diplomacy. In a far cry from its attitude prior to the attack on Iraq, the US has been willing to show patience in its dealings with Iran by backing EU efforts at nuclear diplomacy. The new mellowness in transatlantic relations is not just the result of a deliberate policy choice by both sides. In contrast to three years ago, both the EU and the US have been weakened by domestic troubles. Public disenchantment is on the rise on both sides. The US tone is softer on many issues because President Bush is weaker. Last year's rejection of the EU treaty in France and the Netherlands also means that Europe today is in a much more vulnerable position than it was three years ago. Instead of focusing on new political ambitions, the EU is focused on fighting rising domestic protectionism and making sure that the fragile economic recovery is not undermined by inward-looking national policies. At the same time, realising that the over-stretched US army cannot work alone in either Iraq or Afghanistan, the US administration is turning to its allies for help. The US may have once believed that winning wars was all about which side had the best hard military power. But faced with continuing chaos in both Iraq and Afghanistan, Washington is suddenly less scornful of Europeans' soft power expertise in crisis management, nation building and managing transitions.

Consulting NATO on Middle East policy key to improving performance

Kugler and Binnendijk 8 - senior consultant at the Center for Technology and National Security Policy (CTNSP) of the National Defense University and Ph.D from MIT, Vice President for Research of the National Defense University and Theodore Roosevelt Chair in National Security Policy and Ph.D. in international relations from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University 

(8/08 Richard L., and Hans, Defense & technology papers ; no. 52, “Toward a New Transatlantic Compact”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA486328 MEF)

Reciprocal Multilateralism. In particular, better performance will require reaffirmation and strengthening of U.S. and European commitments to what might be called “reciprocal multilateralism” which entails close consultation, consensual decisionmaking, acceptance of responsibility, and implementation of combined policies. By itself, reciprocal multilateralism is no guarantee that all future Alliance decisions will be made wisely and implemented effectively. But it can provide a potent safeguard against crippling differences of opinion, mutual antagonisms, and the breakdown of collaborative mechanisms. Beyond this, it can help ensure that, when decisions are being made and policies implemented, the best ingredients of Alliancewide cooperation are available. Fortunately the United States and its European allies, acting mainly through NATO, have already learned how to practice this type of demanding multilateralism in dealing with continental security and defense affairs. The same cannot yet be said for their cooperation in dealing with areas outside Europe, including the Greater Middle East and adjoining regions. To be sure, progress has been made since the dark days of 2003, when the invasion of Iraq drove a deep wedge between the United States and multiple European countries led by Germany and France, and produced rancor on both sides of the Atlantic. Today, a spirit of greater empathy and cooperation is manifest in increasingly common U.S. and European policies toward Afghanistan, Iran, Lebanon, and other places, but considerable additional progress must be made if the United States and its European allies are to act as consistent, mutually supportive partners in these volatile and complex regions, which are producing today’s greatest threats.
Consultation Key – Middle East/Iraq Policy

Consultation key on Middle East peacekeeping

Kugler and Binnendijk 8 - senior consultant at the Center for Technology and National Security Policy (CTNSP) of the National Defense University and Ph.D from MIT, Vice President for Research of the National Defense University and Theodore Roosevelt Chair in National Security Policy and Ph.D. in international relations from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University 

(8/08 Richard L., and Hans, Defense & technology papers ; no. 52, “Toward a New Transatlantic Compact”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA486328 MEF)

Continued reliance on ad-hoc coalition building may still be favored in some quarters because it excuses the United States and Europe from making prior commitments to common action in nebulous circumstances before crises erupt. Experience shows, however, that even under the best of circumstances, ad-hoc coalition building is a flawed instrument for crisis management because it typically results in improvised responses that can produce inadequate resources from both the United States and Europe, fail to deter potential aggressors, and fail to meet high priority requirements for the situations at hand. Even when adequate resources are potentially available, the act of assembling and transporting them can be time-consuming, thus delaying decisive responses in potentially damaging ways. Equally important, such improvised coalition-building at the time of crises prevents the prior, regular, U.S.-European consultations that are vital to managing daily peacetime affairs and to creating the consensual agreements that permit swift, sure responses during crises. Likewise, ad-hoc coalitions are normally transient creations that fade after the crisis has passed, and are not available for addressing fresh challenges in the aftermath. To handle the requirements of the future, something better than ad-hoc coalition building is needed, in ways that foster ongoing consultations about peacetime strategic priorities in the Greater Middle East, coupled with agreements on how the United States and Europe are to be responsible for providing military forces and other assets during crises and wartime operations, and afterward, as well. Reciprocal multilateralism provides an instrument for helping to achieve this goal.

Consulting NATO key to Middle Eastern Policy – cohesion

China View 9 (3/10/09 China View, “Biden, NATO allies consult for common Afghan strategy”, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2009-03/10/content_10986434.htm MEF)
U.S. Vice President Joe Biden on Tuesday consulted with representatives from NATO allies on a common strategy and approach in Afghanistan, and warned of new terror threats against NATO targets and allies being plotted by the al-Qaida network and Islamic extremists by using Afghanistan and Pakistan as staging areas. "It is from that area that al-Qaida and extremist allies are regenerating and conceiving new atrocities aimed at the people around the world," Biden told reporters following the meeting of the North Atlantic Council (NRC), NATO's decision-making body, in Brussels. Biden is in Brussels to exchange views with NATO allies on the situation in Afghanistan as the Barack Obama administration in undergoing "a strategic review" of the U.S. policies in Afghanistan and neighboring Pakistan. "I know people in America and Europe are tired of this war (in Afghanistan)," said Biden, who stressed that no threat is more serious than the one posed by Afghanistan. "None of us can deny the new threats in the 21st century must be dealt with. None of us can escape the responsibility to meet these threats. That's why President Obama ordered a full-scale strategic review of our policies in Afghanistan and Pakistan. He insisted we consult with our allies and partners so we can reach a common approach" said Biden.

Consultation Key – Military Policy
Prior US-NATO consulting and planning key to effective military policies

Sloan 95 – the founding Director of the Atlantic Community Initiative writing for the Royal Institute of International Affairs [April, 1995, Stanley R, “US Perspetives on NATO’s Future” ://www.jstor.org/stable/2623431] DS

This too was of limited appeal: a number of indicators, including the bipartisan majorities for the new General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, suggest that Congress and administration alike accept that an economically, politically and militarily interdependent world is the global reality to which US policy must relate. What options, then, fall between the two extremes? If the United States does not want to be the world's policeman but believes that its values and interests require the maintenance of a degree of order in the international system, it presumably will have to find ways to cooperate with other countries to police the system. When military actions are required, bilateral or multilateral cooperation can be ineffective or even dangerous if not planned and practised in advance. In theory, that leaves open a wide variety of organizational options. But when one looks for nations with political objectives and military forces capable of operating successfully with the United States, most of them are members of NATO. The UN option Perhaps ideally the United Nations would in the future provide a framework for such military cooperation. But the consensus in the United States today is that it will not be possible to count on the United Nations for effective operational control or even coordination of military operations for some time into the future.

Consulting NATO key to military policy, empirically proven

Hendrickson 07 – Ph.D. from Nebraska and proffesor of Political Science at the University of Illinois (2/28/07 Ryan, the International Studies Association 48th Annual Convention, "NATO After September 11: Explaining the Alliance's Persistence" http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p179822_index.html MEF)

Yet after the crisis, a case can be made that the American-British relationship actually became stronger. 14 In December, 1956, NATO also accepted a report provided by the foreign ministers from Canada, Italy and Norway (Lester Pearson, Halvard Lange, and Gaetano Martino), who later became known as NATO’s “Three Wise Men.” Their report, which had been called for by then U.S. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, allowed for greater leadership authority from NATO’s secretary general, who could formally propose measures to improve consultation at NATO and oversee all North Atlantic Council (NAC) sessions. The Report also allowed the NAC to broaden its scope of discussion by allowing any alliance member to raise any issue of concern. In addition, the report also reaffirmed the allies’ commitment to greater transatlantic consultation. Although the report had little immediate impact, it is clear that American, British and French differences over military action in the Middle East were rather quickly overcome and that the alliance found consensus to work toward an improved and stronger NATO.

Consultation Key – Nuclear weapons
Consultation over nuclear withdrawal key to relations
Yost 09 – Professor in International Relations (July 2009, David, “Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs Vol. 85 No. 4, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/122368458/PDFSTART, BD)

The United States has been engaged in nuclear force cooperation with its allies in Europe since the 1950s, and this half-century of history has a certain political weight. If the United States unilaterally withdrew its remaining nuclear forces, the European allies would recognize that something fundamental had changed in their relationship with Washington. If the withdrawal was undertaken at the behest of the Europeans, US political leaders could for their part come to question the commitment of the European allies to bear their share of the risks and responsibilities associated with the alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture. Withdrawal of the remaining US weapons could lead to an erosion of confidence on both sides… Some allied observers are concerned that depending on offshore and distant US central strategic systems to protect the European allies would not have the same political significance as continued allied involvement in risk- and responsibility-sharing. Moreover, the withdrawal of the US nuclear weapons remaining in Europe could be seen as a break with the historic transatlantic bargain whereby the United States plays a leading role in return for providing a security guarantee. It could contribute to launching a debate on the credibility of the US commitment to the collective defense pledge in Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty at a time when the meaning of collective defense is being reconsidered, owing in part to the emergence of new challenges such as cyberwarfare. Some European allied observers hold that the complete withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from Europe would be interpreted, at least in some quarters of the alliance, as an ipso facto weakening of the credibility of the US extended deterrent. The implications for assurance of the NATO European allies could therefore be profound. 

Must consult NATO on all nuclear policy changes

Sengupta 10 (Kim, 4/24/10, The Independent, “Nato chief urges members to consult with allies over changes to nuclear deterrent”, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/politics/nato-chief-urges-members-to-consult-with-allies-over-changes-to-nuclear-deterrent-1952988.html) MEF

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

Consultation Key – Security Issues

Consulting NATO on security issues key to solidarity
Socor 10 – political analyst of east European affairs for the Eurasia Daily Monitor (6/11/10 Vladmir, Eurasia Daily Monitor, “NATO Can Use Article Four to Consult About Arms Sales,”, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[swords]=8fd5893941d69d0be3f378576261ae3e&tx_ttnews[any_of_the_words]=vladmir%20socor&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36486&tx_ttnews[backPid]=7&cHash=5ba679c388 MEF)

Latvia’s former President, Vaira Vike-Freiberga, noted a general trend toward bilateralism in relations between major European countries and Russia on security issues, tending increasingly to bypass NATO. Counterproductive and risky to the Alliance, such bilateral initiatives should be checked lest they undermine NATO solidarity, Freiberga said in addressing the Assembly. She singled out the proposed French Mistral sale and the reported willingness of Spain and the Netherlands to compete with France for selling their own near-equivalent warships to Russia. She found it “shocking that such a deal would be conducted without discussion inside the Alliance.”

US needs to consult NATO on security operations or it will lose prestige and support

Graeger, 09 – Senior researcher of the Department of International Politics at the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs (Feb. 15, Nina, Paper presented at the annual meeting of ISA’s 50th ANNUAL CONVENTION "EXPLORING THE PAST, ANTICIPATING THE FUTUR, New York Marriott Marquis  "A New Strategy for US Global Leadership: The US-EU Relationship and Why having Europe On-Board Matters" http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p313746_index.html, DS) 

The major part of US security cooperation with Europe takes place in the framework of NATO. American administrations’ willingness to use the NATO framework in its interventions has varied, however. The United States’ neglect of NATO in the planning and initiation of “Operation Enduring Freedom”, and the split between the US and European allies over Iraq unleashed a political crisis in the Western alliance. With regard to the former, both the UN and NATO acknowledged the intervention in Afghanistan as “self-defense” with reference to Article 51 in the UN Charter and to Article 5 in NATO. In view of that, there was discontent in NATO with the fact that the US planned and conducted “Operation Enduring Freedom” without involving NATO directly. The Bush Administration argued more pragmatically, however: ”In leading the campaign against terrorism, we are forging new, productive international relationships and redefining existing ones in ways that meet the challenges of the twenty-first century” (Whitehouse 2002). The crisis in NATO showed that NATO is being challenged in its capacity as a forum for transatlantic consultations and consensus building. At the Munich security conference in February 2005 then German chancellor Gerhard Schröder stated that NATO was no longer the primary arena for transatlantic consultations and coordination and called for reform of Europe–US relations. One year later, the next German chancellor, Angela Merkel, stressed the need to strengthen NATO as a political forum, also for transatlantic relations.

Consulting NATO key on security issues

Moore 06 - Ph.D. Concordia College Department of Political Science (3/22/06 Rebecca, International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, "NATO: A Bridge to Europe and the Greater Middle East?" http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p99240_index.html MEF)

The decision to install former ambassador to NATO Nicholas Burns as a principal deputy to Condoleeza Rice is particularly indicative of this shift. Daniel Fried, a staunch NATO supporter and key figure in the Clinton administration’s enlargement policy was also brought into the State Department as head of the European Affairs bureau. While there remains much that is not discussed at NATO, De Hoop Scheffer has made the promotion of political dialogue between North America and Europe a key priority and insists that progress has been made in this regard. 100 NATO foreign ministers have also formally 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 21 st century.” 101 Meeting in late 2005, they also discussed a wide range of issues, including the Israeli-Palestinian peace process, Syria, Lebanon, and Iran. 102 The February 2006 Munich Security Conference —themed “Europe and the United States: Restoring the Transatlantic Partnership--- also bore witness to growing interest in restoring NATO as the key forum for discussion of transatlantic security issues, assuming—from the European perspective—that the Alliance is actually used to debate and achieve consensus on these issues. 103 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.” 104 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 shaping the security environment.” “The shock of the transatlantic misunderstandings in 2002 and 2003,”he concluded, “would produce some benefit if we realized that we must adopt a new culture of dialogue and dispute.”
Consultation Key – Security Issues

US-NATO cooperation necessary on security issues

Sloan 95 – the founding Director of the Atlantic Community Initiative writing for the Royal Institute of International Affairs
[April, 1995, Stanley R, “US Perspetives on NATO’s Future” ://www.jstor.org/stable/2623431] DS

The model of a united Europe effectively looking after its own defense needs is one that would please many Americans as well as Europeans. But most analysts doubt that, even under the best of circumstances, European states will in the near future be able to overcome their differing foreign policy orientations and national sovereignty concerns sufficiently for Europe to become an international actor in its own right. In addition, Europeans do not now appear willing to invest sufficient resources to establish autonomous military intervention as well as defence capabilities. Seen from Washington, the best option for European nations may therefore be to sustain cooperative military ties with the United States in NATO to benefit from the stability that US involvement still provides in Europe while adjusting the means and methods of transatlantic military cooperation to the new and more varied threats to peace. Even if a united Europe remains a valid long-term vision, neither European states nor the United States will be able to count on it for many years into the future.

U.S. international policies requires European consultation to ensure the safety of the international security system

Sloan 95 – the founding Director of the Atlantic Community Initiative writing for the Royal Institute of International Affairs
[April, 1995, Stanley R, “US Perspetives on NATO’s Future” ://www.jstor.org/stable/2623431]

In spite of numerous post-Cold War US government pronouncements about the US commitment to European security, the basic directions of US policy towards NATO have not yet been tested and confirmed in US political decision-making and public opinion. The consequent uncertainty about American preferences leaves the way towards a future European security system clouded and contentious. The importance of the security challenge in Europe should not be underestimated. Jonathan Dean, in his comprehensive I994 analysis of European security, has got it right. Dean argues that Europe is the 'test case' for the future of the international security system after the Cold War. He concludes that 'the failure of the European system of multilateral security institutions would probably mean the failure of the UN-linked system of multilateral security as well.' In other words, the stakes involved in the debate over NATO's future may be much larger than commonly acknowledged. The enlargement debate In the second half of I994 the issue of NATO enlargement and the deepening crisis in Bosnia brought NATO issues back into the headlines and the leader pages. The enlargement debate was stirred by the US administration's attempt in the Partnership for Peace proposals to develop a complex approach designed to move Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary towards membership of NATO while trying to convince Russia that NATO expansion would not harm Russia's interests. The issue of Russia's place in a post-Cold War European security system remains a critical problem for US and allied planning, and has become a key issue in the debate on NATO's future. US policy-makers have sought to avoid the mistakes made in dealing with a defeated Germany at the end of the First World War and to emulate the success of post-Second World War policies by trying to give Russia a stake in post-Cold War security arrangements. In the process of developing a new European security system, there are strong arguments for welcoming the new democracies that are emerging in eastern and central Europe into Western cooperative institutions, including NATO, the key European security institution.
Consultation Key - South Korea

NATO cooperation with South Korea strengthens policies – past relations.

NATO, 09 (3/9/09, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “NATO cooperation with the Republic of Korea,” http://www.nato.int/issues/nato_south-korea/index.html)

NATO and the Republic of Korea initiated contacts in 2005. At that time, the then Korean Foreign Minister Ban Ki Moon addressed the North Atlantic Council. Since then, relations evolved through regular high-level talks with the Korean Ministry of Foreign Affairs. As is the case with other partners across the globe, NATO and the Republic of Korea have established an annual work programme or Individual Tailored Cooperation Package (TCP) of activities. This provides the basis for practical cooperation with a primary focus on areas related to peace support operations. The Republic of Korea has also contributed to stabilization efforts in Afghanistan. The country led the Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) in the Parwan province, including medical and engineering support. The military forces were withdrawn but a presence has been maintained with the dispatch of several medical personnel.

Consultation Key – Troop Withdrawal

Consultation is key for troop withdrawals and drawdowns

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Professor of Philosophy and Deputy Department Head at the United States Air Force Academy AND associate professor of government in the Department of National Security & Strategy at the US Army War College (November 2006, Ulrich, Martin L and Marybeth P., “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182)

The next example involves the military standing by as the President assigns it decision-making authority over a key aspect of the strategy outside its professional responsibility. The Bush administration has maintained throughout the conflict that the president defers to the commanders on the ground on the issue of troop levels. Paul Bremer, the President’s representative on the ground in the first year of the occupation, reportedly clashed with the military on this issue. In October of 2004, he remarked to the media that he had wanted more troops on the ground in Iraq as phase IV operations began. Scott McClellan, White House Press Secretary, stated in response to Bremer’s comments, ‘The lessons from the past, including Vietnam, are that we shouldn’t try to micromanage military decisions from Washington’. President Bush used almost the same words himself in an interview in the heat of the 2004 presidential campaign: The thing about the Vietnam War that troubles me as I look back was it was a political war. We had politicians making military decisions, and it is [sic] lessons that any president must learn, and that is to the set the goal and the objective and allow the military to come up with the plans to achieve that objective. And those are essential lessons to be learned from the Vietnam War (Meet the Press 7 February 2004) In the final presidential debate, the presidential candidates clashed over the issue: President Bush: I remember sitting in the White House, looking at those generals, saying, do you have what you need in this war? Do you have what it takes? I remember going down in the basement of the White House the day we committed our troops*as last resort*looking at Tommy Franks and the generals on the ground, asking them, do we have the right plan with the right troop level? And they looked me in the eye and said, yes, sir, Mr. President. Of course, I listened to our generals. That’s what a President does. A President sets the strategy and relies upon good military people to execute that strategy. Moderator : Senator. Senator Kerry: You rely on good military people to execute the military component of the strategy, but winning the peace is larger than just the military component. General Shinseki had the wisdom to say you’re going to need several hundred thousand troops to win the peace. The military’s job is to win the war. The President’s job is to win the peace. The civil military relations question to consider is: ‘What is the proper balance between relying on military advice while also maintaining responsibility for the policy?’ President Bush’s understanding of civil military relations in wartime does not allow for the process of collaborative civil military strategic reassessment to occur in that ‘achieving the objective’ is left to the military. This has been particularly true in the question of troop levels where President Bush has repeatedly declared that he defers to his commanders in this area. He reaffirmed this belief in his December 18, 2005, address to the nation, ‘I will make decisions on troop levels based on the progress we see on the ground and the advice of our military leaders*not based on artificial timetables set by politicians in Washington’. Political leaders must be careful not to shift the burden of initiating strategic adjustment to the military. Modifying troop levels is an action of strategic adjustment requiring both the input of military experts and political judgment. Political leaders who delegate strategy adjustment to their military commanders run the risk of undermining their own authority and responsibility over strategic policy if such action elevates military advice to the final authority on policy. The civil military norm in this area should reflect two fundamental principles. The first of these is an understanding that the military sphere of competence is limited vis-a`-vis the president’s and Congress’ political sphere. Both sides should also take into the account the requirement in democratic states for the civilian policymaker to be the accountable authority in the decision-making process. The residual climate that prevails in the post- Shinseki era is likely constraining the uniformed military from speaking out.

Consulting NATO is key to troop withdrawal

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

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

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

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

Consultation on Afghanistan key to solving terrorism

Davies 9 - presenter for the BBC (Anne, 8/1/10, Sydney Morning Herald, “NATO backs Obama before meeting with generals”, Lexis Nexis, MEF)

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.

Consulting NATO key to War on Terror

Brunnstrom, 10 (3/10/09, David R, the National Post “West 'not winning' in Afghanistan: Biden” http://www.nationalpost.com/news/world/West+winning+Afghanistan+Biden/1373487/story.html) MEF
Mr. Biden said U.S. President Barack Obama wanted to consult with allies on a strategy review and that Washington would “expect everyone to keep whatever commitments were made in arriving at that joint strategy”. However, a U.S. official said the trip was not designed to push for more troop pledges. Obama last month approved the deployment of 17,000 more troops to Afghanistan as Washington and other NATO nations try to stabilise the country, where insurgent violence is at its highest since the Taliban were toppled. There are currently some 70,000 foreign troops in Afghanistan, of which the United States supplies 38,000. Mr. Biden said his trip to Brussels was intended to listen to the United States’ allies, who faced calls by the former Bush administration to deploy more troops in what often became noisy transatlantic slanging matches over strategy. “When we consult ... we get the type of consensus that our political leadership needs,” Mr. Biden said. “Absent that kind of cohesion, it will be incredibly more difficult to meet the common threats we are going to face.”

*IMPACT ADD-ONS*
Afghanistan collapse Add-On

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

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

B) That leads to extinction

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

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

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

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

Afghanistan NATO is in action in two major operations, ISAF, in Afghanistan, and KFOR [Kosovo Forces], in Kosovo. More than anywhere else, Afghanistan is the place where our new capabilities are being developed and tested. Allies are fighting and doing good work there, but NATO—all of us—have much more to do and much more to learn. Let me be blunt: We still face real challenges in Afghanistan. Levels of violence are up, particularly in the south where the insurgency has strengthened. Public confidence in government is shaky because of rising concerns about corruption and tribalism. And the border areas in Pakistan provide a haven for terrorists and Taliban who wage attacks in Afghanistan. Civilian-military cooperation does not work as well as it should, and civilian reconstruction and governance do not follow quickly enough behind military operations. In this regard, we welcome the appointment of Kai Eide as Special Representative of the UN Secretary General for Afghanistan. In this capacity, Ambassador Eide will coordinate the international donor community and raise the profile of the UN’s role in Afghanistan in supporting the government of Afghanistan. The United States will lend its strongest support to Ambassador Eide’s efforts. It will be critical to ensure that he is empowered to work in concert with NATO and to coordinate broad civilian efforts—and go back to capitals for more resources—in support of the sovereign Government of Afghanistan. We look forward to Ambassador Eide’s confirmation by the UN Security Council later this week and hope he will be present at the Bucharest Summit in April. Narcotics remain a serious problem. Efforts to counter this scourge are working in some but certainly not all parts of the country. The Taliban are using the profits from drug revenues and the instability spread by corruption and lawlessness to fund their insurgent activities. Helmand Province continues to be the epicenter, with fully 53 percent of total cultivation; and our eradication efforts there have had insufficient traction, significantly due to the absence of adequate force protection for our eradication force. Yet there is good news too. In much of the north and east, poppy cultivation is down. In a secure environment, farmers can more easily exercise alternatives and are not subject to the same threats and intimidation by insurgents. 
[CONTINUED]
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[CONTINUED]

According to UN data, we expect that this year 22 of 34 provinces are likely to be either poppy free or cultivating fewer than 1,000 hectares of poppies. With improved governance and security conditions, we believe it will be possible to achieve reductions in cultivation in the remaining provinces in coming years. NATO is working hard but needs to focus on counterinsurgency tactics, provide both more forces in order to facilitate increased and faster reconstruction assistance, and improve performance in supporting robust Afghan counter-narcotics efforts. Fundamentally, NATO needs to show greater political solidarity and greater operational flexibility for deployed forces. But while we are sober about the challenges, we also must recognize our achievements. There is good news. NATO had some real operational successes last year with our Afghan partners. Despite dire predictions, the Taliban’s much-vaunted Spring Offensive never materialized in 2007. Think back to a year ago, when the Taliban were on a media blitz threatening to take Kandahar. Today we hear no such claims because we stood together—Afghans, Americans, Allies, and our partners—to stare down that threat. We pursued the enemy last year; and over the winter we maintained NATO’s operational tempo, capturing or killing insurgent leaders and reducing the Taliban’s ability to rest and recoup. Some districts and villages throughout eastern and southern Afghanistan are more secure today than they have been in years or decades. Roads, schools, markets, and clinics have been built all over the country. Six million Afghan children now go to school, one third of them girls. That is two million girls in school when under the Taliban there were none, zero. Some 80 percent of Afghans have access to health care—under the Taliban it was only eight percent. Afghan soldiers are increasingly at the forefront of operations, and the number we have trained and equipped has swelled from 35,000 to almost 50,000 in the last year. This spring, the United States will send an additional 3,200 Marines for about seven months to capitalize on these gains and support the momentum. Of this number, 2,000 Marines will be added to ISAF combat missions in the south and 1,200 more trainers for the U.S.-led Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan. We are urging Allies to match these contributions, so they can take on the same roles when our Marines leave this autumn. Afghanistan is issue number one for NATO’s Bucharest Summit next month. NATO is preparing a common strategy document on Afghanistan that will help explain to publics the reasons we are fighting in Afghanistan and how we are going to succeed.

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

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

Lord Robertson acknowledged that the debate over sending equipment to Turkey -- initially opposed by France, Germany and Belgium -- had severely strained the alliance, but he insisted that the damage was not irreparable. "The alliance has been damaged but it is not broken," he said in an interview. "We got a decision." Lord Robertson said several factors had made the issue a contentious one, including public opinion in Europe. "The U.S. message is not getting through to European publics," he said. "There is a different background. There is a greater support for multinational institutions in Europe like the United Nations than perhaps in the United States. I think a lot of people thought, 'Why Iraq? Why now?' " Lord Robertson also said the initial reluctance by the United States to consult NATO about Afghanistan when Washington first intervened to topple the Taliban had strained ties within the alliance. "There was an assumption that the alliance would be asked to do more than ultimately it was asked at that time, and that maybe has left some bruises behind," he said. Still, Lord Robertson defended his efforts to force a decision and acknowledged that he had written a letter to NATO heads of state warning them that the credibility of the alliance was at risk. He insisted that the alliance had weathered the storm because it ultimately did decide -- by dint of maneuvering the decision to a diplomatic forum that excluded France, and overcoming first German and then Belgian resistance -- to help protect Turkey in the event of a war with Iraq.
Alliance/Relations Add-On (1/2)
A) Consultation over U.S. agenda key to relations
Michta ’06 Professor of National Security Studies (June 26, 2006, The National Interest, “Transatlantic troubles: Are they America’s loss?” Gale Group, BD)
The striking increase in bilateralism in transatlantic relations is therefore the consequence of U.S. and European policies, which are a reflection of NATO's identity crisis. While NATO's survival as an international organization is not in question, its significance as a key instrument of security is. Five years into the post-9/11 era, France, Germany and several other European allies have basic disagreements with the United States about the fight against Islamist terrorism, Middle East policy--including Iraq and the Arab-Israeli question--and other security issues. Likewise, U.S. views on NATO trAansformation are met with limited enthusiasm, while Washington's pressure for expanded NATO-EU cooperation is not shared by key players and at times blocked. NATO's military transformation goals set at the Prague Summit in 2002, remain works in progress. Simply put, transatlantic relations are in question because there is a deadlock at the heart of the alliance: The U.S. security agenda is being met with continued skepticism in Europe.

B) Absent consultation, NATO will break relations with the US
Nye 03 – Professor at International Relations at Harvard,  Sulatan of Oman Professor of International Relations at Harvard University and prior dean, (August 2003, Joseph Jr., Foreign Affairs Vol. 82 Issue 4 ,“US Power and Strategy After Iraq,” http://public.gettysburg.edu/~dborock/courses/Spring/int-sec/docs/nye_us-power-after-iraq.doc, BD)

The neo-Wilsonian and the Jacksonian strands of the new unilateralism tend to prefer alliance Á la carte and to treat international institutions as toolboxes into which U.S. policymakers can reach when convenient. But this approach neglects the ways in which institutions legitimize disproportionate American power. When others feel that they have been consulted, they are more likely to be helpful. For example, NATO members are doing much of the work of keeping the peace in the Balkans and in Afghanistan. NATO works through many committees to achieve the standardization and interoperability that allow coalitions of the willing to be more than ad hoc groupings. Without regular institutional consultation, the United States may find others increasingly reluctant to put tools into the toolbox. One day the box might even be bare. American-led coalitions will become less willing and shrink in size -- witness the two gulf wars.

C) Without decisive action yielded from NATO consultation, its fall would deal a major blow to US-European relations and European security

Sloan 95 – the founding Director of the Atlantic Community Initiative writing for the Royal Institute of International Affairs (April, 1995, Stanley R, “US Perspetives on NATO’s Future” ://www.jstor.org/stable/2623431)

A non-NATO Europe? For the purposes of speculation, it might be useful briefly to imagine the consequences of NATO disappearing with tomorrow's first light. Obviously, if NATO's demise were the product of a dramatic transatlantic crisis, the costs for the United States and Europe would be substantial. The outcome would yield a competitive, conflictual relationship between the United States and its traditional allies. Such an end to the alliance would be so clearly contrary to the interests of all concerned that it is hard to imagine the United States and the European countries letting it happen. But let us assume that the allies agree to close down the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. In such a case, the North Atlantic Treaty would remain valid but the arrangements for political consultations, the integrated military command structure, US troop deployments in Europe, common defence infrastructure, and related aspects of NATO would disappear. What would be lost? If no alternative arrangements had been made, the United States and its allies would lose, illustratively: the process of regular political consultations in the North Atlantic Council; the extensive arrangements for multilateral military cooperation in preparation forjoint operations in and outside Europe; the infrastructure and basing options necessary to deal with future Middle Eastern crises; the framework for sharing military resources; the channel for constructive multilateral engagement of German power; and the context for developing military cooperation with Russia and other former Warsaw Pact nations. This is just a partial, suggestive list. Some of these functions could be transferred to other organizations, if the parties so wished; perhaps some could be dispensed with. The biggest change would be the end of active American engagement in European security. Without the NATO framework, the United States would have no legal or practical infrastructure for continued US military cooperation with current or prospective NATO members. The Treaty of Washington would be devoid of meaning. In sum, it would appear that both the United States and its European allies (as well as the new democracies which aspire to membership of NATO) have a strong and continuing rationale for maintaining both the Atlantic alliance and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and adapting them to the new security environment of the post-Cold War world. In spite of the multiple failures in Bosnia, and the reality that there will be differences between European states and the United States over security policy issues in the future, it appears that both have very few other real options if they wish to preserve a degree of international stability. However, even if the United States and Europe decide that they should rescue NATO after the Bosnia disaster, success is not guaranteed. As a starting point, they imay have to attempt to 'learn' from the bad experience. Some lessons that the Washington policy community may be taking away from the Bosnia experience include the following: * The Bosnia crisis has once again emphasized that no organization of sovereign states can function any more effectively than the consensus among its members permits. If neither the United States nor its European allies know what values or interests they are willing to defend, no bureaucratic arrangements will produce concerted action.

Alliance/Relations Add-On (2/2)
D) Relations key to prevent global war.
Kissinger 04 – Former U.S. Secretary of State and National Security Advisor (March 19, 2004, Henry, http://www.cfr.org/publication/6885/press_briefing_renewing_the_transatlantic_partnership.html?breadcrumb=%2Fbios%2F68%2Fcharles_a_kupchan%3Fgroupby%3D3%26hide%3D1%26id%3D68%26filter%3D2004)

What if the United States believes that Europe has become irrelevant and is just another player with which we have relations of convenience? Then we will be living in a world very similar to the pre-World War I world in which regions and countries pursue their own national interests in combinations of shifting relationships, adjusted from time to time. [This would be] a relationship that, at the beginning, may seem very tempting, but is very difficult to maintain over an extended period, and in the case of Europe, wound up in an armaments race and in a huge conflict.

Alliance/Relations Ext

Without fixing US-European relations, NATO will fall apart and cause political instability throughout the world

Gordon, 04 - Senior fellow in foreign policy studies and director of the Centre on the United States and Europe at the Brookings Institution in Washington, DC, the US Senate confirmed  as assistant secretary of state for Europe and Eurasian affairs ( June 24, 2004, Philip, “LETTER TO EUROPE”, http://www.brookings.edu/views/articles/gordon/20040701.pdf, SJ)
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.

Empirically proven – unilateralism destroys relations with NATO because political differences
Hook ’08  Contributor to the international Studies Review Journal (December 2oo8, Steven, International Studies Review Vol. 10 No. 4, “Review: Falling out: The United States in the Global Community,”  http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/121520292/PDFSTART, BD)
For students of US foreign policy who have yet to sample the revisionist diplomatic history, Hoff’s book provides a concise, yet comprehensive and well-annotated overview. She makes reference to political scientists such as Robert Gilpin, Hugh Heclo, and Stephen Krasner along with dozens of historians and a variety of popular authors, including Bob Woodward and Fareed Zakaria, all of whom inform her critique of US foreign policy during this period. While her analysis is incessantly critical, she aptly summarizes the actions by the United States that have left it marginalized in the international community today. At the domestic level, her concerns about the steady growth of presidential power throughout the past century are well founded as it poses additional barriers to the ability of the United States to gain a global stature that is, in any positive way, ‘‘exceptional.’’ No region has recorded a greater erosion of support for US foreign policy than Europe, where the US march to war in Iraq ruptured relations with NATO members France and Germany and the UN. Even before the Iraq war, a cross national survey (Kennedy and Bouton 2002) uncovered deep differences between American and European public opinion over the magnitude of global threats, the benefits of US leadership, the merits of higher defense spending, and Israel’s treatment of Palestinians. The Iraq war then triggered a free fall in US popularity. Between 2002 and 2006, the US favorability rating fell from 63% to 39% in France, from 61% to 37% in Germany, from 75% to 46% in Great Britain, from 30% to 12% in Turkey, and from 61% to 43% in Russia.
Alliance/Relations Ext

Empirically proven: Lack of consultation results in a breakdown of relations essential to unity
Sloan ’95  - Founding Director of the Atlantic Community Initiative, served as NATO and European Community desk officer for the CIA (April 1995, Stanley,  “US Perspectives on NATO’s Future,” http://www.jstor.org/stable/2623431, BD)
Until there is greater global consensus about how to deal with threats to the peace, the NATO members may emphasize the importance of preserving the option of acting outside the UN framework as well as in response to UN requests for assistance. For the time being, NATO countries, particularly the United States, may want to avoid situations in which NATO relinquishes to UN authority operational control over military operations. * NATO's 'golden rule' of consultation still needs to be observed religiously if the alliance is to survive. NATO conducted extensive consultations throughout the Bosnia crisis, but the process broke down when the United States announced in November I994 that it would no longer help enforce the arms embargo against the Bosnian government. This turned out to be the last straw, breaking the back of allied unity. * The allies might in the future be more careful in their choice of problems to take on as 'NATO' issues, avoiding those likely to produce divisions among the members.
Without consultation the NATO alliance will end

de Nevers 07 -Assistant Professor in Public Administration at The Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs at Syracuse University Ph.D. from Columbia (2/28/07 , Renee,  annual meeting of the International Studies Association 48th Annual Convention, "The U.S., NATO, and the War on Terror: Sustaining the Security Community",  http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p179494_index.html DS)

Nonetheless, NATO’s military value as a partner to the United States against terrorism is in question, because of the nature of this fight. To the degree that the United States is confronting terrorists militarily, increasingly this is being done by special-operations forces working either alone or with-host government troops. A few alliance members may participate in such operations, but the alliance does not. Further, the bulk of the struggle against terrorism requires nonmilitary means, ranging from intelligence and policing to diplomacy. NATO may have a useful diplomatic role to play, by affirming and strengthening members’ shared values and expanding dialogue with key states like Russia. But many of the critical tasks in this fight are outside the military domain, leaving NATO with little role. NATO Supreme Commander James Jones has noted that if the current attempt at defense transformation fails, the alliance may lose its military value. 98 Others point to NATO’s ISAF mission as the essential test for its survival. More critical to its military vitality, though, is the question of NATO’s contribution to its members’ core security concerns. 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 if NATO’s major member-states do not seek to address their most urgent threats within the alliance framework, its military value will atrophy.
US consulting with NATO key to maintain military alliances.

US State News, 09 (June 27, 2009, “AMBASSADOR VOLKER SPEAKS ON 'SECRETARY CLINTON'S FIRST VISIT , -RUSSIA RELATIONS, CONSULTING WITH ALLIES ON AFGHANISTAN',” Lexis, AR)

BRUSSELS, Belgium, March 6 -- The U.S. Mission to NATO released the text of the following speech: Ambassador Volker: Secretary of State Clinton has just completed her first meeting with NATO Foreign Ministers here at NATO Headquarters in Brussels. This was an opportunity to try to bring our Alliance closer together, to rebuild it, to build greater unity, and deal with the many challenges that we face together. As she entered the building it was very interesting to see members of the international staff and national delegations lining the corridors waiting to catch a glimpse of Secretary Clinton or to shake her hand and at one point there was even spontaneous applause. This is just an illustration not only of America's commitment to reaching out to Europe, but also Europe's desire to reengage with the United States. This played out in the meetings that took place here at NATO. Concerning NATO and Europe's East, I think that we build a strong platform moving ahead, how we can reach out to Russia by formally restarting meetings of the NATO-Russia Council, but recognizing that we're going to have to raise issues where we agree and also areas where we disagree. Among those, for example, are Russia's recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, something with which we fundamentally disagree, or its intention to create a new military base in Abkhazia which is still part of Georgian territory. These are areas that we disagree on and we'll have to raise those, but also created a platform for reengaging Russia on practical cooperation where we can in the NATO-Russia Council. We also reemphasized our commitment to Georgia and Ukraine by having meetings of the NATO-Ukraine and NATO-Georgia Commissions here at NATO. Another major issue that NATO needs to be united on in dealing with the challenges ahead is of course Afghanistan where we have NATO's largest military operation. Here again, Secretary Clinton came to listen to the views of Allies, to consult, to share some of our initial thinking as the United States goes through a strategic review. This will be followed up by Vice President Biden coming to NATO on Tuesday, March 10th, in order to share views with Allies as we go through the strategic review and again to listen and consult and bring Allied thinking into our considerations as the United States. While she was here Secretary Clinton also proposed the idea of a very large meeting of international donors, troop contributors, transit countries, neighboring states, to try to bring the international community together around a comprehensive approach to dealing with the challenges in Afghanistan. These issues - building a stronger community, dealing with the challenges in Europe's East, dealing with the challenges in Afghanistan, are all critical components leading up to the NATO Summit that will take place on April 3rd and 4th in Strasbourg, France and Kehl, Germany. That's NATO's 60th Anniversary Summit, and it has been one of the most successful military alliances in history. Our job is to get the NATO business done right today and look ahead to NATO's future beyond the first 60 years.

Alliance/Relations Ext

Consultation strengthens NATO and makes the world safer

Federal News Service, 05 

(November 14, 2005, Federal News Service, “INTERVIEW WITH DANIEL FRIED, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EUROPEAN AND EURASIAN AFFAIRS (AS RELEASED BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT) INTERVIEWER: PUBLIC BROADCASTER WESTDEUTSCHER RADIO CORRESPONDENT THOMAS NEHLS,” State Department Briefing, Lexis, AR)
(Note: The following was released by the State Department on November 15th.) Q So, I wonder how diplomatic the answer will be if I ask you about your expectations regarding the new government that is coming up, the Grand Coalition, with old fellows, with new ladies and gentlemen in the cabinet. So will there be any substantial change in your opinion, between your country and Germany. MR. FRIED: We look forward to a partnership with Germany which is outwardly focused, and by that I mean the United States and Europe in general, and the United States and Germany in particular, have the ability -- and therefore the obligation -- to act in the world to promote freedom, prosperity, and security, whether in the broader Middle East -- Iran, Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Israel- Palestinian issues -- or whether along Europe's frontiers of freedom -- the Balkans, south Caucuses, Ukraine, working with Russia. We have a lot to do in the world together. The United Statesneeds Germany. The United States needs Europe to succeed. We need each other, and we look forward to partnership with Germany. Q Regarding the status right now of the relationship between the United States and Germany, in your opinion, is there any need to repair right now? MR. FRIED: I wouldn't put it in terms of repair. I think that the last two times that President Bush and Chancellor Schröder met -- in Mainz in February and in May or June in Washington -- they certainly made clear that they wanted to work together. No, the issue is not repair, but the issue is what we do now to put that U.S.-German relationship to work in common purpose, in a partnership for the future. Q Maybe in some words, Mr. Fried, you could describe the possible future of NATO consultations. There's a lot of talk about how it could be practiced to deepen the consultations over there in NATO, and where, and how many times, in a regular form. So what could be a role model? MR. FRIED: We believe in multilateralism; we believe in a strong NATO as the central pillar of the transatlantic relationship. We want to consult with NATO not simply to make operational decisions, but to have strategic consultations with Europe. And we have started this process. We have sent senior people, senior Americans, to NATO to meet with their counterparts to discuss issues such as the Middle East or Asia, and we want to continue this process. We see NATO as a central institution for the democratic world of the European-American community to advance its security interests in the world, whether this is helping earthquake victims in Pakistan, supporting the African Union in Darfur, supporting peace and security in Kosovo, reaching out to countries in cooperation in the broader Middle East, or, most spectacularly, supporting security in Afghanistan. NATO is an institution which has never been in its entire history as active as it is today, and it's future will be even more so. Therefore we need to consult to make NATO as effective as it can be. And, by the way, you haven't heard me say and won't hear me say, about coalitions of the wiling; it's about NATO. Q Very last question. When do you expect Mrs. Merkel in Washington -- with or without Mr. Steinmeier? MR. FRIED: Well, I certainly accept that we will work, my administration will work very closely with Chancellor Merkel. We look forward to a strong, good relationship. I hope to see her in Washington soon. I'm not here to convey a date. The coalition talks have just ended, the parties have to vote to accept the coalition, but we are looking forward to a good, warm, productive relationship with her, and with the new coalition government coming into being. Q Thank you very much. MR. FRIED: My pleasure.

Consultation with NATO key to peace and broad international support

The Guardian (London), 02 (December 6,  2002, Ian Black in Brussels, The Guardian “Threat of war: Nato asked to take its place in the wings”, Lexis, AR)

The United States has formally asked Nato to examine options for supporting roles it could play in a war in Iraq, alliance officials said yesterday. Diplomats in Brussels confirmed that the request had been made by Paul Wolfowitz, the deputy secretary of defence, at a meeting with Nato ambassadors on Wednesday. Nato's formal position is that talk of war is premature while weapons inspections continue.  Lord Robertson, its secretary general, responded cautiously by saying that scenarios would be examined in the next few weeks. "It was not a head-on request for Nato to take action against Iraq," an official said, "but Nato as an alliance could carry out support operations." Mr Wolfowitz's Nato options include: *Using surveillance planes and naval forces for interception and minesweeping duties, providing overflight clearance, and providing airfields. *Using its highly regarded planning facilities to coordinate air and sea transport and refuelling. *Protecting Turkey from the threat of a retaliatory strike by Iraq, possible by deploying Patriot missile defences. *Sending troops to enforce peace and help rebuild Iraq after Saddam Hussein's regime has been toppled. There was no discussion of Nato involvement in combat operations. "You are not going to see Nato flags on tanks crossing the desert and heading for Baghdad," a diplomat said. Mr Wolfowitz spent much of Wednesday's meeting thanking his European allies for their support at last month's Prague summit, where President Bush referred repeatedly to "willing allies", strengthening the assumption that Nato as a whole would not be involved in any Iraqi campaign. He impressed those present by his willingness to consult and his insistence that war was not inevitable. "It wasn't rabid or table thumping but consensus-building and non-confrontational," a European participant said. The US disliked waging war "by committee" in Kosovo in 1999, and the assumption that it would want to avoid that in future was strengthened after the September 11 terrorist attacks when Nato invoked its mutual defence clause, but Washington fought in Afghanistan with the help of just a few allies. Now there seems to be a new readiness to consult in the hope that international support will be as broad as possible and that help will be forthcoming. The US is also acutely aware that Iraq will be a first test of whether Nato has indeed re-invented itself, as Lord Robertson argues, to better handle the security needs of the world after the cold war and September 11, or merely created an illusion of relevance by promising to acquire new military capacity while shirking in the "war on terorrism". Nato sources say the best clue to what it could do in Iraq is provided by the Prague summit decision that it should give planning and logistical support to the security mission in Afghanistan. This was done at the request of Germany and the Netherlands, which are taking command of the mission next year. Although the US approach is low-key and practical, the issue is still highly sensitive and potentially divisive. There are sharp political differences between Britain, which strongly supports the US, and Germany, which has said it will not even take part in a UN-approved war. Spain, Italy, Portugal, Canada and Denmark have all said they might contribute troops, and there could be small roles for newer Nato members, such as Poland and the Czech Republic. "In the event of a conflict, the US would welcome Nato political support and an effective contribution militarily," the US Nato ambassador, Nicholas Burns, said.

Economy Add-On

A) US and Europe rely upon each other for economic stability best facilitated by cooperation through NATO. 

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

B) Econ recovery key to prevent war and loss of democracy, individual liberty & social tolerance 
DeLong 06 – Profesor of Economics at Univ. of CA – Berkeley (2006, J. Bradford, “The Economic History of the Twentieth Century: Slouching towards Utopia?” Harvard Magazine http://harvardmagazine.com/2006/01/growth-is-good.html) 

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

Economy Ext

NATO network key to a cohesive economic and defense system

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

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

Hegemony Add-On

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

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

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1 Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests. But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor. In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. 
[CONTINUED]

Hegemony Add-On

[CONTINUED]

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

Hegemony Ext

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

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, 99 ( Apr 24, 1999,  Xinhua news agency domestic service, CHINESE AGENCY SAYS US PURSUING "HEGEMONIC STRATEGY" THROUGH NATO,  Lexis, AR)


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

Missile Defense Add-On

A) Consulting NATO provides missile defense for the U.S. ensuring peace.

Russia General Newswire, 09 (February 12, 2009, Russia & CIS Newswire, “By eliminating nuclear threat from North Korea and Iran, U.S. and Russia could shape way at which to look at missile defense - Burns (part 2),” Lexis, AR)

The United States may adjust its missile defense plans if the nuclear threat from North Korea and Iran can be eliminated through multilateral diplomacy. "If through strong diplomacy with Russia and our other partners we can reduce or eliminate that threat, it obviously shapes the way at which we look at missile defense," U.S. Under Secretary of State Williams Burns told Interfax on Thursday. "That's one of the factors that we are going to consider," in addressing issues related to anti-missile defense, the diplomat said. At the same time, he stressed that the United States continues "to consult closely with its partners in the Czech Republic and Poland [on anti-missile defense]". "We certainly have heard Russia's concerns about anti-missile defense. We hope also that Russians understand that no U.S. president can afford a situation in which the United States is vulnerable to potential nuclear weapons on missiles from countries like North Korea or Iran," Burns said. "And as we pursue the issue of missile defense, we obviously have to take into account a number of factors - whether the system works and whether it's cost-effective, and what's the nature of the threat," he said. "And we are also open to the possibility of cooperation with Russia, with our NATO partners on new missile defense configurations which can take advantage of assets that each of us has," the diplomat went on. "We want to consult with our NATO partners, with Russia to see if we can develop a cooperative approach to missile defense that would protect all of us," Burns said.

B) Missile Defense allows US to survive nuclear attack 
Handberg, 02 (2002, Roger Handberg, “Ballistic Missle Defense and the Future of American Security,” http://books.google.com/books?id=6lFJg5wdt0YC&pg=PA154&dq=missile+defense+benefits+united+states&hl=en&ei=wJYiTOTXKc_ZnAe4svwm&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=3&ved=0CC4Q6AEwAjgU#v=onepage&q=missile%20defense%20benefits%20united%20states&f=false, AR)
In their more absolutist technological expressions, total defense was implied as the desired, even expected, outcome. Ronald Reagan’s early statements regarding SDI represent some of the clearest expressions of this vision of a world in which nuclear weapons are rendered powerless. Technological reality has largely eliminated that view, at least publicly and now the usual goal is Layered defenses imply a much higher capacity for destroying attacking missiles through redundancy. One possible effect is that nuclear war becomes thinkable because the United States would survive any missile attack and be capable of retaliating overwhelmingly, devastating any enemy. Wilsonians-both sides view NMD, if successful, as liberating the United States from fear of military reprisal. Other forms of reprisals including economic reprisal may be more effective, especially in the energy area. Bach side draws different conclusions-Wilsonians perceive the potential for the United States to become overly aggressive while Believers see it simply as empowered-empowered in that the United States is able to project its power when necessary to influence events globally. Since believers perceive the United States as a historically unique society, the expression of liberal values in an imperfect world, this empowerment will obviously be used for the greater good. Remember Ronald Reagan’s invocation of the United States as the city on the hill, the beacon of liberty and freedom.
Missile Defense Ext

Missile defense key to global safety and stability

The Washington Post, 1 (May 2, 2001, “A Frame for Missile Defense”, Lexis, AR)

PRESIDENT BUSH yesterday renewed his party's longstanding commitment to missile defense in a way that recognized and cogently addressed both the changing global conditions that make a shield against missile attack more necessary and the technological and diplomatic obstacles that have hamstrung past initiatives. He made clear that his administration is committed to deploying a missile defense quickly, and to starting work on a comprehensive system outside the constraints of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. But he also pledged to seek "a new framework" for managing nuclear weapons through consultations with allies as well as Russia and China. In doing so, Mr. Bush articulated the right goal for missile defense: that its deployment serve to "strengthen global security and stability." The U.S. missile defense program long has run the risk of making the world less rather than more secure, and of increasing rather than assuaging tension among the United States, its allies and potential adversaries such as Russia and China. Allies, particularly in Europe, suspect that the United States will use missile defense as a substitute for multilateral treaties and alliances, while China and Russia fear a U.S. effort to gain a decisive strategic advantage. Though the prospect of outlaw nations such as Iraq or North Korea acquiring long-range missiles has provided a new and more compelling rationale, these diplomatic problems have persisted. So, too, have the technological difficulties; studies by Pentagon-appointed panels have shown that a defense system that can overcome even relatively simple countermeasures has yet to be developed. Mr. Bush's speech yesterday offered some reassurance to those who worry about a reckless or politically driven pursuit of President Reagan's "Star Wars" by another Republican administration, acknowledging the technological difficulties and pledging that his team will "evaluate what works and what does not." More broadly, he addressed the strategic concerns by locating his vision of missile defense within a multilateral strategy that would include reductions in offensive nuclear weapons and steps to curtail the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The speech contained a forceful and remarkably positive appeal to Russia: Mr. Bush asserted that he wants to "complete the work of changing" the U.S.-Russia relationship "from one based on a nuclear balance of terror to one based on common responsibilities and interests," and invited Moscow to "work together" to replace the ABM treaty "with a new framework that reflects a clear and clean break from the past, and especially from the adversarial legacy of the Cold War." Though he made clear that the administration intends to discard the ABM treaty, Mr. Bush stopped short of announcing a unilateral U.S. withdrawal. Instead, he said that senior administration officials will visit allied capitals in the coming weeks to consult about the initiative. "These will be real consultations," he said. "We are not presenting our friends and allies with unilateral decisions already made." That is the right approach. In the end the United States cannot grant other nations veto power over its pursuit of its own defense. But Mr. Bush appears to have embraced an important principle: If missile defense is to increase the safety of the United States, it must also enhance the safety and stability of the world. 

Russian Aggression Add-On

A) Bilateral cooperation key to overcome US unilateralism
Sjursen 04  -  Research Professor at University of Oslo, co-Chairs the work package and Eu Commision funded research project RECOn – Reconstructing Democracy in Europe  (2004, Helene, On the Identity of NATO, Vol. 80 No.4, BD)

It is more difficult to document the extent to which the United States' lack of interest in multilateral principles also means that the US security guarantee within NATO is now less indivisible and more closely linked to individual relations with individual states than during the Cold War, and hence more of a bargaining tool. Although such signals are clearly present, the question is whether this is a permanent trend.51 Such signals are consistent with the principles of bilateralism as defined by Ruggie. In short, the general reluctance of the current US administration to subject the United States to multilateral agreements also extends into NATO. The European states may, as Weber suggests, have been willing to accept such bilateral arrangements in the early days of the Cold War; but it is unlikely that they will do so today. This is demonstrated through processes such as that leading to the so-called 'Berlin Plus' arrangement, as well as the discussions surrounding its interpretation.
B) NATO bilateral communication with Russia key to preventing aggression
Rossiyskaya Gazeta 10 Russian newspaper featured on a British paper “June 22, 2010, Rossiyskaya Gazeta Russia’s foreign minister Sergei Lavrov on relations with Nato, Georgia, and the WTO, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/politics/7847648/Russias-foreign-minister-Sergei-Lavrov-on-relations-with-Nato-Georgia-and-the-WTO.html)

You said that Nato partners need to cross a psychological line. Has Russia crossed it? Russia's new military doctrine names Nato as the main external threat. Does Moscow seriously believe that Nato planners are nurturing aggressive plans?  Do not form your judgment about our military doctrine from the assessments given by Nato representatives. We have repeatedly discussed this topic with Nato secretary-general Anders Fogh Rasmussen and with other members of the alliance. We discussed it with the secretary-general early in the year in Munich during the annual security conference. He asked me: "Why does your military doctrine include Nato on the list of security threats to Russia?" I explained to him, with the text of the doctrine in my hand, that what is written there is something very different.  First, it is not a threat, as he said, but a danger. And second, it is not Nato as such, but quite different things that are listed as dangers. It says that Russia sees Nato's desire to project power to any region of the world in violation of international law as a danger. This is a very clear formula that reflects ongoing discussions within Nato over the modalities of invoking Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, which envisages collective defence.  Besides, as Rasmussen has publicly stated, the defence of its territory begins far beyond its boundaries. Finally, in listing security partners, Nato mentions the UN, among others, as a partner to be consulted with. But when it comes to the use of force, consultations are not a format to be applied to the UN. The UN charter says that force may be used only in two cases: if you have been attacked, that is to exercise the right to self-defence, or if the use of force has been sanctioned by the UN security council. Well, Nato documents ignore this, which of course will have a serious destabilising effect on the international situation, which we do not want to see. It could tempt us to say, if Nato can do it, why can't we?  The second factor mentioned in reference to Nato being a danger to Russia consists of its military infrastructure moving closer to our borders, including as part of the alliance's enlargement.  So it cannot be said that Nato as a whole, as a military-political structure, poses a threat to us. We understand that Nato is a reality that will not go away. The proposal for a new European security treaty we are promoting linked to president Medvedev's initiative does not envisage the dissolution of Nato. But we want to know in what direction Nato is evolving. If it evolves in the directions I have mentioned, this is bad. It shows a neglect of international law. I am convinced that it will trigger a chain reaction, which would be very dangerous.   
C) Russia will launch preemptive nuclear strikes with follow-up nuclear attacks to ensure its own safety
BBC ’09 (December 16, 2009, British Broadcasting Channel, ITAR-TASS “Russia may face large-scale military attack, says Strategic Missile Troops chief,” Lexis Nexus, BD)

"As regards military threats facing Russia, it is necessary to take into account the global geopolitical and geostrategic changes which are actually happening and are unfavourable for the Russian Federation. In the future, it cannot be ruled out that Russia as a state that possesses unlimited natural deposits and resources may become a target of a large-scale military aggression. Besides, regional instability in immediate proximity to the borders of Russia and the CIS countries does not make it possible to completely rule out the risk that our country may be drawn into military conflicts of various intensity and scale," Shvaychenko said. In Shvaychenko's opinion, "this defines a key role played by the RVSN and the strategic nuclear forces as a whole in ensuring Russia's security". "In peacetime, they are intended to ensure deterrence of large-scale non-nuclear or nuclear aggression against Russia and its allies. In a conventional war, they ensure that the opponent is forced to cease hostilities, on advantageous conditions for Russia, by means of single or multiple preventive strikes against the aggressors' most important facilities. In a nuclear war, they ensure the destruction of facilities of the opponent's military and economic potential by means of an initial massive nuclear missile strike and subsequent multiple and single nuclear missile strikes," the commander explained. 

Russian Aggression Ext

War with Russia would result in use of enhanced radiation, EMP, and improved nuclear weapon designs
Schneider 06 - analyst for US Nuclear Strategy Forum (2006, Mark, “The Nuclear Forces and Doctrine of the Russian Federation,” http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/Russian%20nuclear%20doctrine%20--%20NSF%20for%20print.pdf) BD

In Russia, today, we see a number of ominous trends. There is a retreat from democracy coupled with a longing for the superpower status of the Soviet Union which cannot be supported at any time in the foreseeable future. Russia’s approach to maximizing its political power has been the adoption of a dangerous nuclear escalation strategy that is not aimed at the deterrence of real enemies but rather at the United States and NATO. Russian strategic forces will numerically decline over the next decade and beyond, but they will still be several times greater than those we feared could destroy the world during the Cuban missile crisis and will be far more technically The Nuclear Forces and Doctrine of the Russian Federation 27 sophisticated and militarily effective. Russia has a broad based nuclear modernization effort underway, involving both new delivery systems and new nuclear weapons. Knowledgeable Russians report that the focus of this program is the introduction of precision low yield nuclear weapons including a number of advanced designs such as penetrators, enhanced radiation, EMP and “clean” weapons designs. With elections in both the United States and Russia in 2008, the future of the U.S.Russian relationship is uncertain at best, particularly if Russia continues to turn away from democracy. There are risks associated with the Russian nuclear doctrine, even if U.S.-Russian relations were to improve. As Alexander Golts wrote in December 2004, “To this day Russian generals have decisively refused to train the Armed Forces for any other conflict than wars with the USA and NATO….But what else could be expected when Russian generals, being thoroughly pigheaded, want to fight the Americans

Proliferation Add-On
A) U.S. NATO relations key to non-nuclear proliferation, just on perception alone

Nunn 10 – Former Senator, Law degree from Emory, Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative (3/25/10, Sam, Survival, “NATO Nuclear Policy and Euro-Atlantic Security”, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396331003764561MEF)
This is the broader security and political vortex of which NATO nuclear issues are an important component. For NATO initiatives and actions on nuclear policy to have the greatest impact on improving collective security, we need initiatives and actions on a much broader security and political front, fully taking into account the new threat environment, new priorities facing NATO and new requirements for collective security and defence. And NATO nuclear issues will be viewed by governments and publics as an important signal as to whether the United States and NATO are serious about taking steps to reduce the role and relevancy of nuclear weapons in their broader security strategies. Moreover, initiatives in the area of NATO nuclear policy might also provide some needed ballast to US–NATO– Russian relations and nuclear threat reduction more broadly. Accordingly, NATO should reconsider its position on tactical nuclear weapons and declaratory policy. Specifically, NATO should examine an initiative where the United States and NATO, in coordination with Russia, would move to create greater transparency, accountability and consolidation of both US and Russian tactical nuclear weapons inventories to enhance their security from any potential theft or seizure as a step toward their elimination, as well as exploring ways to reduce the importance of nuclear weapons through changes in declaratory policy. This could set a solid foundation for a new direction in US, NATO and Russian nuclear policies. Importantly, it would also provide a basis for a new process of engagement with Russia, perhaps with a new avenue for cooperation, with the goal of adopting parallel policies on accountability, transparency, consolidation and eventual elimination of tactical nuclear weapons.

B) U.S. NATO alliance key to Climate Change, Russian Nationalism, Nuclear Proliferation and Terrorism due to cooperation
Rubin 08 - Adjunct Professor at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs and former Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs (July/August 08, James, Foreign Affairs, “Building a New Atlantic Alliance” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64452/james-p-rubin/building-a-new-atlantic-alliance MEF)

DESPITE THESE bright spots, Washington continues to pay a heavy price for alienating its allies during Bush's first term. U.S. soldiers are fighting and dying in large numbers in Afghanistan and Iraq, and some of the United States' closest military allies are offering only modest contributions. With the exception of the United Kingdom, whose contingent is shrinking, no allies have sent a significant number of combat troops to operate alongside the approximately 150,000 U.S. troops in Iraq. In Afghanistan, U.S. military commanders and NATO's secretary-general, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, have all been frustrated by the relatively small number of NATO troops committed to the war against the Taliban and al Qaeda. Unlike in regard to Iraq, there is political and public support across Europe for the mission in Afghanistan, and it is largely a NATO operation. Although France has now added a battalion to its contingent, many NATO members continue to impose restrictions on those troops they have deployed. Whether European governments admit it or not, much of the problem stems from lingering European resentment of the first Bush administration's unilateralism and its arrogant dismissal of the need for NATO assistance in Afghanistan. Building new partnerships with European governments will not be nearly enough to restore respect and admiration for the United States, for it is European publics, not European elites, that worry most about U.S. leadership. This is not simply a global popularity contest; the erosion of respect for the United States is a threat to U.S. national security. Without the support and cooperation of multiple governments, it will not be possible for Washington to confront the threats of a new era: climate change, the rise of China, the resurgence of Russian nationalism, nuclear proliferation, and terrorism.

C. Nuclear proliferation causes nuclear terrorism

Wertimer 06 – Ph.D California State (3/22/06, Skyne, Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association,  "The Escalation of Nuclear Weapons Programs in the 21st Century: The Implicit and Explicit Threats to Global Security" http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p98890_index.html MEF)
Currently, the enrichment and reprocessing technologies have been misused to support nuclear weapons programs. Hence, restrictions on access to these technologies are needed to prevent proliferation risks. The risk of WMD delivery systems falling into the hands of terrorist groups and individuals especially after the tragic event of September 11, 2001 in New York, USA supports the urgency. The dangers of nuclear proliferation is enormous, therefore, countries try to unilaterally, bilaterally and multilaterally seize the opportunity to confront the problem. 
Proliferation Impacts Ext

U.S. Must consult NATO before lowering nukes to preserve security

Nunn 10 – Former Senator, law degree from Emory, Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Threat Initiative (3/25/10 Sam, Survival, “NATO Nuclear Policy and Euro-Atlantic Security”, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396331003764561 MEF)
Finally, the political aspects of NATO nuclear policies remain important: any initiative to change declaratory policy or US tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe would have to be done in careful coordination with NATO in a way that preserves shared risks and responsibilities among members of the NATO Alliance. Moreover, any NATO initiatives on declaratory policy or US tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe would be most credible and effective in the context of declaratory actions by the US and NATO on a broader security and political front.
U.S. NATO relations are key to stop nuclear proliferation and war due to deterrence and responsive capabilities.
Woolf 10 – Government Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy (1/14/10, Amy F., Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, “Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons”, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:wVlsBnRIGFYJ:scholar.google.com/+U.S.+NATO+alliance+collapse+nuclear&hl=en&as_sdt=80000000&as_ylo=2008 MEF)
For the United States, discussions about nonstrategic nuclear weapons have also begun to place a growing emphasis on the role that they might play in deterring or responding to regional contingencies that involved nations other than Russia. For example, former Secretary of Defense Perry stated that, “maintaining U.S. nuclear commitments with NATO, and retaining the ability to deploy nuclear capabilities to meet various regional contingencies, continues to be an important means for deterring aggression, protecting and promoting U.S. interests, reassuring allies and friends, and preventing proliferation (emphasis added).”33 Specifically, the United States has maintained the option to use nuclear weapons in response to attacks with conventional, chemical, or biological weapons. For example, Assistant Secretary of Defense Edward Warner testified that “the U.S. capability to deliver an overwhelming, rapid, and devastating military response with the full range of military capabilities will remain the cornerstone of our strategy for deterring rogue nation ballistic missile and WMD proliferation threats. The very existence of U.S. strategic and theater nuclear forces, backed by highly capable conventional forces, should certainly give pause to any rogue leader contemplating the use of WMD against the United States, its overseas deployed forces, or its allies.”34

Nuclear Proliferation will cause war due to nuclear arms race and unsecure Nukes 

Allison 10 - Professor of Political Science at Harvard (January/February 2010, Graham, Foreign Affairs, “Nuclear Disorder”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65732/graham-allison/nuclear-disorder MEF)
Such arguments for skepticism have a certain plausibility. The burden of evidence and analysis, however, supports the view that current trends pose unacceptable risks. As the bipartisan Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, which was led by former Secretaries of Defense William Perry and James Schlesinger, concluded in 2009, "The risks of a proliferation 'tipping point' and of nuclear terrorism underscore the urgency of acting now." THE FIERCE URGENCY OF NOW OBAMA HAS put the danger of nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism at the top of his national security agenda. He has called it "a threat that rises above all others in urgency" and warned that if the international community fails to act, "we will invite nuclear arms races in every region and the prospect of wars and acts of terror on a scale that we can hardly imagine." Consider the consequences, he continued, of an attack with even a single nuclear bomb: "Just one nuclear weapon exploded in a city--be it New York or Moscow, Tokyo or Beijing, London or Paris--could kill hundreds of thousands of people. And it would badly destabilize our security, our economies, and our very way of life."
Nuclear proliferation wrecks environment and risks nuclear war

Wertimer 06 – Ph.D California State (3/22/06 Skyne, Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association,  "The Escalation of Nuclear Weapons Programs in the 21st Century: The Implicit and Explicit Threats to Global Security" http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p98890_index.html MEF)
Statistics show that more than 30,000 nuclear weapons remain deployed or in storage worldwide.. Also, the development of nuclear weapons continues and the danger of nuclear war will remain as long as nuclear weapons continue to exist. Production of nuclear weapons has caused untold environmental damage since radioactive elements and hazardous chemicals contaminate the manufacturing facilities. 94 According to Kofi Annan, "tomorrows United Nations would provide a more muscular framework to prevent a cascade of nuclear proliferation. We need tighter rules for inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency."

Proliferation Impacts Ext

U.S. NATO continued alliance key to stop Nuclear War

Brzezinski 09 - former U.S. National Security Adviser and current professor at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University. (September/October 2009, Zbigniew, Foreign Affairs, “An Agenda for NATO”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65240/zbigniew-brzezinski/an-agenda-for-nato MEF)
Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons--and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally. SUSTAINING ALLIANCE CREDIBILITY THE DISPERSAL of global power and the expanding mass political unrest make for a combustible mixture. In this dangerous setting, the first order of business for NATO members is to define together, and then to pursue together, a politically acceptable outcome to its out-of-region military engagement in Afghanistan. The United States' NATO allies invoked Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty in deciding to join the campaign to deprive al Qaeda of its safe haven in Afghanistan. The alliance made that commitment on its own and not under U.S. pressure. It must accordingly be pursued on a genuinely shared military and economic basis, without caveats regarding military participation or evasions regarding badly needed financial assistance for Afghanistan and Pakistan. The commitment of troops and money cannot be overwhelmingly a U.S. responsibility.

Terrorism Add-On

A) NATO consultation key to fight terrorism
Agence France Presse, 02 (April 10, 2002, Agence Fracnce Presse,  “Bush tells Robertson he will "consult" with allies before military actions,” Lexis, AR)

US President George W. Bush reiterated his promise on Tuesday to "consult" with allies on future military action as he received NATO chief George Robertson on the organization's anniversary. "The United States will consult closely with our allies as we move forward in the war against terror," Bush said. Meeting on the 53rd birthday of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Robertson said the 19 members of the organization are ready to back the US war on terrorism. "Today the president and I discussed the common threats that we face, both in Europe and in North America, including from weapons of mass destruction. And NATO allies will work together to overcome these threats," Robertson said. Bush was profuse in his thanks to NATO for its collaboration immediately after the suicide attacks that killed more than 3,000. "Since September the 11th, NATO has been a bulwark in the fight against terror. On September the 12th, for the first time in history, NATO invoked Article 5, declaring an attack on one of its members is an attack on all," Bush said. "More than a dozen of our NATO allies are contributing forces to the war against terror in Afghanistan. NATO aircraft have been deployed to patrol our skies in support of America's security. And the airspace of NATO members has been critical to coalition air operations," Bush said. The two leaders looked forward to NATO's summit meeting. "It's also the kind of alliance that lasts because it adapts and modernizes, as it will indeed do at our summit meeting in Prague in November of this year, taking in new members, rising to new challenges, creating new capabilities to defeat new enemies and new threats," Robertson said. "NATO must develop new, flexible capabilities to meet the threats of the 21st century. We must take on new members, securing freedom from the Baltic to the Black Sea," Bush said. NATO may opt to include Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia at the Prague summit. "And NATO must forge a new relationship with Russia that is even more constructive so that we can finally and forever abolish the divisions that are relics of a previous era," Bush added, before inviting Robertson to dinner.

B) Terrorism risks extinction. 

Sid-Ahmed 04 Political Analyst [August/September 2004, Mohamed, Al Ahram Weekly Online, “Extinction” http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm] 

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain – the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers. 

Terrorism Ext

US-NATO alliance key to Iraq security

Gordon, 03 - Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, (4/10/2003, Philip H., Brookings, Foreign Policy, “Give NATO a role in Post-War Iraq,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2003/0410iraq_gordon.aspx) 

Involving NATO in post-war Iraq would also help to legitimize the reconstruction process in the eyes of many around the world—making a UN mandate more likely and clearing the way for EU reconstruction funds. Having launched the war without explicit UN authority and against the will of much of world opinion, there is already much skepticism about American motives and little trust that Washington will take any but its own interests into account. Putting the Pentagon in sole charge of maintaining security, hunting weapons of mass destruction, and reconstituting an Iraqi army would only heighten that global skepticism, no matter how much confidence Americans might have in their own judgment or fairness. Putting the UN directly in charge of security in Iraq might be reassuring around the world, but as it showed in the Balkans, the UN is ill-prepared to play an effective security role in a potentially hostile environment. Giving a role to NATO—some of whose members have recently proven their willingness to stand up to Washington—would prove that Iraq was not a mere American protectorate, while still giving us confidence that security would be ensured. 

Consulting NATO key to stopping al-Qaeda and securing Afghanistan

The Age 9 (October 1, 2009, Anne Davies, Washington Correspondent with New York Times, “Obama and general talk Afghanistan”, Lexis, AR)

US PRESIDENT Barack Obama was last night expected to have his first direct conversation with Afghanistan commander General Stanley McChrystal since he submitted his grim assessment of the war there a month ago. The two men, who will meet by video link between Washington and Kabul, have spoken only once before in the 100 days since General McChrystal took command of US and NATO forces in Afghanistan. White House press secretary Robert Gibbs said Mr Obama received regular weekly reports from General McChrystal as well as meeting the chain of command. General McChrystal has denied any rift with the White House, though his request for more troops has created a political problem for a president whose liberal base is increasingly speaking out against the war. Among those with Mr Obama at the video conference will be Defence Secretary Robert Gates, Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Vice-President Joe Biden, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, National Security Adviser James Jones and General David Petraeus, the Middle East commander. On Tuesday, NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen emerged from a meeting with Mr Obama vowing that the alliance would stay in Afghanistan "as long as it takes to finish the job". The show of unity is an important boost for Mr Obama as he reconsiders what the job in Afghanistan should be. "I'm convinced that success in Afghanistan is achievable and will be achieved," Mr Rasmussen said. Mr Obama said the two men 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," he said. It is unclear whether Mr Rasmussen gave any indication of the likelihood of NATO increasing its troop numbers if the US chooses to do so. There have been reports on military news blogs that General McChrystal is prepared to resign if he is denied extra troop numbers. But at the same time, Mr Obama will struggle to get authorisation for more US troops from Congress, where an increasingly unhappy Democratic caucus is likely to resist such a request.
*AT PERM:*
AT: PERM do both (lie) (1/2)
1. The perm fails: government action invariably involves leaks which will expose the true intentions of consultation – transparency builds international cooperation.
Finel & Lord 02 – *Professor of Military Strategy and Operations at the U.S. National War College and past Executive Director of the Security Studies Program and the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University from 2002-2004 and **Vice-President and Director of studies at the Center for a New American Security and Foreign Policy Studies Program fellow at the Brookings Institute. (Bernard I. Finel and Kristin M. Lord, Power and Security in the Age of Transparency, p. 101. DS)

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

2. The permutation still links to the net-benefit. Consultation only preserves relations if revisions and changes can take place during consultation.
Sjursen 04 Awarded the Anna Lindh Award in 2006 for outstanding contributions to research in the field of European Foreign and Security Policy Studies. The award is initiated by three European foundations - Compagnia di Sao Paolo (Turin), Riksbankens Jubileumsfond (Stockholm) and Volkswagen Stiftung (Hanover). (July 2004, Helene “On the Identity of NATO”, International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), Vol. 80, No. 4, The Transatlantic Relationship (Jul., 2004), pp. 687-703 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/3569530 LS)

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


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


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


C. Voting issue for Fairness and Education

4. They can’t win on the perm.


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

B. Counterplan solves 100% of case – any risk the perm links to the net benefit means a neg win.
AT: PERM do both (lie) (2/2)
5. Only genuine consultation can save the alliance

Genuine consultation and respect is key to keep multilateralism alive.

Haass 02 - President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Director of policy planning for the Department of State, Principal adviser to Secretary of State Colin Powell, Confirmed by the U.S. Senate to hold the rank of ambassador, Served as U.S. coordinator for policy

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

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

6. Promising genuine consultation but doing the plan regardless is intentional deception which is immoral and should be rejected.
A) Kurtz 4 – Commander United States Navy (2004, Jonathan D. Kurtz, USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT FIXING THE TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONSHIP, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423739&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf LS/MEF) 

The US acts in its own self-interest, unilaterally if it has to, largely because it can. But to its detriment, according to some analysts, when events call for multilateralism, the hegemonic US invariably conducts allied consultations “not so much to forge a common policy, let alone build goodwill, as to persuade others of the rightness of the US cause.”31 Rather than trying to accommodate the Europeans in building a coalition to enter Iraq, as distasteful or tedious and time-consuming as that might have been for some in the Bush administration, the perception is that they cast European concerns aside. Even those European allies that supported the US campaign complained privately about the lack of consultation and diplomatic effort.32
B) Howard and Corver 8 (2008, Richard, Clinton, Ethics for the real world, http://www.ethicsfortherealworld.com/intro.pdf LS)

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

Ext: Lying is immoral
Intentional deception is immoral.

Murphy 96 (1996, Mark C., 41 Am. J. Juris. 81, The American Journal of Jurisprudence, “Natural Law And The Moral Absolute Against Lying,” Lexis Congressional.)

Bok's remarks capture the insight that what disturbs people about lying is not fundamentally that lies are contrary to the good of knowledge, though lies certainly are contrary to that good. What is most troubling about being lied to is that lies infect the decisionmaking process, undermining the good of practical reasonableness. Thus, the account of the moral absolute against lying defended here does justice to what bothers reflective people about being the victim of lies. 39 I have argued that although Finnis is right to think that the lie is an act directed against the intrinsic good of knowledge, the wrongfulness of lying is most adequately explained by reference to the good of practical reasonableness. Lying is absolutely morally forbidden, in last analysis, because refraining from lying is necessary to show adequate respect for the status of other agents as practical reasoners. On this matter, at the very least, natural law theory should affirm its agreement with Kant. 40
Government lying is dangerous
St. Petersburg Times 03 (June 8, MARTIN DYCKMAN, “Americans adjust their attitudes toward truth as virtue”, Lexis) AR

Regardless of their politics, people everywhere value the principle that the end doesn't justify the means. You can't do bad things even if you mean well. Or so it was taught to me as a child. This is the value that accounts for the Fifth Amendment, which says the government can't make someone confess to being a criminal even if it turns out to be true. There had been too much bitter experience with the rack and thumbscrew. But is it a bad thing for the government to lie if the outcome is a good thing? Is a lie ever proper? Most people would say no, but then we fudge. A "harmless" lie is okay if it spares someone's feelings - as in "Of course that new outfit looks nice." Not so with lying to protect yourself. Lying to hurt someone else is the worst; it's the only lie explicitly forbidden by a religious commandment. Our national attitude about lying used to be framed by the fable of George Washington and the cherry tree. It was a complete fiction by the hagiographer Mason Weems. Generations of Americans suspended disbelief because it expressed the sort of absolute virtue we wanted in our presidents. We have long since ceased to expect it, however, which ought to be a matter of greater regret than it seems to be. Richard Nixon lied. Bill Clinton lied. And now that we have gotten used to it, not so many people seem to be as troubled as they should be by the suggestion that President Bush lied to justify making war on Iraq. I do not think he did. I don't think Tony Blair did. I think that they believed what they were saying, though the possibility that other people lied to them (as Robert McNamara lied to Lyndon Johnson) looms larger with each day that fails to produce the weapons of mass destruction that were the stated reason for going to war. In their absence, the American and British governments have an enormous credibility issue that will hobble their diplomacy worldwide, with potentially dangerous consequences for the next time we cry wolf. What if the next time is real? There would still be a problem even if it turned out that Washington and Whitehall were wrong but believed sincerely that they were right. That would point to an intelligence breakdown as serious as the failure to detect the 9/11 conspiracy. With nuclear weapons proliferating once again, it's as dangerous to raise false alarms as to raise no alarms. This is what is so ominous in the allegations that the spooks were pressured - or "politicized" as some put it - into saying what Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, Cheney and Bush wanted to hear. In the city named for the man who supposedly could not tell a lie, the present government recognizes its serious credibility problem. But where it should be preparing simply to say, "We were wrong," a spin is taking shape: It doesn't matter whether we were right or wrong, because getting rid of Saddam Hussein was a good thing to do. If he didn't actually have the weapons, he had them once before and could have had them again. If he wasn't actually a threat to us, he could have been. Or as the president himself expressed it to the troops in Qatar Thursday, "One thing is certain: No terrorist network will gain weapons of mass destruction from the Iraqi regime because the Iraqi regime is no more."

AT: PERM do the plan (consult is normal means)
1. The Perm is severance

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


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


C. Voter



1. Moving Target: It allows them to spike out of our offense by removing parts of the plan that link, it is the same as affirmative condititionality.



2. Ground: It kills our CP and Kritik ground because they can remove parts of the plan to make everything not competititive.

2. Not Topical


A. Resolved, Websters Dictionary 2001: “Fixity of purpose”


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


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

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

4. Consultation is not normal means.

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

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

1. Intrisicness Perm:


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


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

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

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

Ext: Military issues the most important

Consultation on military policy key to unity

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

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

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

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

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

Consultation starting with one instance of Committed collaboration key to saving the transatlantic alliance

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


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


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


C. Voter



1. Moving Target: It allows them to spike out of our offense by removing parts of the plan that link, it is the same as affirmative condititionality.



2. Ground: It kills our CP and Kritik ground because they can remove parts of the plan to make everything not competititive.

2. Not Topical


A. Resolved, Websters Dictionary 2001: “Fixity of purpose”


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


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

3. Timeframe Perms Illegitimate: The perm delays consultation until after the implementation of the plan.  Perm is a moving target because they can delay the plan to co-opt our offense and get out of disads which hurts negative ground.
4. No solvency


A. Prior consultation is key.  Our 1NC evidence says that it is the only way to make good on promises.  The perm just notifies NATO of actions already taken, which makes them feel like an inferior alliance partner.
Sherwood-Randall 05-Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations, Cfr and Senior Research Scholar, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University(2/18/05, Elizabeth, “Council on Foreign Relations Briefing,” Lexis)
MS. SHERWOOD-RANDALL: This is the wrong group. But I would say, I mean, if you're looking at transatlantic relations, the important thing is with respect to an overall plan for reaching some -- for achieving progress on the Middle East peace front, I believe we should be doing what we have traditionally done with the Europeans, which is to go to Europe first, talk to our key allies about what we're thinking about doing, work out an agreed process that they are a part of it, and use our collective leverage to bring about results. So it's not about us going out first and then hoping people will come along, it's about going through Europe first. I mean, that's the big difference in psychology, is whether you choose to strengthen transatlantic ties as you pursue broader goals, or whether you go around Europe and expect people to either be with you or against you and bear the consequences of being against you, which was the first- term approach. My view is we are much more effective, much stronger, both in terms of our policies in the world and also the import of our relations with Europe, if we choose to go to Europe first. That needs to be a part of any action plan, is to consult first with our European allies bilaterally and multilaterally, in capitals and at NATO. 
AT: PERM plan then binding consultation (2/2)
B. Lack of prior consultation ruptures the alliance, creates perceptions of unilateralism.

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

First of all, I agree on the description of the content of consultations. The distinction for me is whether you go to inform or actually consult -- (chuckles) -- and I think the pattern of the last four years has been we inform you of our views, you're with us or against us. We're looking for real -- and I think the Europeans are looking for real -- listening and engagement. I mean, the tradition in the alliance, the alliance that worked for 50 years, was that we actually used the fora that we had built, both formal and informal mechanisms of dialogue, to reach agreement on the most contentious issues out of the limelight. And the whole purpose was that we would discuss and disagree, but not have a pissing match in public. And so the question is whether we can find some way to get back to a process in which we actually talk, listen and work out agreed positions on highly contentious issues. There I would look for, in response to your question, a couple of -- in a couple of areas, signals from the administration of a real willingness to take on European perspectives and develop U.S. policy with those perspectives in mind. And here I would suggest Iran because of the stake the Europeans have laid, especially there parties, three countries in Europe, to the process of dealing with Iranian proliferation. And there I think there can be some matching of a diplomatic process, led by the Europeans, with a threat to back it up with force by the United States. That is something that often is more effective than diplomacy alone, as we saw in the former Yugoslavia. The other area where I think the Americans are not fully aware of the passion of sentiment in Europe is with respect to arms sales to China. And I think that we are heading for a train wreck there if we don't figure out an agreed strategy for dealing with this, and it probably has something to do with the development of a new set of arms export control regulations that would govern sales to a region that could well become the next arms racing region of the world. And a really dangerous spiral could develop in Asia should we move down that path. And finally, back to what I said originally. I mean, I think looking for real content in making the relationship between the European Union and NATO a meaningful one, especially in terms of supporting European desires to develop defense capabilities that could be used independent of the United States. 

Ext: Prior consultation key

Prior-Consultation with NATO avoids policy failure

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

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

1. Intrinsicness Perms are Illigitimate


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


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


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

2. No solvency – The 1NC evidence says that giving NATO veto power is the only way to restructure the alliance because it makes good on a promise and ends public perceptions of unilateralism.  NATO veto ability key to preventing unilateral perception

Pechous 08 – (Summer 2008, Edwin J, NATO Quarterly Review, “NATO Enlargement and Beyond”, DS)
Following the end of the Cold War, NATO struggled with articulating the reasons for expanding its membership. As a result, the initial pace of enlargement was slow and halting, and the extent was limited. The U.S., as the engine of the Alliance, was struggling to define its own security future, including the extent and degree of worldwide hegemony it might exercise either alone or through the NATO Alliance. As the events of 2001 to 2006 clearly showed, the far-reaching, rather aggressive path the U.S. selected has prompted mixed responses among its NATO allies. One result, perhaps by design, has been a deliberately vague strategy regarding expansion on the part of both the U.S. and NATO. At the same time, new NATO members have provided the U.S. with additional leverage within the Alliance, but often at the expense of the support of a number of the more established Western European members. To date, the United States’ use of its leadership role in NATO to extend its hegemony has been limited by NATO rules assigning individual veto powers to each member nation on most issues. There has been increasing resentment in some NATO quarters of the repeated U.S. unilateral military and security actions in recent years. 

3. Only the CP can solve – Sincere consultation that allows for input is key to the alliance.

Foreign Affairs, 03 (2003, Kurt M. Campbell & Celeste Johnson Ward, September, “New Battle Stations?”, lexis, AR) 

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

Ext: Genuine consultation key
Unilateralism neglects multilateral institutions – Consultation needed for European support

Nye, 03 - is former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. He is author of Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics. (Joseph, 2003 “U.S. Power and Strategy After Iraq,” http://asr2.myweb.uga.edu/Fall%202004/Readings/US%20power%20and%20strategy%20after%20Iraq.pdf, SJ)
Proponents of the neoconservative strand in the new unilateralism are more attentive to some aspects of soft power. Their Wilsonian emphasis on democracy and human rights can help make U.S policies attractive to others when these values appear genuine and are pursued in a fair-minded way. The human rights abuses of Saddam’s regime have thus become a major post hoc legitimization of the war. Moreover, as indicated earlier, the Bush administration has made wise investments in American soft power by increasing development aid and offering assistance in the campaign against HIV/ AIDS. But although they share Woodrow Wilson’s desire to spread democracy, the neo-Wilsonians ignore his emphasis on institutions. In the absence of international institutions through which others can feel consulted and involved, the imperial imposition of values may neither attract others nor produce soft power. Both the neo-Wilsonian and the Jacksonian strands of the new unilateralism tend to prefer alliance a la carte and to treat international institutions as toolboxes into which U.S. policymakers can reach when convenient. But this approach neglects the ways in which institutions legitimize disproportionate American power. When others feel that they have been consulted, they are more likely to be helpful. For example, NATO members are doing much of the work of keeping the peace in the Balkans and in Afghanistan. NATO works through many committees to achieve the standardization and interoperability that allow coalitions of the willing to be more than ad hoc groupings. Without regular institutional consultation, the United States may find others increasingly reluctant to put tools into the toolbox. One day the box might even be bare. American-led coalitions will become less willing and shrink in size-witness the two gulf Wars.

True consultation destroys skepticism around American decision making.

Gordon, 03 Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy, (Philip H., 4/10/2003, Brookings, Foreign Policy, “Give NATO a role in Post-War Iraq,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2003/0410iraq_gordon.aspx TH)


Finally, involving NATO in post-war Iraq's security arrangements would be a vital step toward giving our European allies—including Russia—a stake in the successful reconstruction of Iraq. One of the most negative consequences of having to fight this war without support from France, Germany, Russia and most of European public opinion was that those countries and many individuals overseas now see the creation of a democratic, stable and prosperous Iraq as our project, not theirs. Although they would never say so, they even have an almost subconscious stake in our failure, if only to prove the merit of their opposition to the war To reverse that destructive dynamic, the United States has a strong interest in involving as many European allies as possible in the effort to make a new Iraq; a collective NATO commitment to that goal would be an important first step.

When US drifts from NATO and avoids cooperation, the alliance and transatlantic community suffers

Kupchan 07 – (Charles, 2007, The Macedonian Foreign Policy Journal, “The Fourth Age. The Next Era in Transatlantic Relations”)

The Third era of transatlantic relations, like the two before it, has been brought to an end by geopolitical change. yet at this historical intersection, the Atlantic community has suffered a serious reversal, rather than an advance. The deterioration began well before the election of George W. Bush and the tragedies of September 11. The reasons are no surprise. The strategic priorities of America and Europe started to diverge soon after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. In the absence of a common external threat, Europe and America no longer relied on each other to defend first-order security interests. NATO has continued to exist as a military alliance only in name, its provisions for collective defense having become moot after it shifted its focus to out-of-area missions. Moreover, in the region that now preoccupies policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic—the greater Middle East—the United States and Europe have often pursued divergent policies. During the cold War, the impact of such differences was muted by the solidarity resulting from the soviet threat. Absent a militarized inter-German border, the troublesome issues that used to be distractions have come to dominate the transatlantic agenda. The events of 9/11 have not helped matters. Although NATO now maintains a sizable operation in Afghanistan, Washington initially turned down the alliance’s offer of help in toppling the Taliban, dealing a blow to the spirit and form of transatlantic solidarity. For the vast majority of Europeans, taking the War on Terror to baghdad was both unwise and illegitimate. And Americans and Europeans have embraced different views of the source of Islamic extremism and how best to combat it.

Ext: Consultation must be genuine and binding

Multilateral agreements depend on honest consultation to remain stable.

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

http://www.jstor.org/stable/3569530 LS)

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

The US has realized it’s necessary to share important intelligence with NATO to ensure international security

Reveron 06  - Professor of National Security Affairs, U.S. Naval War College (Summer 2006, Derek S, summer 2006, Old Allies, New Friends:

Intelligence-Sharing in the War on Terror, “Traditional Allies”)

In addition to the 5 Eyes relationships, the United States shares intelligence with its European allies through the NATO Special Committee. Member states typically share intelligence of a military nature, such as a potential adversary’s order of battle or assessments of the operating environment. After 9/11, NATO shifted its traditional focus when it invoked Article V of the Washington Treaty, declaring that the terrorist attacks were an attack on all NATO countries. The next month, it adopted additional measures to combat terrorism, including an agreement to enhance intelligence-sharing on terrorism threats both bilaterally and within NATO, and created a Terrorism Threat Intelligence Unit at its Brussels headquarters to analyze these threats. While there were policy differences over the 2003 war in Iraq, the Alliance reaffirmed its commitment to intelligence-sharing at its June 2004 summit in Istanbul, where members planned to review NATO intelligence structures.21 As the QDR put it, ‘‘NATO remains the cornerstone of transatlantic security.’’

Dissemination of once-classified secrets are now key to maintaining international security

Reveron 06  - Professor of National Security Affairs, U.S. Naval War College (Derek S, summer 2006, Old Allies, New Friends: Intelligence-Sharing in the War on Terror, “Traditional Allies”)

Underlying new intelligence relationships is a series of multinational military operations begun in the 1990s. In 1996, the United States began sharing intelligence, including SIGINT, HUMINT, and imagery intelligence (IMINT), with coalition partners in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The trend continued when NATO intervened in Kosovo in 1999. In both cases, the United States not only found itself peacekeeping alongside NATO members, but also patrolling with soldiers from non-traditional countries like Russia and Ukraine. With new allies in mission-specific roles, the United States found it necessary to shift from producing classified information at the NOFORN level to UN-releasable.36 During the last five years, widely disseminated U.S. intelligence has become institutionalized as multinational operations in Iraq and Afghanistan include a variety of new partners.

US sharing intelligence with NATO is key to preventing international threats

Johnson, 96 - Regents Professor of Political Science at the University of Georgia (Loch K, Secret agencies: U.S. intelligence in a hostile world, “Distinctiveness of US intelligence”)

Developing a strong U.N. intelligence capability for environmental and peacekeeping tasks will take years. In the meantime, the United States and other nations should share more generously with international organizations. as well as with ecologists in the private sector, their intelligence gained from aerial and satellite surveillance.°° The sharing of intelligence among NATO units in Bosnia in 1996 demonstrates how successful this approach can be. Further, just as treaties are signed on arms control amrngernents, so nations should begin to prohibit by treaty at least some aspects of covert action. collectively resisting its strong tug. Covert action is unlikely to be banished by international convention any time soon; but efforts at better international supervision are warranted, including prohibitions against the use of special activities that directly contradict overt diplomatic initiatives and understandings-in essence, driving with the brake on. Even the murky world of counterintelligence lends itself to some forms of international cooperation, most obviously in joint combat against terrorism, the rising drug epidemic, and international crime. I-Iere, in fact, may be three of the most promising starting points for nations to work together toward solving common problems through intelligence liaison?" Although a few national leaders actually protit from the drug trade and other criminal activities. and, therefore, will have no interest in cooperation (or are too intimidated by indigenous terrorists and underworld figures), most would like to save their children from the scourge of drugs and lawlessness.

Government Secrecy discourages effective governing and international relations

Adair 09 – staff counsel of the National Security Archive (8/1/09, Kristen L., Transparency and Accountability: The Changing U.S. Perspective. UC Berkeley: Center for Latin American Studies. Retrieved from: http://www.escholarship.org/uc/item/4gv7n7kr, DS)
Secrecy has many costs, including economic and political costs and costs to public safety and security. But it is arguably most dangerous when it not only keeps the public in the dark about key government policies but also impedes effective decision-making within the government. Policies and interpretations of law that impact the public should be debated openly, to the extent national security permits. According to Senator Russ Feingold, a vocal supporter of transparency during the Bush administration, “when it comes to the law that governs the executive branch’s actions, Congress, the courts, and the public have the right and the need to know what law is in effect.”13 During the Bush administration, however, policies regarding homeland security, domestic surveillance, detention, enhanced interrogation, and extraordinary rendition were developed in secret, out of view of the public but also shielded from Congress and even other high-level officials in the administration.14 In addition, government officials used overclassification, selective and limited declassification, and improper reclassification of previously released information to avoid oversight and accountability. There were few checks from within the government and even fewer from outside to challenge illegality and overreaching by government officials, and the result was poor policies that threatened our security, infringed the rights of U.S. citizens and those in U.S. custody, and damaged the reputation of the United States in the world.

Consulting prevents veto

Just the act of consulting means NATO won’t veto

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

Consulting does not delay

Consultation is a very fast process because of prior consultation experience
NATO 10 (6/10/10, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Consensus decision-making at NATO, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49178.htm, BD)

A decision reached by consensus is an agreement reached by common consent, a decision that is accepted by each member country. This means that when a "NATO decision" is announced, it is the expression of the collective will of all the sovereign states that are members of the Alliance. This principle is applied at every committee level, and demonstrates clearly that NATO decisions are collective decisions made by its member countries. How this principle is applied Consensus decision-making means that there is no voting at NATO. Consultations take place until a decision that is acceptable to all is reached. Sometimes member countries agree to disagree on an issue. In general, this negotiation process is rapid since members consult each other on a regular basis and therefore often know and understand each other's positions in advance.  Facilitating the process of consultation is one of the NATO Secretary General's main tasks.  The consenus principle applies throughout NATO. The origins of this principle Consensus has been accepted as the sole basis for decision-making in NATO since the creation of the Alliance in 1949.  

*THEORY*

Consult CP Good
1. Consultation is key to education:

A.  Consultation CPs uniquely check the desirability of the process by which the plan is passed.  No other CP provides the educational benefit of testing unilateral troop withdrawal versus other alternatives

B.  consultation forces them to defend the immediate enactment of the plan, which is key to core neg generics, allowing them to sever immediacy destroys politix, trade-off, and other main DA’s.

2. Literature checks abuse:

A. There isn’t net benefit or consultation literature on every country, which sets a key limit on who can be consulted.

B. We have specific literature saying that we should consult [INSERT COUNTRY NAME] about the plan, which proves it’s predictable.

C. They have plenty of ground—unilateralism versus multilateralism is one of the most researched areas under every resolution.

3.  Consultation increases education—you learn more about international political systems and relations between countries.

4. Probabilistic solvency increases aff ground – the counterplan guarantees a delay and potential non-adoption. All they have to do is win one argument and the entire CP goes away.

5. Consult Counterplans are key to fairness

A. They maintain negative flexibility by hedging against unpredictable 2ac add-ons

B. They’re key to beat small affirmatives that don’t link to anything – especially problematic on this topic because of the diversity of small roles or missions affs

6. Net benefits check abuse:

A. 
The aff always has the option of straight turning the NB and not even dealing with the solvency of the CP.   Proves we don’t link to any of their “steals aff” offense

B.
The research burden is inevitable- reading the counterplan as a disad still would’ve forced the research burden without gaining the additional topic based education based on unilateral withdraw vs multilateral

7.  Best policy option—the search for perfection promotes real world education by comparing congressional unilateral withdrawal versus first withdrawing with prior consultation. The CP is key 

8.  Don’t vote on potential for abuse. It’s like voting on arguments they didn’t make, in round abuse is the only objective standard.

9.  Their interpretation is arbitrary: It’s the same as rejecting all politics disads because there’s too much stuff on the docket or they’re too complex. Don’t punish us because we’re strategic.

10.  Counter-interpretation— the affirmative must provide the negative with a means to test the desirability of unilateral troop removal and decisive action, which is key to topic based education

CONSULT CP BAD
*AFFIRMATIVE*
1. Infinitely regressive – there are an unlimited number of actors who could be consulted about the 1ac. This is an untenable research burden as there are thousands of organizations and countries that could be consulted, destroying in-depth education about the plan and CP. 

2. Consult is normal means – fiat solves process based arguments; <COUNTRY/ORGANIZATION> would be consulted during the drafting and legislation process. 

3.  Legitimates severance and intrinsic perms – this best allows testing of the consultation process and accesses the literature base they refer to. These permutations are crucial to check strategy skew created by the artificially competitive nature of the net benefit. 

4. 1NC must clarify whether <COUNTRY/ORGANIZATION> says yes or no – not specifying means the 2NC gets a new advocacy and the round shifts, all 2ac strategy is predicated on a particular response. This is unfair to the 1ar and makes generate offense impossible for the aff as the neg could claim the CP doesn’t solve and get the net ben and solvency turns in the 2NR. 

5. Artificially competitive – the CP is not mutually exclusive with the thrust of the aff, it is just an add on to generate uniqueness for their relations disad.

6. Voter for ground, education, and fairness

2AC: Consult NATO CP (1/2)
1. Perm do the Counterplan.  Consult is normal means. 
Peters 08 - director of the Centre for Transatlantic Foreign and Security Policy Studies at the Department of Social and Political Sciences at Freie Universität Berlin (3/26/08 Ingo, ISA's 49th ANNUAL CONVENTION, BRIDGING MULTIPLE DIVIDES, “Cooperation, Conflict and Crisis: The Impact of the Iraq War on European-American Relations", http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p254640_index.html, MEF)  
Cooperation problems have characterized the transatlantic community from its outset.17 Since  its inception the alliance has been marked by power asymmetry and a master-client  relationship among allies, with the US as the 'benign hegemon' defining the rules of the game.  This created some concern among European partners on the superpower's readiness for  regular and timely consultations to provide them opportunities to exert influence and to arrive  at truly common policies. But, as the world became aware during the Suez crisis of 1956, the  European partners themselves are not disinclined to unilateral action. In response to  cooperation failures, the Pearson Commission established a code of conduct defining the  'normal practice of consultations' in the realm of non-military cooperation, ideally implying a  joint consensus-building and non-hierarchical influence on the policy of the alliance.18 Though, throughout the following decades, this could not prevent numerous crises, these  guidelines still acquired the status of a 'social norm,' i.e. the common understanding of  appropriate behavior within the alliance proper if not also for the transatlantic relationship in general.
2. NATO will say no – the CP can’t access our 1AC impacts.
Hook 08–contributor to the International Studies Review journal (December 2008, Steven, “Review: Falling out: The United States in the Global Community”, International Studies Review, Vol. 10 No. 4, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/121520292/PDFSTART, BD)

No region has recorded a greater erosion of support for US foreign policy than Europe, where the US march to war in Iraq ruptured relations with NATO members France and Germany and the UN. Even before the Iraq war, a crossnational survey (Kennedy and Bouton 2002) uncovered deep differences between American and European public opinion over the magnitude of global threats, the benefits of US leadership, the merits of higher defense spending, and Israel’s treatment of Palestinians. The Iraq war then triggered a free fall in US popularity. Between 2002 and 2006, the US favorability rating fell from 63% to 39% in France, from 61% to 37% in Germany, from 75% to 46% in Great Britain, from 30% to 12% in Turkey, and from 61% to 43% in Russia. This ill will toward Bush extended from Europe’s general public to its political elites. Ninety-eight percent of European Commission members and 68% of members in the European Parliament disapproved of the president’s foreign policies in 2006 (Center for the Study of Political Change 2006:6). In these and other surveys, actions by the United States prompted Europeans to favor strengthening their own defense forces and become more independent of Washington in foreign affairs.

3. NATO is ineffective and incapable of providing military support. 
Munroe 09(11/1/09, Ian, CTV News, “Will the War in Afghanistan bring down NATO?”, http://www.ctv.ca/servlet/ArticleNews/story/CTVNews/20091031/nato_afghanistan_091101/20091101?hub=SEAfghanistan, MEF)

The autobiography of Rick Hillier, a retired Canadian general and former chief of defense staff in Ottawa, landed in book stores this week. In it, he provides a written attack on the alliance's performance in Afghanistan from his time as commander of ISAF.  The mission's leadership is "abysmal," he writes. Staff at NATO's headquarters in Kabul "had no strategy, no clear articulation of what they wanted to achieve, no political guidance and few forces."  Afghanistan has shown that the alliance has become "a corpse, decomposing," Hillier concludes. "Unless the alliance can snatch victory out of feeble efforts, it's not going to be long in existence in its present form."  Ret. Gen. Lewis MacKenzie, a Canadian who worked with the alliance in the early 1990s while he was in charge of the United Nations peacekeeping force in Bosnia, has voiced similar concerns.  "Forget about bombing Serbia from the safety of 20,000 feet," he told CTV.ca earlier this month. "Now that we're having blood being spilled, we have 28 different opinions as to how things should be done. You just can't run an alliance that way."  "It's proven that it's incapable," he added.  Experts south of the border are also cautioning that the alliance may not survive its foray into central Asia.  Charles Kupchan, a senior fellow at an influential American think-tank, warned the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Oct. 22 that NATO is at risk of being seen as ineffective.  "Unity of command has proved elusive, as has co-ordination between NATO and EU efforts," he said. "Moreover, it will be no easy task maintaining the NATO coalition at current levels, with domestic pressure mounting in several member states for winding down of their national contributions."
2AC: Consult NATO CP (1/2)
4. Perm do the counterplan then the plan.


A. The perm tests the counterplan’s artificial competition and solves all the offense.


B. Binding commitments have been more rigid than is efficient

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

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

5. Turn/ NATO is already overburdened, consulting will break the alliance.
Kober 09 – Research Fellow in Foreign Policy at the Cato Institute graduate of Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service and received his Ph.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University. (Winter/Spring 09, Stanley, Global Dialogue, “NATO: The End of the Permanent Alliance”, http://www.worlddialogue.org/content.php?id=449, MEF)
As if all these problems were not enough, NATO members now face the worst financial crisis since the alliance’s inception. Countries that were not meeting NATO’s target of spending 2 per cent of GDP on defence before are certainly not going to meet it in the future. The implications for NATO have been underlined by its operational commander, General John Craddock. “They’re expecting to be asked to do more,” he told a press briefing in Washington in January 2009, referring to US allies. “I think it’s going to be harder for them to do it because of decreasing defense budgets.”18 Precisely. NATO’s problem has been the enunciation of strategy and the assumption of commitments without any reference to capability. That is what is so unreal about the discussion of Georgian membership. Imagine that Georgia had been a member of NATO. What could the alliance have done to defend it against the Russian attack? Georgia borders Russia and is far away from the United States and the other NATO members, who have their hands full elsewhere. Even as NATO faces an existential crisis in Afghanistan, there are calls for it to return to the traditional mission of defending its members. “Nobody will be asking for a wholesale strategic rethink that reduces Nato’s commitment to Afghanistan,” an anonymous senior NATO official told the Financial Times. “But some states may be looking to strike a new balance between Nato’s current focus on expeditionary operations and the need to defend Nato territory.”19 But how will a new balance be struck? There are only two ways: increasing resources and devoting them to the traditional mission, or redirecting resources from “out of area” missions to the traditional one. Which will it be? Increasing resources seems near impossible in these times of financial stringency. But if resources are redirected, what happens to the “out of area” missions? What, specifically, happens to Afghanistan? “Many [NATO members] have defence budgets that are so low, and coalition governments that are so precarious, that they cannot provide the quantity or type of forces needed for this kind of fight,” US defence secretary Robert Gates has lamented.20 That is the situation now. It will not improve if further missions are added. Indeed, it is apparent that NATO is already overburdened.
6. No internal link – the neg can’t prove that the plan is the ticking point that will make or break the alliance.
Consultation bad: fails

Consultation deterred by fear of information leak

Smith 2K – Lecturer in Defense and International Affairs at the Royal Military Academy in Sandhurst (2000, Martin A., “NATO in the First Decade after the Cold War”, Kluwer Academic Publishing, p. 19, TH)
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Consulting NATO does nothing

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

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

Despite the change in tone and style from his predecessor, President Obama has experienced exactly the same conspiracy of reluctance that President Bush faced in seeking more equitable burden sharing for the Afghanistan mission. Since October 2006, when NATO assumed full responsibility for Afghanistan's security, the U.S. has repeatedly attempted to secure greater European input for both military and civilian operations in Afghanistan. The contributing nations have had ample opportunity to make their voices heard through the countless NATO summits, ministerial meetings, bilateral discussions, strategy sessions, speeches, conferences, and compacts. It is therefore disingenuous to attribute the problems that ISAF is experiencing in Afghanistan to too few opportunities for the allies to consult. Rather, NATO has repeatedly agreed to strategies for Afghanistan but then failed to provide adequate resources. The comprehensive approach, which was endorsed at the heads-of-state level in Bucharest in April 2008, is a striking example of this disconnect.[9] The alliance endorsed a strategy for a greater civilian-military footprint in Afghanistan, but after a short-term surge of largely American and British troops to combat the Taliban's spring offensive, ISAF's overall strength was almost the same in October as it had been in April. No additional Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) have been created since April 2008.[10]
U.S. has acted and will continue to act with no regard to consulting NATO

Peters 08 – director of the Centre for Transatlantic Foreign and Security Policy Studies at the Department of Social and Political Sciences at Freie Universität Berlin (3/26/08, Ingo, ISA's 49th ANNUAL CONVENTION, BRIDGING MULTIPLE DIVIDES, “Cooperation, Conflict and Crisis: The Impact of the Iraq War on European-American Relations", http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p254640_index.html, MEF)  
The US President repeatedly made it clear that America's security will not be made dependent on other nations' policy but that he was willing to take action, including preemptive military one, if he deemed it necessary.42 Indecision of allies was not to impede the American war on terror."43 In this vein, for example, the US administration negotiated Resolution 1441 (adopted on Nov. 8, 2002), conceding 'a last chance' for the Iraqi regime to fully adhere to its obligations under earlier resolutions.44 To the same end, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld asserted that the administration did not value NATO as indispensable part of the US campaign against terrorism but demanded compliance and adjustment by whatever allies were 'able and willing' to follow the American lead: "(T)he mission needs to define the coalition, and we ought not to think that a coalition should define the mission."45 The Bush administration's assertiveness as to its capability to solve the Afghanistan problem alone also became obvious when the US started the war on the Taliban in October 2001 as well as the deployment of 140.000 US troops to the Middle East in mid- January 2003 without any significant consultations with its NATO allies.46 The US had unilaterally changed its grand strategy and as part of it devaluated NATO, while at the same time displaying a leadership style demanding European subordination indeed indicating a shift from 'participatory to hierarchical hegemony'
Consultation bad: fails

The U.S. and NATO will disagree when consulting

Athanassopoulou 06–Lecturer in International Relations at the School of Politics and Public Administration, University of Athens and Senior Research Fellow at the Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy (Spring 06, Ekavi, The Journal of Transatlantic Studies, “Transatlantic relations caught up by reality”, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a905223013~db=all?bios=true#b905223013, MEF)

Some argue that transatlantic relations could be re-invented on the basis of proposals for a grand bargain' in which Europe spends more on defence, develops a coherent strategy, and assumes a significant global security role in co-operation with the US. As a result, Washington would agree to genuine consultations with its European allies before acting. Grand bargain advocates disregard reality. More than a decade following the end of the Cold War, efforts within the alliance to address the fundamental burden and power-sharing problems have produced no satisfactory deals for either side. The Americans and the Europeans have been consistently assessing differently how much defence burden each carries and as a result they have been disagreeing about how much decision-making power each should have. The Europeans have adopted the view that the American desire to lead the alliance is out of tune with its financial contributions. The Americans for their part have not been prepared to acknowledge the value of Europe's economic assistance regionally and globally. The American rejection of the importance of Europe's financial contributions, and the consequent resistance to a more balanced power-sharing relationship with the Europeans, does not simply reflect the preferred US approach to security issues, that is pre-eminence of hard versus soft power (as some would like to argue), but also Washington's wish to continue to dominate the alliance. In fact, the background has been a specific concern with asserting American global leadership now that the EU seems to challenge it. 
Binding consultation bad: not efficient

Non binding international agreements allow for more depth and impact

Raustiala 05–Professor at the UCLA School of Law and UCLA International Institute and director of UCLA Ronald W. Burkle Center for International Relations (July 2005, Kau, The American Journal of International Law, “Form and Substance in International Agreements”, Vol. 99, No. 3, http://www.jstor.org/pss/1602292, DW)

Finally, this article's positive analysis of the design of international agreements also leads to policy prescriptions. Advocates as well as analysts of international accords must pay more attention to the complex architecture of agreements and treat their design holistically. For example, if an increase in the depth of substantive obligations in an agreement is offset by weaker monitoring and review, the agreement may be rendered no more effective, and possibly, even less so. In general, the analysis here suggests that concerns about reputation, credibility, and uncertainty often lead states to negotiate international commitments that may be legally binding but are shallow and lack strong review structures. As a result, compliance with these commitments may be high, but their impact on actual behavior is low.' How can more effective agreements be created? Greater reliance on pledges offers a potential, though limited, solution to the dilemma of high compliance but low effectiveness that often results from the choice of a shallow or weakly structured contract. By minimizing concerns about legal compliance, pledges may permit states to negotiate more ambitious and deeper agreements that are tied to stricter monitoring and review provisions. 

Yes/No is not genuine – requires edits

Genuine consultation requires modifications

Haas 03–President of the Council of Foreign Relations (12/30/03, Richard, http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id8869&CFID=475932&CFTOKEN)

What will it wake, then, for the US to drum up the necessary international support for all that it seeks to accomplish in the world- and in the process translate its enormous power into lasting influence? Part of the answer is consultation- genuine consultation, not simply informing others of the decisions already reached.  This implies a willingness to compromise not on fundamentals but on matters of detail and implementation.  Insisting that Iraq meet its international obligations was one thing: insisting that military action began when it did was quite another.

NATO doesn’t want to Consult

NATO thinks consulting is irrelevant and dangerous

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

NATO will say no

NATO lacks support for US initiatives like the plan

Noetzel and Schree 09 – (3/3/2009, Timo & Benjamin, International Affairs, vol. 85, Issue 2, “Does a multi-tier NATO matter? The Atlantic alliance and the process of strategic change”, DS)

There is a growing feeling in some European NATO member states that they need to be more active in determining the future direction of the alliance. This feeling originates in part in the recent pre-eminence of the United States, with its neglect for multilateral security forums, which in turn invited balancing behaviour.36 Recent years have seen frequent examples of ‘politico-diplomatic’ balancing in the NATO context that resulted in a ‘lack of support of U.S. initiatives and attempts to bind the United States with international institutions’.37 The upshot was a greater willingness by major ‘status quo’-oriented European allies to challenge US leadership in the alliance. The former German government of Chancellor Gerhard Schröder made a telling contribution in this regard when it formally stated that the country had a special obligation to exert influence on the alliance’s future course rather than letting its direction be determined by others.38 In fact, Germany, traditionally a balancer between the transatlantic and Eurocentric camps within NATO, has made a remarkable change of course. In recent years, Germany’s NATO policy has been marked more by discord than by collaboration with Anglo-Saxon positions.

NATO will say no – no confidence in US policy
Hook 08-contributor to the International Studies Review journal (December 2008, Steven, “Review: Falling out: The United States in the Global Community”, International Studies Review, Vol. 10 No. 4, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/121520292/PDFSTART, BD)

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


Because of conflicting views and policies of the member nations, NATO won’t have consensus for a U.S. policy

Dobbs 95(6/3/95, Michael, Washington Post, “Post-Cold War Challenges Put NATO's Credibility on the Line”, lexis, AR)

"NATO operates by consensus," another Western diplomat said. "When you have a big issue, on which there is no consensus on an acceptable range of outcomes, the alliance mechanism has a great deal of trouble working."

The tactical differences among NATO members were clearly visible during the foreign ministers' meeting earlier this week in the Netherlands, which officially was billed as yet another display of "Western resolve." The meeting ended with the Americans holding out the prospect of future airstrikes, the French opposing the idea and the British expressing great reservations. To a large extent, these differences of opinion reflected the differences between the two leading contributors to the U.N. peacekeeping force -- Britain and France -- and a country whose military presence in Bosnia has been limited to the air.

"There are three active players in NATO -- the British, the French and the Americans -- and they have all been following contradictory policies. For NATO to work, you need these countries to click together," a NATO diplomat said. "Unfortunately, they have never been on the same wavelength at the same time."

NATO will say no

It’s impossible to reach a consensus decision with Europe – they distrust any U.S. action and opposition countries like France and Germany will split just to stifle us

Hulsman 05–Senior Research Fellow for European Affairs at the Heritage Foundation (February 6, John C., Lexis)

 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.

NATO doesn’t rubber-stamp American initiatives anymore

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

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

NATO bad: destroys security

It is beneficial for the US to withdraw from NATO for global security and economic reasons.

Tupy 03–Policy analyst with the Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity and a PhD from the University of St. Andrews (5/13/03. Marian L, “NATO: An Economic Case for American Withdrawal”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3094)

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

NATO hinders efficient transatlantic relations by undermining European independence

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

NATO is ineffective and is irrelevant to modern security threats

de Jonga Oudraat 10(2/18/10, Chantal, International Studies Association Annual Meeting “Play it Again Uncle Sam: Transatlantic Relations, NATO and the EU”, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p413708_index.html, MEF)
There are three major reasons why NATO has become a less central player in transatlantic relations. First, the absence of any major security threat in Europe and the improbability that the U.S. and European allies will confront Russia militarily, and vice versa, make NATO as a regional defense alliance somewhat irrelevant. No longer is the survival of Europe premised on the military presence of the United States in Europe. Second, for many NATO allies global, or “out-of-area,” activities, such as the one in Afghanistan, do not involve essential security interests. The inability of NATO to deploy sufficient troops in Afghanistan and the unwillingness of allies to share risks equally attest to this fact. Third, the changing nature of security threats in the 21st century, particularly terrorism and the threat of failed and failing states, require whole of government responses—that is, they require a mix of social, economic, and military responses. As a military organization NATO is ill-suited to respond to such threats. Ultimately, the changed security environment has made NATO a less compelling policy instrument for both the U.S. and European countries.

NATO is ineffective and unadjusted to modern threats

Finck 09–Colonel and MSS candidate (3/3/09, Klaus, USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, “THE FUTURE OF NATO AND AN EVOLVING EUROPEAN SECURITY INTEREST”, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:w40pcMiaZyEJ:scholar.google.com/+NATO+ineffective&hl=en&as_sdt=80000000&as_ylo=2006, MEF)

The traditional instrument of the military deterrence of NATO has become ineffective against unscrupulous terrorists who even do not shrink back from suicide attacks. With this new world-political challenge, NATO with its current structure and military orientation can play only a marginal role. The need for a collective defense treaty, particularly in light of the collapse of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact has repeatedly been questioned, with some apocalyptic suggestions that NATO was an anachronism of the Cold War.32 It has lost its meaning as a defensive organization in the trans-Atlantic region and is still deemed less prepared since the west-European NATO partners might have placed an emphasis on collective territorial defense in the Central European region far too long. As General James Jones, the former Supreme Allied Commander Europe put it at its best: “…the future of NATO is not to be a reactive defensive static alliance, but it is to be more flexible, more proactive. We must take on the family of missions that actually prevent future conflicts instead of reacting to future conflicts once they've started…”33

AT: alliance about to collapse

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

The U.S. and Europe’s differences will inevitably split the transatlantic alliance.

Kupchan 03–Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and Director for European Affairs on the National Security Council during the first Clinton administration; worked in the U.S. Department of State on the Policy Planning Staff (November 2003, Charles A., Atlantic Magazine, “The End of the West”, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2002/11/the-end-of-the-west/2617/, DW)

That encapsulates the conventional wisdom—and it is woefully off the mark. Not only is American primacy far less durable than it appears, but it is already beginning to diminish. And the rising challenger is not China or the Islamic world but the European Union, an emerging polity that is in the process of marshaling the impressive resources and historical ambitions of Europe's separate nation-states. The EU's annual economic output has reached about $8 trillion, compared with America's $10 trillion, and the euro will soon threaten the dollar's global dominance. Europe is strengthening its collective consciousness and character and forging a clearer sense of interests and values that are quite distinct from those of the United States. The EU's member states are debating the adoption of a Europe-wide constitution (a move favored by two thirds of the union's population), building armed forces capable of operating independently of the U.S. military, and striving to project a single voice in the diplomatic arena. As the EU fortifies its governmental institutions and takes in new members (Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, and at least four other countries are expected to join in 2004), it will become a formidable counterweight to the United States on the world stage. The transatlantic rivalry that has already begun will inevitably intensify. Centers of power by their nature compete for position, influence, and prestige. The coming clash between the United States and the European Union will doubtless bear little resemblance to the all-consuming standoff of the Cold War. Although military confrontation remains a remote prospect, however, U.S.-EU competition will extend far beyond the realm of trade. The U.S. Federal Reserve and the European Central Bank are destined to vie for control of the international monetary system. Washington and Brussels will just as likely lock horns over the Middle East. Europe will resist rather than backstop U.S. leadership, perhaps paralyzing the World Bank, the United Nations, and other institutions that since World War II have relied on transatlantic cooperation to function effectively. An ascendant EU will surely test its muscle against America, especially if the unilateralist bent in U.S. foreign policy continues. A once united West appears well on its way to separating into competing halves. For the moment America remains largely oblivious to the challenges posed by a rising Europe. Policymakers in Washington tend to view the EU as at best an impressive trade bloc, and at worst a collection of feckless allies that regularly complain about America's heavy hand even as they do little to bear the burdens of common defense. Moreover, most American foreign-policy experts presume that were the EU to realize its full potential as a political and economic power, the geopolitical consequences would be minimal: amity among the Atlantic democracies has been a well-entrenched fact of life, an apparently unalterable product of shared history and values. That the EU and the United States might part ways would seem to border on the unthinkable. These presumptions are dangerous illusions. To be sure, Europe is not a centralized federation, and its integration is proceeding in fits and starts. But political entities that take shape by stitching together previously separate states always emerge tentatively. The United States began as a loose confederation in 1781. After that formula proved too weak to sustain the Union, America opted for a tighter federation in 1789. It then took roughly a hundred years—not to mention a bloody civil war—for the Union to strengthen its governing bodies, nurture a national identity that transcended state loyalties, and project a geopolitical voice beyond its neighborhood. Europe has been working at political union for about five decades—and faces many hurdles in the years ahead. But the EU is already coming of age as a collective force; it is on, if not well ahead of, schedule. History also provides ample warning of the trouble likely to accompany a division such as the one that the West is now starting to experience. Consider the fate of the Roman Empire after Diocletian decided, at the end of the third century, to split the realm into eastern and western halves, leading to the establishment of a second capital, in Byzantium—which Constantine elected to rename Constantinople in 324. Despite their shared heritage, Rome and Constantinople became rivals: a common religion fell prey to lasting disputes over authority and doctrine, and imperial unity gave way to bloodshed and the demise of Roman rule. As Byzantium did with Rome when it separated from its former overseer, the EU is making a run at the United States. And just as the Byzantines and the Romans parted ways over values and interests, so have the Europeans and the Americans. 
[CONTINUED]

AT: alliance about to collapse

[CONTINUED]

The two sides of the Atlantic follow different social models. Despite recent deregulation across Europe, America's laissez-faire capitalism still contrasts sharply with Europe's more centralized approach. Whereas Americans decry the constraints on growth that stem from the European model, Europeans look askance at America's income inequalities, its consumerism, and its readiness to sacrifice social capital for material gain. The two have also parted company on matters of statecraft. Americans still live by the rules of realpolitik, viewing military threat, coercion, and war as essential tools of diplomacy. In contrast, Europeans by and large have spent the past fifty years trying to tame international politics, setting aside guns in favor of the rule of law. On July 1, while the EU was celebrating the launch of the International Criminal Court, the Bush Administration was announcing its intention to withdraw U.S. forces from Bosnia unless they were granted immunity from the court's jurisdiction. Europeans see America's reliance on the use of force as simplistic, self-serving, and a product of its excessive power; Americans see the EU's firm commitment to multilateral institutions as naive, self-righteous, and a product of its military weakness. Americans and Europeans still enjoy an affinity arising from historical ties and democratic traditions. But even this is wearing thin. As a multi-ethnic immigrant nation, America has begun to wonder about a Europe that remains hostile to immigrants despite its shrinking population, and that falls prey to bouts of intolerance and anti-Semitism. Europeans, in turn, take a dim view of an America wedded to gun ownership and capital punishment. At root, America and Europe are driven by different political cultures. And the cultural distance appears to be widening, not closing, putting the two sides of the Atlantic on diverging social paths. As the EU continues to rise, its economic and political interests are likely to collide frequently with those of the United States, intensifying the ill will. Airbus recently surpassed Boeing as the world's leading supplier of commercial aircraft, and Nokia is the top producer of cell phones; they are only two of many European companies that are now besting their U.S. competitors. In 2000 Britain and France each ranked ahead of the United States in the value of corporate international acquisitions. German companies have been expanding as well; in 1998 Bertelsmann bought Random House and Daimler-Benz bought Chrysler. Much of the investment capital that buoyed the U.S. economy in the 1990s has lately been heading to the other side of the Atlantic, enabling the euro to gain ground against the dollar and increasing the likelihood that the EU will soon enjoy substantial increases in productivity and growth. These economic successes are impressive in their own right, but there is more to them than meets the eye. From the outset European economic integration has been a daring experiment aimed at politically binding together the Continent's long-warring nations. And the intended effects are now visible. Driving across the border from Germany to France is like driving from Virginia to Maryland: no passport control, no customs, no currency exchange. The EU in 1999 appointed its first foreign-policy chief, who has been busy overseeing the creation of the union's new military forces even as he pursues diplomatic agendas in the Balkans, the Middle East, and other trouble spots. And the union decided earlier this year to construct its own satellite network, called Galileo—a move that will reduce European reliance on U.S. technology. All these initiatives enjoy strong public support, with more than 70 percent of Europe's citizens favoring, for example, a single security policy for the EU as a whole. Even if the EU makes good on its military plans, its defense capabilities will admittedly be modest compared with those of the United States. Its members are uninterested in projecting military power globally (not least for the costs associated with doing so). Accordingly, a division of labor is emerging, in which the EU manages Europe's security while U.S. forces focus on the rest of the world. This is not a recipe for a face-off between titans, but it does spell the end of Europe's deference to its American protector and the potential unraveling of NATO. Britain's decision to enhance its leadership role in Europe is moving the EU more quickly toward self-reliance. London for years kept its distance from the Continent, but Prime Minister Tony Blair has altered course, orchestrating the EU's push on the defense front and working to take his country into the euro zone. "We must be wholehearted, not halfhearted, partners in Europe," Blair told Britons late last year, warning them that "Britain has no economic future outside Europe." Similarly, Germany's growing comfort with leadership is strengthening the union's political will. As part of its postwar policy of reassurance and reconciliation, Bonn for decades treaded lightly on diplomacy and defense. Since 1999, however, when the seat of government moved back to Berlin, symbolizing a renewed self-confidence, Germany has been actively guiding the EU's evolution, marking out a pathway for building a federal Europe. This new enthusiasm for Europe's collective enterprise is partly a product of domestic politics. For most of the postwar era, politicians sold integration to their constituents by arguing that it offered the only way for Europe to escape its bloody past. But the younger generation of Europeans has lived through neither World War II nor the Cold War, and therefore has no past from which to escape. As a result, a new political discourse is emerging—one that sees integration as a vehicle for enhancing Europe's power and achieving, rather than checking, international ambitions. The French used to be alone in looking to the EU as a counterpoise to America, but the other members have now joined in. Tony Blair has asserted, "Whatever its origin, Europe today is no longer just about peace. It is about projecting collective power." Germany's Chancellor Gerhard Schröder called for a "more integrated and enlarged Europe" to offset U.S. hegemony. According to Romano Prodi, the President of the European Commission, the EU's executive body, one of the chief goals of the union is to create "a superpower on the European continent that stands equal to the United States." Göran Persson, the Prime Minister of Sweden, a country that long ago renounced power politics, recently remarked that the EU is "one of the few institutions we can develop as a balance to U.S. world domination." The Bush Administration, like the Clinton Administration before it, has been none too pleased about Europe's growing assertiveness, but Washington's dismissive attitude toward the EU up to now has only strengthened Europe's resolve. Bush's penchant for unilateralism, in particular, has provoked European pique. As Bush backs away from the Kyoto Protocol on global warming, withdraws from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, and distances the United States from a host of multilateral institutions, Europe grows ever more convinced that it must both challenge America and chart its own course. After September 11 Europeans hoped that an America confronted with the threat of terrorism might rediscover the virtues of multilateralism. But soon Bush was unilaterally declaring Iraq, Iran, and North Korea an "axis of evil" and indicating that he intended to topple Saddam Hussein with or without the approval of U.S. allies. Germany's Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer then cautioned Washington that "alliance partners are not satellites." The Berliner Zeitung lamented that far from renouncing its go-it-alone ways, the United States had "used the opportunity to strengthen its selfish superpower position." "Never has a president of the United States been so foreign to us," the newspaper proclaimed in an editorial, "and never have German citizens been so skeptical about the policies of their most powerful of allies." With America and Europe squabbling over the sources of terrorism as well as how best to fight it, this new threat promises to exacerbate rather than repair the widening transatlantic divide. The consequences of the growing rift between the United States and Europe are only just becoming apparent. The two sharply disagree on the Middle East: the EU opposes both America's steady support of Israel and its insistence on isolating, rather than engaging, Iraq and Iran. Trade disputes are heating up, especially over steel and agriculture. Despite America's defection from the Kyoto Protocol, the EU moved forward with more than a hundred countries participating, leaving Washington a lonely and, from all appearances, an environmentally irresponsible bystander. Last year EU member states took the lead in voting the United States off two UN commissions—payback for America's unilateral ways. As Europe increasingly holds its own and the United States continues to shrug off compromise, the international institutions that have helped to promote peace and prosperity since World War II will inevitably falter. As the EU enlarges eastward, it will come to dominate the geopolitics of Eurasia, gradually replacing America as the arbiter of the globe's strategic heartland. As capital flows to Europe and a rising euro competes with the dollar as a reserve currency, the monetary stability of recent decades will give way to a self-interested jockeying more reminiscent of the 1930s. The order that has come with a single captain at the helm will be no more. History is coming full circle. After breaking away from the British Empire, the United States came together as a unitary federation, emerged as a leading nation, and eventually eclipsed Europe's Great Powers. It is now Europe's turn to ascend and break away from an America that refuses to surrender its privileges of primacy. Europe will inevitably rise up as America's principal competitor. Should Washington and Brussels begin to recognize the dangers of the growing gulf between them, they may be able to contain their budding rivalry. Should they fail, however, to prepare for life after Pax Americana, they will ensure that the coming clash of civilizations will be not between the West and the rest but within a West divided against itself.
AT: NATO relations key

NATO is no longer key 

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

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

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

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

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

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

New bill will keep European allies close if NATO collapses

Defense Daily International 09(June 19, “Legislation Offered To Fortify Transatlantic Security”, lexis, AR) 

Rep. Michael Turner (R-OH) and Rep. Jim Marshall (D-GA) have introduced the bipartisan NATO First Act (H.R. 2797) to fortify America's transatlantic security links with our European allies and partners. By building a robust, integrated U.S. and allied security framework in Europe, the NATO First Act will bolster common defenses, protect the United States homeland, and strengthen an alliance that has ensured peace and stability in Europe for over 60 years, the members said in a joint statement. The legislation, which Turner and Marshall, referred to the House Foreign Affairs Committee would also strengthen the United States' negotiating position during ongoing engagement with Russia on key issues, such as the START Treaty. "The NATO First Act would assure our European allies and partners that America remains fully committed to preserving the role of NATO for our mutual security. This legislation will continue American's strong commitment to European defense while taking steps to strengthen our NATO allies and partner nations," Turner. "As we begin new START negotiations, the NATO First Act would bolster America's negotiating position with Russia and ensure that our defense and security interests are preserved."
AT: NATO relations key

EU will step up if NATO fails – They are competing for the international stage

Dempsey 05–political analyst and European consultant for NYT (2/18/05, Judy, “For EU and NATO, a race for influence; 
One result is uncertainty on security”, Lexis Nexus, BD)

On the face of it, the issue is about how NATO and the European Union can discuss sensitive security issues when some EU countries have not received security clearance from NATO to attend these meetings. In essence, however, diplomats say, it is about how the two organizations are vying with each other to set the agenda for the trans-Atlantic relationship. "There is now a competition between both organizations where member countries try to play off their interests either against the EU or NATO," said a senior NATO official who, like most officials interviewed for this article, requested anonymity. "The relationship between the EU and NATO is in flux because both are jockeying for influence on the international stage," he added. "As the EU moves slowly along the road toward doing more defense and security, it is seen as threatening to NATO. NATO knows it is no longer Washington's first port of call for its military missions. It is becoming a toolbox for the U.S."
The growing EU has gained in power and support to become a viable source of support like NATO

Smith 09–(Michael E., International Studies Assocaition Conference, “Transatlantic Security Relations in Flux: Diverging US-European Views on the Ethics of Force”)

Instead, this paper has taken a closer look at how the EU attempts to balance these various forces – which are not mutually exclusive – when converting its ideals into actual practice, through the range of specific ESDP missions and the related efforts to fashion a European approach to international security and conflict resolution through the institutionalization of a learning culture within the ESDP infrastructure.  I have argued that these efforts can be framed as a form of new thinking on the part of the EU regarding the ethics of force: a utilitarian ethic and a deontological ethic.  These ethics can also be framed in terms of a growing recognition of “Europe’s responsibility” in world politics, and the related UN-inspired norms regarding the “responsibility to protect” civilians in situations where national authority has broken down.  In undertaking these efforts, the EU is attempting to carve out its own niche in international security affairs in areas often neglected by NATO and the US.  Since the ESDP is not NATO, and thus does not offer or require a formal defense commitment, its appeal is widened for countries and organizations who wish a European (not American) presence to help stabilize a security situation with limited (not offensive or aggressive) military or police forces.58 The EU’s forces therefore may be more effective if they are viewed as a source of humanitarian aid and civil society building rather than as self-interested invaders or occupiers, as they are always invited by the host government, mandated by the UN, or invited by another international or regional organization (such as the African Union or the Association of Southeast Asian Nations).  Moreover, given that ESDP operations are not those of a single state, and given the 58. EU Military Staff officials who have worked for both NATO and the EU point out the fact that NATO is not accepted everywhere, and may be seen simply as a tool of the US. For example, NATO planners attempted to work up an operation to intervene in the Israeli-Lebanon war in 2006 but this effort was abandoned as the NATO Secretary General and other top leaders realized that NATO forces would never be accepted in the region. For the same reason joint EU-NATO military operations are also controversial for many states, so the EU must continue to develop its own capacities where NATO is unable, unwilling, or unwelcome to operate. Personal interviews with several EU Military Staff officials, Brussels, November 2008. 34 EU’s reputation as one of the world’s leading democratic regional bodies, demand for ESDP missions is likely to increase thanks to the EU’s own legitimacy and appeal in the eyes of those seeking security assistance.

AT: key to hegemony/multilateralism
Obama’s multilateralism destroys US Hegemony

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

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

Veto power crushes U.S. leadership
Carroll 09–(James FF, Notes & Comments Editor of Emory International Law Review, J.D. with Honors from Emory University School of Law, “Back to the Future: Redefining the Foreign Investment and National Security Act's Conception of National Security”, Emory International Law Review, 23 Emory Int'l L. Rev. 167, Lexis)

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

AT: key to hegemony/multilateralism

The counterplan will devastate U.S. global leadership 
Campell and O'Hanlon 06–Director at the CSIS Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Senior policy analyst at the Brookings Institute (2006, Kurt and Michael, Hard Power: The New Politics of National Security, October, p. 214) 

In the convincing phrase Madeleine Albright coined in the 1990s, the United States truly is the "indispensable nation." Another useful metaphor from that era, Richard Haass's description of America as "reluctant sheriff," is also apropos. The United States may show greater skepticism about using its military muscle in the future than it did during much of the George W. Bush presidency, but it needs to play the role of international sheriff at times nonetheless (with the help of "'posses" of like minded states), because no other entity can do so.5 Those moderates and progressives angry about Bush  administration unilateralism and arrogance must avoid overcompensating in such a way that they weaken America’s critical role as a global leader. America's centrality in the international order is another aspect of the reason why moderates and progressives must be careful when they suggest that multilateralism will be a core element of their foreign policy, as many do. While multilateralism is desirable, it should not be taken so far as to devolve simplistically into a "democratic" approach to world affairs in which each nation essentially gets equal say. As Harvard professor and former Pentagon official Joseph Nye argues, the United States should not act multilaterally when doing so would contradict core American values, delay responses to immediate threats to its security, or promote poor policies that might have been improved through a tougher (and more unilateral) bargaining process.6 The United States will sometimes have to do things that are unpopular internationally; it will usually have to help forge consensus among nations rather than wait for it to develop; and it will generally have to act rather than hope that crises will go away on their own. On the subject at hand, this means that America needs to be ready to defend its allies without waiting for global approval or the formation of large coalitions to do so.
Despite not consulting NATO, the U.S. is still perceived as the hegemon

Sloan 97–Senior Specialist in International Security Policy for the Congressional Research Service and Consultant to the Senate NATO Observer Group (October 1997, Stanley, “Transatlantic relations: Stormy weather on the way to enlargement?”, http://www.nato.int/docu/review/1997/9705-05.htm, AR)
The United States has such overwhelming strength currently in the international system that, like a bull in a china shop, it must walk very carefully not to break alliance dishes. Self-confident US behaviour - ranging from touting the strength of the US economy at the G-8 summit to limiting the first round of NATO enlargement to three states - has rubbed many Europeans the wrong way. When the Clinton Administration revealed its choice of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland to participate in the first wave of NATO enlargement, many allies privately applauded. Even France, which was a strong proponent of including Romania and Slovenia, was not surprised that the United States and several other allies would only support a smaller group. But the fact that the United States appeared to have abandoned the process of NATO consultations to make its choice clear, and then said its decision was non-negotiable, troubled even the closest allies of the United States. It strengthened the hand of those in Europe who claim that the United States is acting like a 'hegemonic' power, using its impressive position of strength to have its way with weaker European allies. 

AT: key to the economy

American withdrawal from NATO would yield immense economic benefits and encourage necessary economic reform

Tupy 03–policy analyst with the Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity specializing in the study of the political economy of Europe and sub-Saharan Africa. (5/13/2003, Marian L, Cato Institute, “NATO: An Economic Case for American Withdrawal”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3094, DS) 

Yet there is no use complaining about European complacency. The Europeans behave in a rational manner. As long as the United States guarantees their security through NATO, the Europeans lack the incentive to invest more in their defense. Instead, they can use the money they save to preserve their inefficient welfare states. Even so, the budgets of some European states are stretched to the breaking point. According to the European Union Commission, the European economy is expected to grow only 1 percent in 2003. Because of a possible contraction of the European economy in the first quarter of 2003, that estimate may have to be adjusted downward. As a result of economic slowdown, a number of European countries, including Germany and France, have now breached the European "growth and stability pact" that limits their annual budget deficits to 3 percent of GDP. French President Jacques Chirac's insinuation that France's economic problems may have been caused by the American war against Saddam Hussein is a preposterous attempt to shift blame. In fact, France and Germany are beset by deep structural problems, including rigid labor markets, restrictive regulations, hurtful environment and safety standards, high taxes and large unfunded pension liabilities. But neither Germany's Schroeder nor France's Chirac exhibit the leadership qualities necessary to pull their countries out of economic malaise. The two built their careers on populism. They do not possess the reformist zeal exhibited by Margaret Thatcher in Great Britain in the 1980s. They are thus relegated to tinkering with the margins of their welfare states. The longer those trivial changes continue, the further will the European states fall behind the United States. An American withdrawal from the European security guarantee would galvanize serious economic reform. Instead of remaining defenseless, the European states would find it necessary to raise more revenue by cutting the size of the welfare state and increasing their economic growth. A vibrant Europe with a strong economy and a credible military force could then contribute to making the world more prosperous -- and safe. Whether that will happen is up to Washington.

AT: consult on military key to the alliance

Not consulting over military matters is key to the alliance

Moravcsik 03–Professor of Government at Harvard University (July/August 2003, Andrew, “Striking a New Transatlantic Bargain”, Foreign Affairs, http://www.princeton.edu/~amoravcs/library/bargain.pdf)

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

AT: NATO good – Afghan stability

NATO forces fail in Afghanistan and fuel the insurgency
Roughneen 06(11/7/06, Simon, author of Nato’s Unfamiliar Role, Afghanistan’s Familiar Situation, Irish Times, “NATO faces prospect of failure in Afghanistan”, Lexis)

AFGHANISTAN: The most pressing issue for Nato leaders meeting in Riga tomorrow is how to counter a resurgent and emboldened Taliban, writes Simon Roughneen After September 11th, 2001, Nato invoked its collective defence provision for the first time in its history. Only now is the alliance that was set up to contain and counter the USSR in Europe engaging in its first ground combat operations. But Nato is not fighting in Europe: 31,000 troops are fighting a resurgent Taliban in the south and east of Afghanistan. Minus the Soviet menace, it sought a new-found purpose to deal with globalised security threats and terrorism, with its lead member, the US, increasingly averse to what it sees as unreliable alliances. Nato heads of state convene in Riga tomorrow to discuss the future of an organisation that has been experimenting with an "out-of-area" mandate since its 2002 Prague summit. Fifty thousand soldiers serve in operations on three continents: Nato has provided logistical support to the African Union in Darfur and humanitarian relief in Pakistan after the earthquake. Debates about linking security and development aside, Nato's out-of-area operations are out of context for a military alliance. But not anymore. While Nato has commanded the UN-mandated stabilisation/peacekeeping force in Afghanistan since 2003, its role altered dramatically in July this year. Then Nato moved into Afghanistan's south, and then in September, into the east, assuming the lead role in counterinsurgency from US forces. At the Riga summit, Nato expansion and relations with Russia will be discussed. Other issues on the table include more formal partnership arrangements with extra-European allies such as Japan, Australia and South Korea. Nato members will seek to inaugurate a 25,000-strong Rapid Response Force. This requires contributors to provide set units for six-month periods at a time, for potential short-notice action wherever Nato votes to deploy. Matching Nato's global role with a free-standing military outlet means, as assistant secretary-general John Colston said last week, agreeing on "comprehensive political guidance", thus making official the alliance's extra-European ambitions. But the prospect of failure in Afghanistan is the most pressing issue now. Given the entrenched and potent Taliban revival, Nato faces a quagmire. This year has been the bloodiest since 2001. More than 3,000 people and 150 foreign soldiers have died. There have been at least 80 suicide attacks - up fourfold since 2005. Insurgents have become more aggressive since the Nato expansion, seeking to turn public opinion against the Afghan operation, given that Germany refuses to redeploy troops to counterinsurgency, and after months of acrimonious debate preceding Dutch deployment to southern Afghanistan. Nato cannot meet the huge reconstruction needs and governance deficits facing donors and the Afghan government. However, these are relevant to the Taliban revival, and for the future of Nato's mission. Afghanistan's opium poppy production will reach record levels this year - over 90 per cent of the global supply and equivalent to 60 per cent of Afghan GDP. This provides hard cash for insurgents and impoverished farmers in the disaffected Pashtun regions that straddle the Afghan-Pakistan border. After Pakistan's recent deal with tribal leaders bordering Nato's new eastern Afghan domain, US forces reported a threefold increase in insurgent infiltration into Afghanistan, while the Daily Telegraph revealed in October that Nato's report on Operation Medusa cited evidence that Pakistan's intelligence agencies supply insurgents. Expect some Nato allies at Riga to question Bush and Blair's failure to press Pakistan effectively on this. The USSR invaded Afghanistan in 1979 and prompted three decades of violence. Great armies have come to grief in Afghanistan, and less-than-great armies could repeat such failure. After visiting Afghanistan in recent days, Tony Blair told the House of Commons: "The credibility of Nato rests on us doing everything we can." But the Afghan campaign is turning Nato members against each other and the political will needed to defeat the Taliban is absent. It is mainly the American, British, Canadian and Dutch contingents that are taking the fight to the Taliban. At Riga, resentments will surface against member states that will not fight. In Afghanistan 2,900 German troops are restricted to collaboration in reconstruction work with local government and aid agencies in the relatively stable north of the country. Turkish, French and Italian troops present are not sent to the combat zone. National caveats, effectively prohibitions on certain types of activity, and the fact that troops answer to political command at home, mean that Nato contingents cannot always act or interact effectively. In Afghanistan, the problem is this: more troops are needed to fight the Taliban. Otherwise, Nato will not defeat the insurgency or lay the foundations for a stable Afghanistan. And Nato, like Afghanistan, will face an uncertain future. Yesterday in Afghanistan Nato forces killed 55 Taliban fighters in clashes in the south, while a suicide bomber killed 15 Afghans, many working for the US military, in the southeastern Paktika province.

AT: NATO good – terrorism

NATO alliance does nothing for terrorism

Strong 07–Editor of the family security foundation Inc. (7/30/07, Jonathan, “EXCLUSIVE: BEYOND NATO: A NEW ALLIANCE FOR A NEW THREAT”, Lexis)

A new alliance may not need a formal command structure, but it would not hurt to have one to proclaim a body of collective defense for freedom and democracy to the world. It would also put other “fair weather” allies, who are less than cooperative, on notice that their voice will not be heard, or can at least be ignored, if obstruction is chosen over cooperation. Think Germany and France at the moment. Beyond this, Europe seems to be dying demographically and culturally as Islamic immigration and falling birth rates continue to change the face of Europe. The time to act is now. It is always better to act sooner than later in the face of terrorism because of its invisible nature, which does not heed national boundaries, treaties, or conventions. A new threat has resulted in the need for a new security structure. The threat of terrorists with WMDs forces us to ignore fair-weather friends and allies of convenience. We require allies who are willing to act preemptively and swiftly to confront this threat. While NATO had its place in the past and can continue to be a useful structure in Europe, it is not an adequate organization for dealing with the threat of terrorism and the states that sponsor it.

AT: secrets bad

The U.S. keeps military secrets from NATO

Deans 99(4/24/99, Bob, The Gazette, “U.S. keeps mission details secret from NATO”, lexis, AR) 

The Pentagon has kept from its NATO allies the details of hundreds of U.S. combat missions to Yugoslavia under a policy designed to ensure strict American control over all strikes by cruise missiles and radar-evading stealth bombers. The result is a security firewall aimed at preventing leaks from NATO partners that might compromise those raids, give away tactical or technological secrets or endanger American pilots, according to senior air force officials. The subject is a sensitive one - military officials would discuss it only on background - because it reflects tensions within the NATO alliance over the sharing of top-secret information. A Pentagon spokesman confirmed, however, that the bombing sorties flown by the stealth F-117 Nighthawks and the B-2 Spirits - the workhorses in the precision strikes on scores of refineries, barracks, ammunition dumps and other fixed targets deep inside Serb-dominated Yugoslavia - are purely American operations.

AT: lying is immoral

Lying is acceptable if it brings good, or helps us to avoid danger. In certain instances it is immoral to not lie.

Mazur 93–Vice President for ethics at Countrywide Financial Corporation (Fall 1993, Tim C., Issues in Ethics, http://www.scu.edu/ethics/publications/iie/v6n1/lying.html)

According to a third perspective, utilitarian ethics, Kant and virtue ethicists ignore the only test necessary for judging the morality of a lie - balancing the benefits and harms of its consequences. Utilitarians base their reasoning on the claim that actions, including lying, are morally acceptable when the resulting consequences maximize benefit or minimize harm. A lie, therefore, is not always immoral; in fact, when lying is necessary to maximize benefit or minimize harm, it may be immoral not to lie. The challenge in applying utilitarian ethics to everyday decision making, however, is significant: one must correctly estimate the overall consequences of one's actions before making a decision. The following example illustrates what utilitarian decision makers must consider when lying is an option. 

AT: no delay with consultation

Consultation results in delay from bureaucracy

Grant 02–Director for the Center for European Reform (2002, Charles, NATO Review, http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2002/issue1/english/debate.html#top)

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

Expansion causes long delays

Dempsey 02(11/20/02, Judy, Financial Times, Lexis-Nexis)

But for Prague to rediscover a unity of purpose and decisiveness of action seems a tall order. Indeed, enlargement, from 19 to 26 countries, seems likely only to make it harder. The new entrants add little to Nato's military prowess and will be small contributors to its budget.  "You cannot imagine how long decisions take to make," says one ambassador. He admits that many of the important discussions at Prague will be held in the corridors, where the deals will also be struck. Any sensitive material will simply not be allowed into open forums for fear of security leaks by new entrants. 

