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**1NC**
1NC – CONSULT NATO

The United States federal government should enter into genuine, prior, and binding consultation with the Defense Planning Committee of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization over whether or not the United States should _________________
____________________________________________________________________.

The United States should advocate the plan throughout this process and implement the result of consultation. 

CONTENTION ONE – COMPETITION 

THE COUNTERPLAN SEVERS THE CERTAINTY AND IMMEDIACY OF THE PLAN. “RESOLVED” MEANS “HAVING A FIXED PURPOSE.” CONSULTATION VIOLATES “RESOLVED” BECAUSE IT MAKES PLAN IMPLEMENTATION UNCERTAIN. 

Webster’s revised Unabridged Dictionary 1998
CONTENTION TWO – SOLVENCY 

CONSULTATION IS CRITICAL TO GAIN SUPPORT FOR NEW NUCLEAR POSTURES. 

WARD, Fellow in the International Security Program, CSIS, September/October 2003
Johnson, Foreign Affairs, pg 24-39 

Given the sensitivity of the issue 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, consultation over the posture changes should be seen as an important opportunity to solidify, strengthen, and redefine those alliances for the future. 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.”
1NC – CONSULT NATO

CONTENTION THREE – THE ALLIANCE

PRIOR AND GENUINE CONSULTATION OVER NEW NUCLEAR POSTURE IS CRITICAL TO THE RENEWAL OF THE ALLIANCE. 
BROOKS, AMBASSADOR, HALPERIN, CONGRESSIONAL COMMISSION ON THE STRATEGIC POSTURE OF THE UNITED STATES, AND PERKOVICH, CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE, APRIL 6TH 2009
Linton, Morton, George, THE NUCLEAR ORDER – BUILD OR BREAK, CARNEGIE INTERNATIONAL NONPROLIFERATION CONFERENCE, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/npc_build_or_break.pdf

Some people in each of these countries are worried that we’re not doing enough to get rid of nuclear weapons. Some people in all of these countries are worried that we may do too much, although we’re not yet close to that line. I do not think the actual deployments make as much difference as the political relationship and the assurances that we should give. One thing we should learn to do is not make demands on other governments in this area which hurt them domestically in their own politics, and then we can’t deliver on. We’ve just done that again with the ballistic missile defense. We did that from the beginning of NATO with a series of demands which have undercut the domestic politics of countries for, my view, no good reason. I think the political relationships, the confidence that we give them, the consultation that we do. They should not read in the newspaper about any changes in the American nuclear posture. I hope even this speech was, in fact, discussed in advance, not only with our European allies, but with our Asian allies, as well, so that they know where we’re going. I also think the president went about as far as he should go on elimination of nuclear weapons. He laid it out there as an aspiration, as an objective, as something that will happen, he hopes, some time in the future, but I think the critical point is that the steps we take now have to be steps that enhance our security and that of our allies, whether or not we get to zero in any reasonable time, or whether or not we know how to go to zero. They need to be able to be supported and endorsed based on the notion that they improve our security even if zero never turns out to be a reasonable objective. MR. PERKOVICH: Thank you. Do you want to jump in on this or – Linton? AMB. BROOKS: We always talk about deterrence being a function of capability and will. Nothing we’re going to do in the next several years, as just a practical matter, is going to take away the capability to offer extended deterrence, even if the START follow-on goes quickly, and we immediately move to a much more dramatic level. So the question is how do we convince our allies that we still have the will? Things like weapons in Europe are symbols, but they’re not – they’re not the only way. I agree completely with the point about consultation, and I’d go further. We in the ’80s, when I was doing arms control, we would wind up Paul Nitze and Ed Rowney, and we would put them on planes, and they would go to every capital you’ve ever heard of. And they would say, we’re here to consult; tomorrow we’re making an announcement, and here’s what it is. And so what our allies got was they weren’t surprised. They didn’t do what Mort said. They didn’t read our position in the paper, but they also didn’t influence our position. I think those days have to be over. I think that – and that’s going to be hard, because the new administration, like all new administrations, wants to do things quickly. And consultation with allies, as many in this room know, whatever else it is, is not a “quickly” kind of thing, but I think we are going to have to do more of it so that we do not have our allies misinterpret where the president is going. I don’t think there’s anything that risks the security of our allies in – at least in what the president has outlined so far, but I think it is entirely possible to do this wrong and leave that impression. And so I think we’re in the need to build in time for genuine consultation with allies, or we’re not going to like the way this works out. We’re going – we are going to trade one set of problems for another.
1NC – CONSULT NATO

LACK OF GENUINE CONSULTATION COLLAPSES THE ALLIANCE. 
GORDON Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and Director of the Center on the United States and France at the Brookings Institution, 2003
Philip H., Foreign Affairs January/February, volume 82, number 1

The Bush administration came to office determined to overcome what it perceived to be its predecessor's penchant for compromise in the name of getting along with others. The new president, his team made clear, was going to lead based on a precise definition of American interests; European allies could and would grumble about American unilateralism, but in the end they would appreciate the new decisiveness from Washington, and the result would be better for all. Backing up this approach seemed to be the assumption that if the Europeans did not see the light, it did not matter. Allied support would be nice but certainly not indispensable to a United States that deemed itself by far the most powerful nation in history. As Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld put it with regard to the Iraq issue, "it's less important to have unanimity than it is to be making the right decisions and doing the right thing, even though at the outset it may seem lonesome." The new U.S. National Security Strategy document published in September 2002 officially enshrined this notion: that it is up to the United States to decide what is right and to use its unprecedented power to achieve its goals. There is much to be said for assertive American leadership. As developments over the past decade -- from the Persian Gulf to the Balkans to Central Asia – have shown, Washington's willingness to lead often seems to be the only way to get the rest of the international community to act. But it is also clear that when taken too far, assertive leadership can quickly turn into arrogant unilateralism, to the point where resentful others become less likely to follow the lead of the United States. Few have put this argument better than did candidate Bush when, in October 2000, he warned that potential allies around the world would "welcome" a humble United States but "resent" an arrogant one. The Bush team's policies, however, thus far seem to have been based on the opposite premise. Telling allies that if they do not support Washington's approach to the war on terrorism, they are "with the terrorists," slighting key NATO allies (and NATO itself) in Afghanistan, and refusing genuine consultations before important decisions seem far more likely to foster resentment than to muster support. Whatever the merits of the administration's opposition to the long list of multilateral agreements it has fought since coming to office – and many of those agreements were genuinely flawed -- it should have been clear that the United States could not abruptly pronounce the Kyoto Protocol "dead," seek to undermine the International Criminal Court, raise tariffs on steel and increase agricultural subsidies, and oppose a range of arms control agreements without such actions' having a cumulative impact on the attitudes of European leaders and publics toward the United States. The September 2002 German election, where for the first time in the postwar period a leading candidate concluded that major electoral gains could be had by running against the United States, should be taken as a warning that American unilateralism could indeed come at a price. The United States maintained a sort of "European empire" so successfully in the past because it was what historian Geir Lundestad has called an "empire by invitation" -- the United States was predominant in European affairs because Europeans wanted it to be. Today the United States risks alienating those it is most likely to need as twenty-first-century allies. European sympathy and support for the United States will not disappear from one day to the next, but over time, treating allies as if they do not matter could produce that very outcome; the United States would find itself with an entire European Union that resembles the common U.S. perception of France: resentful of American power, reluctant to lend political support, and out to counter American interests at every turn. MORE LIKE THAN NOT For all the talk of a transatlantic rift in the post-September 11 world, the fact is that basic American and European values and interests have not diverged -- and the European democracies are certainly closer allies of the United States than the inhabitants of any other region are or are likely to become anytime soon. Although their tactics sometimes differ, Americans and Europeans broadly share the same democratic, liberal aspirations for their societies and for the rest of the world. They have common interests in an open international trading and communications system, ready access to world energy supplies, halting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, preventing humanitarian tragedies, and containing a small group of dangerous states that do not respect human rights and are hostile to these common Western values and interests. Europeans, finally, will also have to wake up to the fact that their security now depends more than ever on developments beyond their borders. One of the reasons for the current transatlantic divergences is that while Washington is focused on global developments, Europeans, quite understandably, are preoccupied with the enormous challenges of finishing the peaceful integration of their continent, through EU enlargement, the euro, and a constitutional convention. These are very important projects, themselves major contributions to world peace and stability, but they are no longer enough. By 2004, when ten new members are likely to have joined the EU and a new constitution is in place, the new Europe will have to set its sights beyond its borders if it wants to preserve the close global partnership with the United States that both sides need. Europeans and Americans are not destined to go their separate ways. But they could end up doing so if policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic act on the assumption that fundamentally different world-views now make useful cooperation impossible. The reality is that despite their differences, in an age of globalization and mass terrorism, no two regions of the world have more in common nor have more to lose if they fail to stand together in an effort to promote common values and interests around the globe. Now is not the time to start pretending that either the United States or Europe can manage on its own.
1NC – CONSULT NATO

NATO IS CRITICAL TO PREVENT A NUMBER OF SCENARIOS FOR EXTINCTION INCLUDING; WMD PROLIFERATION, TERRORISM AND WAR. 

ROBERTSON, NATO Secretary General, 2003 Lord Robertson, Speech at the 9th Conference de Montreal http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2003/s030506a.htm
In our increasingly globalised world, instability cannot be confined to the areas in which it originates. It affects us all, wherever we live. Take Afghanistan. Under the Taliban, it exported instability to its neighbours, drugs to Europe, terrorism and refugees throughout the world. And if the international community does not remain fully engaged, we can expect the same symptoms of overspill to reappear. The scale of threats has also increased. Today terrorism is more international, more apocalyptic in its vision, and far more lethal. And despite the best efforts of our diplomats and counter-proliferation experts, the spread of bio-chemical and nuclear weapons is already a defining security challenge of this new century. If not addressed, it will put more fingers on more triggers. And because not all of these fingers will belong to rational leaders, traditional deterrents will not always deter. All this adds up to a guaranteed supply chain of instability. It adds up to a security environment in which threats can strike at anytime, without warning, from anywhere and using any means, from a box-cutter to a chemical weapon to a missile. In the months leading to Prague, NATO’s 19 member countries demonstrated that they understood the nature of this challenge and were united in a common response to it. What this has meant in practice for the Alliance can be summarised under three headings: new roles, new relationships and new capabilities. NATO is worth retaining only if it is relevant. It evolved successfully in the 1990s to engage former adversaries across the old Soviet bloc and then to deal with instability and ethnic cleansing in the Balkans. Now NATO is radically changing again to play important new roles in the fight against terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. It already provides the common glue of military interoperability without which multinational operations of any kind would be impossible. Canada’s Joint Task Force 2 and Princess Patricia’s Canadian Light Infantry were able to operate effectively against the Taliban and Al Qaida in Afghanistan only because of decades of cooperation in NATO. After 9/11, NATO also played a supporting role in actions against Al Qaida. Most importantly, however, NATO at Prague became the focal point for planning the military contribution against terrorism, a major new role and one which no other organization in the world could play. In doing so, we have put an end to decades of arid theological debate about whether the Alliance could operate outside Europe. NATO now has a mandate to deal with threats from wherever they may come.
**SOLVENCY**

SOLVENCY – CONSULTATION KEY (GENERAL)

NATO WANTS GENUINE CONSULTATION OVER ALL SIGNIFICANT FUTURE SECURITY ISSUES INCLUDING: (IRAN RUSSIA NUCLEAR WEAPONS MISSILE DEFENSE)
TERTRAIS, Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, Winter/Spring 2009
Bruno, NATO at 60 – Not Yet Retirement Age, European Affairs, Defense and Security, http://www.europeanaffairs.org/current_issue/2009_winter_spring/tertrais.php
NATO itself is not exempt from tensions. The challenge of winning of the Afghan war is a source of heated transatlantic debates. The NATO operation there is increasingly unpopular in Europe, and Obama’s call for reinforcements has so far been met with strong reluctance among the European allies. Nor is there any end in sight for another bone of contention – the numerous “caveats” that many allied nations have included in the rules of engagement for their military forces in NATO operations in Afghanistan. The question of how to deal with Russia and Iran, which loom as the most important potential military threats for NATO in the coming decade, is a dual source of divergences in the alliance. Diverging views about Russia and Iran seem bound to exacerbate tensions about missile defense and the new sites for the U.S. system: already, the debate has moved from being a bilateral issue to a NATO one since some member states now would like to see Europe benefit from it. A consensus on the next steps for NATO enlargement seems elusive at best. Finally, the continued deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is criticized in some NATO countries – notably Germany and Belgium, where many politicians argue that the alliance’s reliance on nuclear weapons will jeopardize the outlook for the Non-proliferation Treaty Review Conference in 2010. The long-overdue revision of NATO’s 1999 Strategic Concept, which will be announced at the Strasbourg-Kehl summit, will not be easy.  To ensure NATO’s safe passage into its next decade, there are some recommendations to be borne in mind. The incoming U.S. administration should refrain from dramatic initiatives without prior consultation of its European allies on major issues such as Iran, Russia, nuclear weapons or missile defense. Europeans, for their part, should accept that the U.S. military predominance legitimizes a greater say for Washington than for other alliance capitals in the management of common security issues. If European governments find themselves unable to increase the strength of their forces in Afghanistan (because of economic or military constraints), they should at least reduce their “caveats” curtailing the use of their national contingents and also increase their contribution to non-military assistance to the Afghan mission (such as police training or counter-narcotics work). 
SOLVENCY – A2 DELAY

Even during the cold war consultation only took hours. 

Hill, Dep Dir of the Parliamentary Center for Foreign Affairs and Foreign Trade. 1978 

Roger, Political Consultations in NATO

The speed of political consultation in NATO in normal times is determined by the functioning of the headquarters machine, the rapidity of NATO communications, the powers of the member states, the degree of control exercised over national delegations by their governments at home, the operations of the national decision-making machines in capitals, NATO consultative practices, and the scope of the consultations themselves. The headquarters machine usually works as rapidly as necessary, despite some minor deficiencies in areas such as office equipment. All the principle participants in the consultative process are located within the same building and can walk to each others offices or headquarters’ conference rooms in less than five minutes. The machine that they rely on can also work very quickly when required. It is not unknown for discussion at a morning meeting of the Council to be summarized in a two page report, checked with senior officials, approved by the secretary general, translated, reproduced and distributed to delegations and relevant secretariat offices by the early afternoon. 
NATO SAYS YES – GENERAL 

PRIOR AND BINDING CONSULTATION GUARANTEES ALLIES SAY YES. 

KENNEDY, Col. USA Senior Fellow, 1984
Thomas J., NATO Politico-Military Consultation, pg 16

Despite their common purpose as a defense alliance, NATO member nations have disparate national interests just as they vary in population, size, and geography. The larger countries have worldwide responsibilities in addition to their alliance roles. Consequently, it is not surprising that differences of opinion occasionally arise and that the process of consultation provides a quick, effective vehicle for resolving most differences and finding acceptable alternative solutions. Among other benefits is the simple efficiency of imparting certain information in a single multilateral forum, rather than bilaterally through embassies in sixteen capitals. Aside from this obvious efficiency, some benefits of consultation relate more to this relative size of the country involved. Former Secretary General Manllo Broslo has observed that for the larger allies, consultation is “a way to legitimize and reinforce their foreign policy initiatives, thus obtaining a degree of involvement and support from the smaller allies; conversely, for the smaller countries it is a way of participating, or being seen to participate, together with the larger allies, in important debates and decisions. 

Former US Permanent Representative Harlan Cleveland sees some other advantages to be derived from consultation by smaller nations including a degree of access to current US worldwide intelligence, and a sense of greater freedom in critical discussions of a US proposal than they would have in a bilateral context where the disparity in power and size between the United States and themselves is more pronounced. For the larger nations, he sees advantage to gaining early understanding of a problem that is likely to escalate to crisis proportions because most “international arguments about consultations stem from the sense of surprise, not from policy objections.” He also notes that consultation can improve the quality of our own decisions by forcing us to think harder about what we are doing and why we are doing it. Cleveland sums up that argument with the candid observation, “it is comparatively easy for any government to kid itself; it is always much harder to kid foreigners.”

NATO SAYS YES – A2 FRANCE

France is drawing closer to the US, ready to make a symbolic concession. 

The Weekend Australian, January 22, 2005 LN

France and Germany, which fell out with Washington over Iraq, led the calls for a new and better relationship with the re-elected US President. "A new administration around President Bush is being put in place. We hope for stronger co-operation," French Prime Minister Jean-Pierre Raffarin said.  French Foreign Minister Michel Barnier added it was "not just France that must make concessions". "A new relationship means that we respect each other. We are allies," he said. "The French want to move on, and so do the Americans.
NATO SAYS YES – A2 GERMANY

Merkel made campaign commitments to better US ties, won’t take a stand. 

Financial Times (London, England), July 28, 2005 Thursday LN

Angela Merkel, leader of Germany's opposition Christian Democratic Union, yesterday signalled her intention to strengthen ties with the US if - as predicted - she becomes chancellor after an election in September. In a move aimed at reinforcing her international profile, Ms Merkel's personal envoy Wolfgang Schauble, the CDU's top foreign policy expert, was due yesterday to hold meetings in Washington with Condoleezza Rice, secretary of state, and other senior US officials. The CDU's election manifesto says a "new start" to US-German relations would be a cornerstone of a Merkel-led administration, following the strain over Germany's opposition to the Iraq war.
NATO SAYS YES – A2 TURKEY 

IF TURKEY SAYS NO IT PROVES THEY’LL PROLIFERATE AS A RESULT OF THE PLAN. 

BROOKS, AMBASSADOR, HALPERIN, CONGRESSIONAL COMMISSION ON THE STRATEGIC POSTURE OF THE UNITED STATES, AND PERKOVICH, CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE, APRIL 6TH 2009
Linton, Morton, George, THE NUCLEAR ORDER – BUILD OR BREAK, CARNEGIE INTERNATIONAL NONPROLIFERATION CONFERENCE, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/npc_build_or_break.pdf

Now, that is not to say that I believe we should do it unilaterally, but I think the collective decision is one within the NATO alliance and with our allies in Asia and not with Russia. I don’t think there’s enough to discuss either with China or Russia. I think we have to have a conversation with our allies in which we say that we believe that our security can be met without forward deploying weapons, that we would like to adopt a rule that all the nuclear weapons states have that we only station nuclear weapons on our own territory, but we will only do it in consultation with them, and if they agree that we can meet our security commitments without it.

I believe if we start such conversations, we will very quickly have a consensus that the nuclear weapons can be removed. Now, Turkey might be the one exception, and I would say at the end of the day, if the Turkish government, after a collective decision, says to us that it prefers to leave weapons there if there are weapons there, then that’s probably something we ought to be willing to go along with, and I think a consolidation in one place might be a reasonable next step in the process.

MR. PERKOVICH: Thanks, Mort. And this is an important topic. So let’s stay with it, but briefly, because we’ve got a – we’ve got –

MR. ZALUAR: Yeah. Thank you, George. What I think was not true is that people don’t like to be surprised. I mean, if nations are surprised, they go into – they expect to have – to meet more unpleasant surprises in the future. Uncertainty rises up. State leaders start to plan these worst case scenarios, and down that road lies proliferation.

So that’s – but one thing that concerns me, the two last questions about terrorism and reassuring allies, we – it’s very easy here to come up with a list of, like, 50 new missions or old mission for nuclear weapons. But the more you keep adding missions for nuclear weapons and justifications for nuclear weapons besides that single one of deterring use of nuclear weapons by others, the more you undermine the argument against proliferation.

NATO SAYS YES – A2 TURKEY (CTBT)

TURKEY SUPPORTS CTBT RATIFICATION. 

Statement from Turkey, May, 2009
CTBT Prepatory commission, http://www.ctbto.org/press-centre/highlights/2009/importance-of-ctbtstressed-at-npt-prepcom/6-may-2009-page-2/
 

“Turkey also attaches great significance to the early entry into force of the CTBT. Turkey signed this important Treaty as soon as it was opened to signature in 1996 and completed the ratification process in 2000. We believe that entry into force of the CTBT could be the first concrete step to overcome the present difficulties surrounding the nonproliferation and disarmament issues. All states that have not yet signed or ratified the Treaty should do so as early as possible – in particular those states whose ratification is required for its entry into force. Pending that, states should continue to abide by a moratorium and refrain from any action which would be contrary to the provision of the CTBT.”
**PERMS**

2NC PERM – PRIOR AND BINDING KEY

Genuine consultation is necessary to preserve relations. 

HASS, PRESIDENT OF COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 2004
Richard N. July President of the Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/8049/marriage_counseling_for_america_and_europe.html

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

ERR NEGATIVE – HISTORY PROVES THE PERMUTATION WILL ONLY HARM RELATIONS.

SERFATY, SUMMER 2008
Simon, The pressures for a new Euro-Atlantic security strategy, Europe’s World, http://www.europesworld.org/NewEnglish/Home/Article/tabid/191/ArticleType/articleview/ArticleID/21138/Default.aspx

To some extent, these questions are not new. They were first raised, though in a highly different institutional and geopolitical context, over the failed Anglo-French intervention in Suez more than half a century ago. Ever since, European allies have often questioned what they see as an American tendency to misrepresent the diplomatic procedures for providing information about a decision, and to ignore the institutional processes that ensure genuine consultation beforehand. During the Cuban missile crisis, President Kennedy turned to the allies only after a careful internal review of the options he faced, so they were informed rather than consulted. That the Bush administration returned to the 1962 crisis to justify its approach to Iraq is not surprising: under what they saw as similarly existential conditions, the president and his advisors found the threat to be so high and so unpredictable as to be “imminent”. As Secretary of State Colin Powell, hardly the allies’ bête noire, put it at the time, the United States “tries to persuade others why this is the correct position. When it does not work, then we will take the position we believe is correct.”
2NC PERM – A2 LIE

(__) NATO WILL FIND OUT

(A.) SPIES

Kaplan, 2004
Fred, Sept 1 http://slate.com/id/2106079/
The world is much changed since Henry Stimson shut down the State Department's cryptanalysis branch and sniffed, "Gentlemen don't read other gentlemen's mail." But what about friends' mail—do we read it, too? That is, do nations spy on their allies? Do they do so routinely? And is everybody all right with that? Yes, yes, yes, and—up to a point, apparently—yes.

(B.) THEY’LL ASK IF CONSULTATION IS BINDING

DRACHMAN, SHANK AND PIOUS, 1997
Edward R., Alan, and Richard M., Presidents and foreign policy, pg 226

The U.S. call for a boycott of the Olympics went largely unheeded by its allies. In early January, several weeks before Carter announced the boycott, Deputy Secretary of State Christopher had felt out NATO allies on the possibility of a boycott. At the time, however, Christopher had orders to tell them that the United States was not then contemplating a boycott. Garthoff argued that most European allies did not believe Christopher was exercising genuine consultation and were irritated that Carter had already decided to take a unilateral initiative. 
(C.) ERR NEG – Uniquely, NATO makes the risk of leaks worse. 

JOHNSON AND ZENKO, 2002
Rebecca and Micah, Parameters, Winter, 2002 http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0IBR/is_4_32/ai_95447360/pg_2 

Attention must also be paid to protecting sources and minimizing leaks. NATO has witnessed a series of embarrassing leaks over its history, and increased intelligence sharing threatens to make this worse. Such leaks do not just put the sources and methods of intelligence collection at risk, but alert suspected terrorist networks that they are under surveillance. The alliance needs to develop new ways to share information without jeopardizing the integrity of the information and investigations under way.
2NC PERM – A2 KAGAN/HEG LIE

CONCESSIONS TO OUR ALLIES STRENGTHENS HEGEMONY.

WALT, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard, 2001
Stephen M., America Unrivaled, pg 145

By the same logic, the United States would do well to offer genuine concessions when it can, simply to minimize others’ concerns that it is indifferent to their interests and amour proper. In other words, recognizing that verbal statements of benign intent are little more than “cheap talk,” the United States can best communicate its benevolence by making more credible signals to this effect. And to be credible, these gestures must entail some cost to the United States. Thus, the Clinton administration wisely abandoned its initial opposition to a German candidate for the position of managing director of managing director of the International Monetary Fund, thereby allaying concerns about U.S. dominance and avoiding a potentially costly dispute with its closest allies. This approach also implies a willingness to accept less-than-perfect agreements that are still a net benefit to U.S. interests.

**NATO GOOD**

NATO GOOD – HEGEMONY (!)

Consultation is key to solve backlash against US power. 

ROSEN, Prof of National Security and Military Affairs @ Harvard, 2003 

Michael, National Interest. LN

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

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

HAGEL, U.S. Senator from Nebraska, a Republican, and member of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the Select Committee on Intelligence, 2001 

Chuck, http://usinfo.state.gov/journals/itps/0604/ijpe/hagel.htm

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

Strong NATO is key to Russian integration. 

Gozman is Deputy Chairman of the Union of Right Forces, a political party in Russia, and a Director of United Energy Systems and. McFaul is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and a Hoover fellow and professor of political science at Stanford University, 2006
Leonid AND Michael, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, July 13 http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=18532&prog=zru

To jumpstart the process of integration, G8 leaders meeting in St. Petersburg should state unambiguously that they want to see Russia become a full-fledged member of all Western multilateral institutions. They should start by declaring a mutual interest in Russia joining NATO, and then spell out concrete criteria and milestones for membership, even if the roadmap stretches twenty years long. Everyone understands that Russia could only join NATO after undertaking several democratic reforms, including guarantees for the rights of the opposition, freedom of media and political competition. Russia's leaders will never make these changes in response to Western heckling, but only when they see the tangible benefits from integration. Such benefits will only become apparent if the West commits genuinely to Russia's full membership into Western institutions. European leaders must also outline a timeline and criteria for Russia's membership into the European Union, even if the process will take chunks of centuries. Current interim arrangements between the EU and Russia must be reformatted as stepping stones to full integration, not half measures to keep Russia out of Europe. To accelerate integration, it is also necessary to fortify those multilateral institutions in which Russia is already a member -- the United Nations, the OSCE, the Council of Europe, Russia-NATO Council, and even the Shanghai Cooperation Organization if Asian powers such as Japan, South Korea, and the United States are allowed to become full members. Russian membership into the World Trade Organization and the retirement of Jackson-Vanik restrictions on Russian trade with the United States are long overdue. 
NATO GOOD – GERMAN PROLIF (!)

Perception of a weak NATO causes German proliferation. 

GOSE USAF, 1996
MAJ MARK N. THE NEW GERMANY AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE http://www.fas.org/news/germany/gose.html
Various interviews and surveys suggest that German political leaders and the overall population alike believe that the uncertainty of the near future in Europe clearly dictates caution and that the West should remain extremely wary of forcing real changes within the current alliance structure. Advocates of this option assume that downsizing the existing German forces to meet new budgetary and political demands can be done while still relying on the traditional NATO model. The focus then is on making little change, but if needed, making change in small increments. In addition, this "continuity model" dictates that limited nuclear deterrents remain on German territory as both a sign of "trust" in the new Germany as well as a continued indication of US and NATO commitment to the defense of Germany. This option then is predicated upon a continuation of a viable and robust NATO, able to cope with the changing security equations in Europe. To accomplish that, the United States must stay coupled to Europe and the alliance. In this situation, there is little to no German motivation for obtaining unilateral nuclear capability. Option 2: Prepare for the End of NATO This option recognizes that NATO may decrease in importance as it tries to adapt to the new security environment in Europe or that it may even lose its raison d'etre as a military entity. The alliance may become more of a political consultative mechanism in the short­term and may fade away completely in the long­term. Reliance on American nuclear guarantees would remain as long as the Atlantic alliance endured. But with the first indications otherwise, the Germans would probably begin serious discussions about the future of nuclear deterrence based upon the threat environment at that time. The possibility of unilateral German nuclear forces would probably enter into these discussions. However, the rationale or justification for adopting this option would remain relatively benign as long as there were some chance that the alliance would continue. Thus, given this option, there is low to moderate motivation to actually ob tain nuclear capability; in short, as an issue of discussion it may become more salient, but resulting actions would probably not occur.
Proliferation causes extinction.

Taylor, Senior Writer with the National Journal and contributing editor at Newsweek, 2002 

Stuart Jr., Legai Times, September 16, L/N

The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation another five or ten potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off on our soil by terrorists or terrorist governments. Even an airtight missile defense will be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations," So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.
NATO GOOD – A2 ALLIES ARE WEAK

AFGHANISTAN PROVES EUROPEAN ALLIES HAVE MILITARY STRENGTH AND CONTRIBUTE TO AMERICAN POWER PROJECTION. 

GORDON Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies and Director of the Center on the United States and France at the Brookings Institution, 2003
Philip H., Foreign Affairs January/February, volume 82, number 1

More recently, when the United States took military action in Afghanistan to retaliate against al Qaeda terrorists as well as to overthrow their host Taliban regime, European support and desire to participate was solid. In October 2001 as the fighting was going on, a poll showed that majorities in 11 out of 15 EU states "agreed with the U.S. military action," and in the largest states the majority was substantial (France 73 percent, Germany 65 percent, and the United Kingdom 68 percent). Majorities of European populations even agreed that their own country should take part in the fighting -- the leftist-dominated German parliament approved the sending of 3,900 combat troops -- and some European leaders chafed not at the fact that the United States was using force but that their offers to contribute forces of their own were rebuffed by a Pentagon that preferred to undertake the operation alone. Nonetheless, by early 2002, European forces were involved in bombing, reconnaissance, cave-clearing, and special forces operations. European countries (first the United Kingdom, then Turkey) took on the lead role in the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) deployed to keep the peace; this year the ISAF command is likely to pass to Germany and the Netherlands, supported by NATO military planners. By summer 2002, there were as many European troops in Afghanistan as there were American.

NATO GOOD – A2 EU FILL IN

THE EU LACKS THE RESOURCES TO FILL IN FOR NATO. 

SCHMIDT, senior analyst for Europe in the Bureau of Intelligence and Research at the Department of State, 2K7
John, Last Alliance Standing? NATO after 9/11, THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, WINTER 

With respect to military capabilities and operations, the traditional lifeblood of NATO, the dynamics are reversed. EU ambitions are constrained by the very factors that have contributed to making NATO a two-tiered alliance. European allies do not have the military wherewithal to undertake anything more than select small-scale, over-the-horizon peacekeeping and peace-en​forcement operations. For larger-scale operations, as the one in Bosnia, they are dependent on geographical proximity and, at least for the time being, NATO planning and operational assets. This relative weakness is one key reason why the EU has gravitated toward more civilian-oriented rule of law operations, where they have been able to develop modest capabilities and are relatively stronger. Given U.S. concern over EU ambitions, ironically only one factor is likely to lead to significant improvement in European military capabilities for the foreseeable future: U.S. persuasion of European allies to expend the resources necessary to make the NRF a success. In a further touch of irony, this helps to explain why the French are such strong support​ers of the NRF: producing those very same capabilities would make greater European military autonomy possible.

**THEORY**

THEORY – REAL WORLD

CONSULTATION CPS ARE PREDICTABLE AND COMPARATIVELY MORE REAL WORLD THAN ALTERNATIVE NEGATIVE POSITIONS.

PHILLIPS, 2009
Scott, Consultation Throwdown, The 3NR; collaborative blog about high school policy debate, http://www.the3nr.com/
Both the US-Japan Alliance and NATO have codified prior and binding consultation mechanisms. While it’s true that these mechanisms are limited to security issues, it does prove that the concept of consultation is not a “fantasy of the debate world.” The mere mention of consultation in these institutions means that it is less “fantasy” than most common counterplans (e.g. Lopez/States) or disads (e.g. relations/politics/economy).

While your argument is largely made moot by official international documents regarding consultation, there are also definitely cards written about it. Mochizuki, for example, specifically discusses prior consultation in which Japan “gains the right to say no.” Also, if you’re right about this, then the aff would win all of these debates because there would be no evidence that binding consultation is key, so the permutation would solve the net benefit.

If your argument is that “it would never happen,” then you are both overlimiting and wrong. Most plans and counterplans would never happen in the real world, that’s why we’re able to debate about them. Your standard is not pretty arbitrary given that the entire point of debate is to discuss what we “should” do about a problem as opposed to what we “would” do. The Bush v. Kerry presidential debates in which the “global test” issue was prominently featured also shows that this issue can actually be at the forefront of American foreign policy decisions. In a rapidly changing world in which the U.S. has substantially less soft power, policy-makers consider consultation as an option to bolster goodwill abroad.

Finally, I’ll just appeal to rationality: why do you think the people that write disads to consultation,
namely hegemony, make those arguments? To answer non-existent consultation advocates? I don’t think so.

THEORY – A2 TEXT/FUNC COMPETITION

1. Counterplan competes functionally – you can’t consult and not consult at the same time. That’s good
a. It's Better for the Aff – cuts down on meaningless word pics and critical net benifits, we only force you to defend words that have meaning. 


b. It’s the only viable standard for ground – textual comp justifies severance – they could win do the plan except X as the plan plus some words. 

c. Least arbitrary - under their interpretation Ban the Plan doesn’t compete. Proves textual competition is just as arbitrary. 

d. It’s key to education – functional competition minimizes trivial debates about semantics to actual real world alternatives. 

2. Counterplan competes textually – it doesn’t include the entirety of the text and tests immediacy and certainty of the plan. 

THEORY – A2 PIC

We’re not a PIC we’re a PEC – Plan Exclusive Counterplan – we exclude the unilateral action of the plan, its resolved nature, and its immediacy – meaning they DO get to leverage the 1AC against the counterplan, that solves back the entirety of their abuse story. 

They’ll say this isn’t enough – that’s arbitrary. By their standard a counterplan to do half the plan wouldn’t be justified. 

Even if they prove we’re a PIC we still win for four reasons. 

A. All counterplans are PICs by their standard. They always take something. 

B. Key to find the best policy option. Best for education and ground. Must examine all options. 

C. Plan isn’t the only source of Aff offense. Turn a disad that links, impact turn the net benefit, internal link turn the net benefit, or win a solvency deficit. 

D. They must defend 100 percent of the plan. Key to neg ground.

E. PICs are real world – the question between unilateralism and multilateralism is a real world.

THEORY – A2 NO LIMIT

1. Infinite number of consult counterplans is irrelevant – infinite number of counterplans makes the abuse story inevitable. No argumentation as to how banning consult counterplans solves this. We’d just use the infinite number of spider counterplans or agent counterplans to do the same thing. 

2. Their interpretation in a slippery slope that threatens all generic counterplans. This is a large topic with an infinite number of Affs. Protect the Neg. Neg needs generic counterplans. 

3. Counter interpretation – neg should have to have literature linking the generic counterplan to the topic. We do this, our evidence speaks to consulting Europe on policy on nuclear weapons. Better balance for aff and neg. 

4. Uniquely – this is the largest security organization in the world. Should be predictable on this topic. This isn’t consult Burma. 

THEORY – A2 JUSTIFIES INTRINSICNESS

1. They don’t get to deploy their example as a perm – Intrinsicness is bad – allows them to slay any CP with artificial utopian perm net benefits, they’re 2AC plan amendments, they’re totally unpredictable. 

2. It’s just not true- they say if the counterplan isn’t germane to the plan they get to add things. If I read evidence that speaks to the tenets of the plan then Intrinsicness is no longer justified. 

3. Counter interpretation – neg should have to have literature linking the generic counterplan to the topic. We do this, our evidence speaks to consulting Europe on Nuclear Policy. Better balance for aff and neg. 

4. The evidence doesn’t have to be that specific – its not demanded to justify agent or spider counterplans. No one has lit on every case, negs need generic counterplans to prevent getting railroaded into racism and eco destruction good. Their calculations would make the states counterplan and CP do half the plan justify intrinsicness.

THEORY – A2 NO SOLVENCY ADVOCATE

1) No one has lit on every topical affirmative – means you allow generic counterplans because without them neg gets railroaded into indefensible positions like racism good. 

2) Moving goal posts – we can read evidence about the tenets of the plan and they’ll still call for more. This lit solves their abuse story.

3) They’ll say this arg is unique to consult, its not. They could deploy the same logic to delegitimate the states counterplan. Judges would laugh at them. Do the same, we’re Consult NATOon a Middle East, not Consult Burma. 
4) Counterplans don’t need to be resolutionally based, we’re negative, means we get the ground of essentially “not the res”. 

THEORY – A2 INTERNALLY CONDITIONAL

1) We’re not conditioned fiat – we’re conditioned solvency. There’s a huge difference, we will always consult, which means we’ll always have to deal with the net benefit. That ground stability is something you don’t get with true conditioned fiat like Russia does X or we Invade Iran. Neg can drop one for the other. Spew down on consult net benefit and we’re stuck. 

2) Conditioned solvency is offense– the 1NC says counterplan solves, you create the multiple worlds with the answers you make. It’s the same with all counterplans, if I read states solve and you read that they don’t. I can grant it and go for case turns. Ball is in your court. 

3) No different from the affs – X country can say no.

**AFFIRMATIVE**

THEORY – CONSULT BAD

A) Conditional solvency – the plan becomes contingent on a yes. Its not reciprocal, allowing them to spike out of arguments at their convenience. Creates a moving target that’s impossible to debate. Justifies binding consultation as normal means and aff conditionality. 

B) Artificially competitive – they can’t isolate a singe word in the plan text they eliminate, they add the words that deal with consultation. Textual competition is best – it’s the least arbitrary, guarantees good counterplan competition and causes careful plan writing. Artificial competition makes permutations impossible and justifies intrinsic permutations like plan plus consult on another china policy. We can go for it. 

C) Its multiactor fiat – fiats the US and Japan taking actions to consult, that’s also foreign fiat, which multiplies the abuse – its not reciprocal, allows abusive net benefits, justifies object fiat to have China do the plan which destroys debate. 

D) There’s an infinite number - can consult countries, alliances, groups of countries, infinitely regresses to consulting individuals and NGO’s. Makes it impossible to predict. Our interpretation is that they must have a piece of evidence advocating binding consultation with their actor over the plan. Anything else encourages the search for obscure consult counterplans that guarantees we’ll have no ground. 

E) All this proves the locus of abuse that is the consult counterplan – the ballot is the only impact because consult counterplans are strategies unto themselves that force unique time and strategy tradeoffs that effect the rest of the round. Voter for education and fairness.

2AC – TURKEY SAYS NO

(__) Turkey says no.

BROOKS, AMBASSADOR, HALPERIN, CONGRESSIONAL COMMISSION ON THE STRATEGIC POSTURE OF THE UNITED STATES, AND PERKOVICH, CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE, APRIL 6TH 2009
Linton, Morton, George, THE NUCLEAR ORDER – BUILD OR BREAK, CARNEGIE INTERNATIONAL NONPROLIFERATION CONFERENCE, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/npc_build_or_break.pdf

AMB. BROOKS: I think Jessica asked about how you show states that you’re taking them seriously. You show people you’re taking them seriously by actually taking them seriously and by paying them the appropriate respect. I do not believe that the selection of Turkey as part of the president’s trip was a random act. I think it recognize that there is a rebuilding that needs to be done. To Mort’s point, yeah. There are – these are democracies, and therefore, there are differences of opinions. You do not consult with multiple interest groups. You consult with governments, and when – believe me. The U.S. military will be ecstatic the day the governments in NATO are willing to have nuclear weapons come out of NATO, but I would not advise you to have that consultation as long as Iran is unsolved.

If you are in charge of the defense of, oh, let us say Turkey, and you saw no evidence at all that the international community is going to do anything effective on Iran, then you would not want to give up any symbol of your being under a nuclear umbrella, no matter how peripheral. And so if you want to get nuclear weapons out of Europe, which it’s okay by me, you’re – we are going to have to solve Iran. Because I think that the governments – not necessarily the publics, but the governments of some of our allies – are going to be very reluctant to see that happen for fear that it will be taken as a lessening of U.S. commitment to their defense.

AFF – LIE PERM K TO HEG

THE LIE PERM IS CRITICAL TO HEGEMONY. 

Krauthammer, won the Pulitzer Prize for distinguished commentary in 1987, 2001
Charles Krauthammer, Washington Post, June 18 2001

Ask yourself: If you really wanted to reassert American unilateralism, to get rid of the cobwebs of the bipolar era and the myriad Clinton-era treaty strings tying Gulliver down, what would you do? No need for in-your-face arrogance. No need to humiliate. No need to proclaim that you will ignore nattering allies and nervous ex-enemies.  Journalists can talk like that because the truth is clarifying. Governments cannot talk like that because the truth is scary. The trick to unilateralism -- doing what you think is right, regardless of what others think -- is to pretend you are not acting unilaterally at all. Thus if you really want to junk the ABM Treaty, and the Europeans and Russians and Chinese start screaming bloody murder, the trick is to send Colin Powell to smooth and soothe and schmooze every foreign leader in sight, have Condoleezza Rice talk about how much we value allied input, have President Bush in Europe stress how missile defense will help the security of everybody. And then go ahead and junk the ABM Treaty regardless. Make nice, then carry on.  Or, say, you want to kill the Kyoto protocol (which the Senate rejected 95-0 and which not a single EU country has ratified) and the Europeans hypocritically complain. The trick is to have the president go to Europe to stress, both sincerely and correctly, that the United States wants to be in the forefront of using science and technology to attack the problem -- but make absolutely clear that you'll accept no mandatory cuts and tolerate no treaty that penalizes the United States and lets China, India and the Third World off the hook. Be nice, but be undeterred. The best unilateralism is velvet-glove unilateralism. At the end of the day, for all the rhetorical bows to Russian, European and liberal sensibilities, look at how Bush returns from Europe: Kyoto is dead. The ABM Treaty is history. Missile defense is on. NATO expansion is relaunched. And just to italicize the new turn in American foreign policy, the number of those annual, vaporous U.S.-EU summits has been cut from two to one.
AFF – LEAKS GOOD

Leaked info doesn’t jack relations, it boosts it

Toohey, Walkley Award winning journalist, 1999

Brian Toohey, Sun Herald (Sydner) May 23)


Leaked intelligence information in the past has sometimes acted as stabilsing influence, reducing unfounded fears about a potential enemy. In a similar vein, as part of their arms control negotiations, the US and the former Soviet Union agreed not to encrypt data transmitted during missile test. By ensuring easy access to the content of the signal, each side had less cause to wrongly suspect the other. 
Leaks are strategic, and help US position

Chellaney, professor of security studies at the Center for Policy Research in New Dehlhi, 1997
Brahma Chellaney, International Herald Tribune, June 13)

Intelligence leaks to newspapers, and release of classified information in official testimony to congressional panels, can be a useful tool of US. nonproliferation diplomacy. Such methods have been particularly effective against India. They usually put the Indian government on the defensive, and often help dissuade it from going ahead with moves that would openly challenge American efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles. The latest such intelligence leak, published recently in The Washington Post, put me international spotlight on India's tactical Prithvi missile, which seeks to counter short-range missiles supplied by China to Pakistan. The Post, citing U.S. officials, reported that India had moved "a handful" of medium-range Prithvis to a prospective launching site in the state of Punjab near the border with Pakistan. The disclosure was embarrassing for India, which does not admit to deploying a single missile system, despite flight-testing several different kinds in the past decade. India tested a nuclear explosive device 23 years ago, but it has not conducted any further tests. U.S. pressure has been an important deterrent.  Twice in the last 18 months India came close to carrying out another nuclear test, only to retreat at the eleventh hour. The second such move had to be aborted because of the expected fell of the then Indian government, but the first was halted in late 1995 because of an American newspaper expose relying on US. intelligence sources.

AFF – A2 LYING BAD

Lying is not immoral, it’s necessary is society

Mead, Philosopher and Social Psychologist, 1936
George Herbert, The philosopher of the Revolution, http://spartan.ac.brocku.ca/~lward/Mead/pubs2/movement/Mead_1936_02.html

Kant did not succeed in that. He did not succeed even with reference to lying. There are many situations in which lying is not immoral. Sometimes it is highly moral, as in the typical case of the man who deceives an assassin trying to murder someone. We talk about morality in warfare, and, of course, warfare is a game in which you have to deceive your enemy. The general, the military strategist, succeeds by deceiving his enemy. And then we have the whole list of white lies that we always tell -- cases where. we feel we are justified in deceiving a person who insists on knowing something he has no right to know, where we give a reason which is good but which is not the real reason, in order to save somebody's feelings. There are all grades between the whiteness of truth and the blackness of lying. It is not possible to draw a hard and fast line between (29) them. If everyone insisted on telling the truth all the time, society itself would perhaps become impossible. When Kant tried to work out other matters on the principle of the categorical imperative, such as the case of a man who wants to commit suicide in order to relieve himself from suffering from a disease and his friends from the care they will have to give him, or the case of the man who is too lazy to work although he has competence, I think the principle broke down pretty definitely.

AFF – RISING EXPECTATIONS

Granting Europe veto power creates rising expectations which are crushed by future non-consultations – the plan pursues more realistic foreign policy that is the only stable basis for transatlantic relations.
MEAD, Senior Fellow @ The CFR, 2004
W.R. Power, Terror, Peace, and War, pg. 130-134

There will always be a special place in American foreign policy for our European allies, but they will have to learn to accept us for what we are. As long as we face the threat of grand terror, the United States cannot suppress its Jacksonian instincts, for example, in order to spare European sensibilities. Nor can we grant Europe a veto over American foreign policy, and if that is the price for Europe's help, we must learn from time to time to do without. Ironically, turning away from Europe may be the best way to build a better relationship with it. Europeans have overestimated the political price the United States will for their help. Since the world remains a dangerous place, and Europe is unwilling (and perhaps unable) to arrange for its own defense without American involve-'inent, it may be that in the future Europe will lower its price and place fewer demands on the United States than in the past. It was brusquely done, and the timing was poor, but the administration was probably also right to dispel European illusions about the prospects that the United States would ratify the Kyoto Protocol, join the International Criminal Court as currently established, or more generally accept the European program of gradually subjecting America's freedom of action through institutions in which European states possessed one or more vetoes. While President Clinton was in the White House, the Senate rejected the Kyoto Protocol (by 95-0) and the ft Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. There is no prospect | that the Senate will ratify the treaty to establish the ^International Criminal Court in its present form. Partly because it needed European cooperation in the Balkans, partly because ideologically many Clinton era officials agreed with European positions on issues like Kyoto and the ICC, and partly out of habits of consultation and deference that grew up during the cold war, the Clinton administration never quite made clear to Europeans just how unreasonable their hopes were. At the same time, most American diplomats and the broader "interlocutor class" of experts who specialize in transatlantic relations are generally more sympathetic to the ; European approach than they are to the red state, red meat approach of the American Jacksonians and the Revival Wilsonians who, since September 11th, have figured so prominently in the politics of American foreign policy. <CONTINUED>

<CONTINUED>

The Bush administration made the strategic decision that it no longer made sense to encourage Europe in illusions about the direction of American policy. Whether Europe liked that policy or disliked it was less important than that Europe understood it. Moreover, stroking Europe only seemed to increase Europe's already inflated sense of its importance in the world of American foreign policy. This transition was a necessary and normal one, I and it ultimately does offer the prospect of a more realistic but still very close relationship among the Cold War allies. If the Clinton administration and the broader American foreign policy establishment had done a better job of communicating the changing American approach in earlier years, the transition might not have been so painful—but it is also true that the Bush administration could and should have done more to cushion the shock for what, after all, are some of our closest and most important allies in a dangerous world. The bitterness of the controversy was regrettable, and hasty remarks by Bush officials exacerbated it, but it was probably on balance a good thing to remind Europeans in general and Germans in particular that transatlantic crises have a way of turning into European crises. With Germany, France, and Russia locked in an anti-American alliance, Poland understandably becomes nervous, and rightly so. When Russia and Germany get close, Poland has a way of getting smaller. A good German relationship with the United States remains the best basis for continuing progress toward European integration.

AFF – CONSULTATION NOT KEY

Athanassopoulou, 2006

Ekavi1, Journal of Transatlantic Studies; Spring, Vol. 4 Issue 1, p111-136, 26p

Many among those who think about the Atlantic relationship have suggested

dKTerent prescriptions as to how to bridge current divisions, re-vamp the partnership

and bring ihe Americans and the Europeans back togelher. Most of those

prescriptions share the belief that ihe Atlantic partnership can be rcinvigorated.

What the allies should do. some advise, is to rediseover the art of diplomacy, of

dialogue, mutual respect and tolerance. The transatlantic partners, others stress.

have to recognise the need for reasoning together and making mutual concessions

in order to overcome accumulated difficulties: the relationship could then mature

into a reconstructed, inore balanced partnership that accommodates differences

and is fit to address the challenges of the new international environment as well

as the interests of each side " The first problem with most of these prescriptions

is that they tend to propagate the Atlanticists' fiction that the Atlantic partnership

has been based on a sense of an integrated community of shared attitudes and

values that should be preserved. Yet, this was hardly the case other than in rhetoric.

There was never a true community of the Atlantic, about which the old Atlanticists

in America and Western Europe dreamed of. The intellectual orientations of the

Europeans and ihc Americans were (and slill are) dissimilar. 'ITic political and

socio-economic systems, legacies and altitudes of Europe and the United Sialcs

were (and still are) different despite a number of common values and a certain

degree of "Americanisation" ol the urban culture in mosl western European countries

since the sixties. Contrary to postwar America, where scx;ialism was totally

discredited and liberalism, anchored on the American free-enterpri.se system.

became the dominant ideology, contemporary Western European scKieiies were

characterised by deep social cleavajies resulting from strong competition between

the liberals and the left. Besides, while the US emerged after the war as a super

power with world responsibilities and concerns. Wesiern European countries were

inward Icxiking (with the exeeplion of Britain) l(Kked in their domestic and/or

European unity priorities since the late 1950s. In fact the admission of Turkey -

which post-war American political elites did not consider as a member of Western

civilisation' - into NATO in 1952 demonstrated that against Cold War pressures

Washington early on came lo view lhe transatlantic partnership more as a security

tool rather than an alliance based on a community of nations sharing similar

values. One of the tnain arguments of the Netherlands and NATO's Scandinavian

members against Turkey s membership was that it was contrary to the original

concept ofthe Alliance as an integrated community.

NATO BAD – NO IMPACT

(__) NO IMPACT—NEW MEMBERS WILL GUT NATO’S EFFECTIVENESS AND SUPER-CHARGES OUR HEG TURNS.

MENON, Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,2K3
Rajan, The End of Alliances, WORLD POLICY JOURNAL, SUMMER

Meanwhile, what is undeniable is that Americans are growing impatient about what they see as ungrateful European moralizing, while Europeans resent what they view as an American habit of defining solidarity as reflexive agreement. Under these circumstances, if the United States decides, as a matter of policy, to threaten or punish allies who have the temerity to dissent, NATO will become less an alliance than a bad marriage.8 Changes in the political leadership of European countries, redefinitions of NATO’s objectives, and the fear of America’s wrath will not banish the basic problem, which is that even an alliance that succeeded magnificently cannot long survive the disappearance of the strategic conditions that enabled this success. In his famous address before Congress on April 19, 1951, Gen. Douglas MacArthur observed that “old soldiers never die, they just fade away.” The same may apply to NATO. To some, this verdict may seem odd. NATO, after all, has been expanding. Already an alliance of 16 states in 1991, it added the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland in 1997; and in November 2002, it approved the entry of 7 other states: the 3 Baltic republics (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania), plus Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania, and Bulgaria. Alas, expansion—not all that uncommon as an organizational response to uncertainty of purpose—promises to make NATO less coherent without making it much more powerful or relevant. The admission of many new members of diverse backgrounds will make decisionmaking, which NATO’s unanimity rule already makes cumbersome, even more complicated. Furthermore, the new members from East-Central Europe, the Baltic region, and the Balkans do not appreciably increase the alliance’s military clout or reduce its major deficiencies, such as an anemic power-projection capability. Nor will expansion be a cure for NATO’s decreasing utility for American security needs. The alliance lacks the equipment to deploy significant numbers of combat troops outside Europe, and a dramatic change on that front is unlikely given the past patterns and future direction of European defense spending. NATO also ties down more than 100,000 American forces at a time when the major threats now confronting the United States lie outside the European continent. These threats will place a premium on seapower, long-range aircraft, and light forces, making unwise large, long-term deployments of armored units on foreign territory. Those seeking to redesign and rejuvenate NATO suggest joint operations beyond Europe as one solution; but NATO’s expanding membership will make it harder to reach agreement on such out of area operations, which were contentious even when the alliance was smaller. Likewise, now that the European Union has grown from its initial membership of 6, to 25, with additional applicants in the queue, it will prove even tougher to reach agreement on the political and operational decisions needed to create an EU military force capable of supplementing American power outside of Europe.11 Redefining NATO’s geographical scope will also create trans-Atlantic differences over the division of labor. American strategists envisage the United States fighting the wars and NATO keeping the ensuing peace. While this formula is understandable given Europe’s inability to mount far-flung campaigns, it will not appeal to Europeans. It allots them the longer, messier, and inglorious part of a deal wherein “America does the cooking; Europe does the washing up.”
NATO BAD – NO IMPACT

COLLAPSE OF NATO DOESN’T MEAN THE END OF U.S./EUROPE RELATIONS—BILATERAL COOPERATION SOLVES YOUR IMPACT. 

MENON, Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University and a senior fellow at

the Council on Foreign Relations,2K3
Rajan, The End of Alliances, WORLD POLICY JOURNAL, SUMMER

The upshot of NATO’s diminishing significance is not that the United States can (or should) act alone as the all-powerful lord of a unipolar world. Nor does it follow that Europe and the United States will move from concord to discord, or that the West will be split asunder by the blood-and-iron struggles that marked the centuries from the Hapsburgs’ quest for European dominance in the latter part of the sixteenth century to Hitler’s imperialist ventures in the interwar period. Europe and the United States are still bound by many common interests, and that will not change (although there will be other issues on which America and Europe, and Europe itself, will be divided). A world without NATO need not be one in which Europe and the United States are antagonists, let alone enemies, or in which the appellation “the West” is an anachronism. Diplomats on both sides of the Atlantic will have to identify and build on convergent interests and try to contain the damage created by divergent ones to sustain constructive cooperation between Europe and America. That will necessitate sound diplomacy, imagination, and pragmatism—but not necessarily a military pact such as NATO.
NATO BAD – NO IMPACT

EUROPE WILL CREATE AN EFFECTIVE DEFENSE ALLIANCE AND SOLVE WAR IN EUROPE—THE EXISTENCE OF NATO IS THE LAST BARRIER.

MENON, Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,2K3
Rajan, The End of Alliances, WORLD POLICY JOURNAL, SUMMER

The current European members of NATO will form alliances (bilateral and multilateral) or tacit alignments to protect themselves, and the Atlantic alliance could form the basis for a purely European defense community.Europe unquestionably has the economic wherewithal to safeguard its security; what it lacks is the will. NATO’s creeping irrelevance may actually supply this vital ingredient, stimulate European solutions, and end the strategic infantilization created by a half-century of dependence on the United States. There is, of course, no reason why the United States could not—through diplomacy as well as economic assistance, arms sales, and military training—bolster the ability of Europe’s weakest states to defend themselves and to participate as effective members in Europe’s security arrangements. The enlargement of the European Union and the consolidation of democracy in the EU’s current and prospective members from East-Central Europe, the Baltic states, and the Balkans should, in any event, create a setting in which war and insecurity recede so that the United States needs no longer be the sine qua non for peace in Europe.
NATO BAD – CHINA (!)

The CP causes NATO overreach which causes conflict with China – other issues stabilize the alliance.
Heisbourg, special adviser at the Fondation pour la Recherche Strategique, 2006 

Francois, Paris, “Why Nato needs to be less ambitious,” Financial Times, 11/22/06, lexis

Yet it is as clear that Nato is no longer a pivot of US strategy, as demonstrated by its marginal treatment in America's latest quadriennal defence review. Indeed, the word "Nato" is all too often, in American political and media parlance, a euphemism for the phrase "the European allies" - which is not saying quite the same thing. Nato's expansion may be reaching the limits beyond which it would become a force of regional instability rather than one of stabilisation: Ukraine is literally split down the middle over the issue of entry to the Nato alliance. Going "out of area", as in Afghanistan, has helped keep Nato in business but in the process the alliance has become an a la carte multilateral institution. The Atlantic alliance has also ceased to be the principal point of US-European consultation on the key strategic issues of our times: the rise of China, the nuclear ambitions of Iran and North Korea and the fate of the crisis-ridden Middle East are dealt with mainly outside the Nato framework. In itself, this reduction of Nato's place in the overall scheme of strategic affairs should not be a big concern for those who live and work beyond the confines of the Nato bureaucracy. After all, Nato is immensely and uniquely useful in fostering interoperability between the military forces of its members, which is key to forming effective coalitions of forces. In a world in which the mission determines the coalition, this ability is more important than ever. Similarly, Nato remains key in ensuring that the partner states of eastern Europe press on with reform of their security sectors. Unfortunately, Nato is not sticking to its core competencies. In a quest to carve a greater role for itself and demonstrate global relevance, the alliance is running the risk of overreaching itself in strategic and political terms, with potentially dangerous consequences. In the run-up to Riga, there has been much talk of a "Nato-bis", or second version, of a privileged partnership between Nato and hopefully like-minded states in the Asia-Pacific region such as Japan and Australia. The wisdom of this is questionable, to put it mildly, given its potential for needless friction with a rising China. The push for a Nato-bis is probably not intended to foster a "west against the rest" alignment in east Asia; but that could be its inadvertent effect. Nato should not be acting like a solution in search of a problem.
THE IMPACT IS NUCLEAR HOLOCAUST. 
JOHNSON, Former Professor of Poly Sci @ Berkeley, Former Chairman of the Department and Chair of the Center for Chinese Studies, 5-14-01, 

Chalmers, The Nation, n19v272 p. 20, L/N

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

NATO undermines integrating Russia with the West. 

BONNART, 2001
Frederick, International Herald Tribune, THURSDAY, DECEMBER 6, http://www.iht.com/articles/2001/12/06/edbonnar t_ed3_.php

The attempt to integrate Russia into a common European house and thereby establish a firm base for European security has not had an easy ride. But in the warmer climate emerging since Sept. 11 a unique opportunity exists to cross a historic threshold. The present arrangement for NATO-Russia relations was determined by a Founding Act signed by both parties in 1997, which created a permanent joint council. Foreign and defense ministers meet in it twice a year, and it holds regular monthly meetings at ambassador level. Russia considers it highly unsatisfactory. Previously agreed-upon NATO positions are discussed but not opened for decisions by Russia, which feels that it is given the appearance but not the reality of joint power. The joint council is aptly referred to as the 19+1. Tony Blair, the British prime minister, recently proposed a new council, to be known as the Russia-North Atlantic Council, in which all 20 representatives would examine problems in common and have equal decision powers. Both sides have interests that such cooperation would serve. Further NATO enlargement, possibly adding seven more members including the three Baltic countries, will be decided at the Prague summit next year. President Vladimir Putin wishes to forge ahead with Russia's modernization.
Failure to integrate Russia causes massive arches of war and proliferation. 

MCFAUL, 2001
Michael, Christian Science Monitor, July 26, http://www.hoover.org/publications/digest/3475486.html

And that’s the problem with Bush’s current policy toward Russia. By focusing almost exclusively on securing Russian acquiescence to missile defense and U.S. withdrawal from the ABM treaty, Bush has devoted almost no attention to the most important issue in U.S.-Russian relations—Russian democracy and Russian integration into the West. If Russia becomes a full-blown dictatorship in the next 10 years, a U.S. missile defense system will be a rather useless weapon in the arsenal for dealing with an enemy Russia. If, in this worst-case scenario, autocratic Russia decides to invade NATO member Latvia, destabilize the Georgian government, or trade nuclear weapons with Iran, Iraq, or China, our missile defense system will do little to deter these hostile acts against U.S. national interests. "If Bush can nudge Putin in a more democratic direction, then he will be remembered as the president who dispelled the last lingering elements of the Cold War." The best defense against these potential hostile acts is to promote Russian democracy and integration into the West now. If Russia becomes a full-blown democracy in the next 10 years, then the prospects for conflict between the United States and Russia, be it over the Latvian border or the balance of nuclear weapons, will be reduced dramatically. A democratic Russia moving toward entry into the European Union and even NATO will also make possible the unification of Europe and the final disappearance of East-West walls (be it through visa regimes or military alliances) that still divide Europe.
NATO BAD – HEGEMONY

GIVING VETO POWER OVER AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY CRUSHES HEGEMONY.

MEAD, Senior Fellow @ The CFR, 2004
W.R. Power, Terror, Peace, and War, pg. 130-134

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

