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NATO Counterplan: 1NC

TEXT

The United States federal government should enter into binding consultation with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization over whether

the United States federal government should establish an implement a concrete timetable for the substantial reduction of its military presence in Afghanistan.

The counterplan is competitive—you cannot guarantee plan passage and consult simultaneously… it is also net beneficial because it avoids the disadvantages to unilateral action

European governments want out--say yes

Philip H. Gordon, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and author of "Winning the Right War: The Path to Security for America and the World." Edward P. Joseph, visiting scholar at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies. International Herald Tribune. September 27, 07. Page Online. http://www.iht.com/articles/2007/09/27/news/edgordon.php
The Dutch government has postponed a decision on its deployment of 1,600 troops to Afghanistan's difficult Urzugan Province. Should the Netherlands decide to withdraw their troops (or even re-deploy them from the difficult south), it would trigger a domino effect in other NATO countries as well as in others, such as Australia. Even if the Dutch extend the deployment, European diplomats fear that if their troops get hit by mass casualties, it will spell the end of the mission at once. The new French president, Nicolas Sarkozy, has backed away from hints he made during the election campaign that France would withdraw from Afghanistan, but French diplomats are now urging Washington to develop an "exit strategy," arguing that the Europeans cannot stay "forever." The differences in public opinion across the Atlantic are stark. A just-released German Marshall Fund survey shows that while more than two-thirds of Americans approve of combat operations against the Taliban in Afghanistan, less than one third of Europeans do.

Genuine consultation key to leadership

Paul J. Saunders, Executive Director, Nixon Center, “Learning to Appreciate France,” THE NATIONAL INTEREST, March/April 2007, npg.

AMERICA DEFINES itself as the leader of the free world, and there is much truth in that idea. But leadership requires having followers who are prepared to move in the same general direction. And walking a path without followers, allies or partners can quickly become self-isolation-even for the sole superpower. The fact is, being the sole superpower does not always mean being the sole decider. Allies who are ready to make substantive contributions expect to be consulted seriously; not in a pro forma manner, but in a way that allows them to have real influence in shaping joint policies. Countries that do not have these expectations and are willing in advance to accept whatever choice Washington may make usually have their own reasons for doing so. Some may act out of a strong sense of loyalty to the United States for its values or for past assistance, but most probably hope for something major in return or, alternatively, don't expect to pay a particular price for their support because it is minimal or symbolic.  But many on both ends of the political spectrum seem captivated by a potentially dangerous and flawed assumption: that other democratic countries will, by virtue of shared values, bring their foreign policies into alignment with the American agenda. The trouble is that notwithstanding their common values, democracies-like all other states-have different interests. No one would expect Finland, Australia and Botswana to have identical foreign policies simply because each enjoys a representative form of government. And even when democracies share both values and interests, they often have different priorities. Without understanding these realities and developing strategies to manage them, the United States cannot maintain a position of real leadership, even within the "free world."

Global nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND analyst, “Losing the Moment,” WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 1995, LN.

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

NATO Counterplan: Consultation Solvency
Consultation important to viability of alliance, which is key to checking prolif and terrorism

Lord George Robertson, NATO Secretary General,  “NATO Is the Only Credible Vehicle for Peace,” INTERNATIONAL HERALD TRIBUNE, May 12, 2003, LN.

As the dust settles after Iraq, it is time to take stock of the impact on the Atlantic Alliance. My conclusion is that recent events have proved that there is no substitute for close and active cooperation between Europe and North America. If we are to carry the peace and security built in the last century into the next, the only credible vehicle is still NATO. Today the alliance is successfully addressing the real challenges we face in this post-Sept. 11 world. But today's NATO is not the Cold War alliance. During 2002, the governments of North America and Europe radically transformed NATO, principally at last November's Prague summit. It is this reinvented NATO that is now getting to work. I know very well the trendy argument that the United States no longer shares the same perspective as its European Allies. There are indeed genuine disagreements about how to deal with some of today's threats. This is hardly new. You did not have to question the Communist threat in Asia to refuse to join the United States in the jungles of Vietnam. However, I see no fundamental division today between perceptions on either side of the Atlantic, or between old and new Europe. There is a common understanding that globalized instability affects us wherever we live. Afghanistan under the Taliban exported instability to its neighbors, drugs to Europe, and terrorism and refugees throughout the world. The scale of threats has also increased. Terrorism is now more international, more apocalyptic in its vision, and far more lethal. The spread of biochemical and nuclear weapons is already a defining challenge of this new century. All this adds up to a guaranteed supply chain of instability, a security environment in which threats can strike at any time, without warning, from anywhere and using any means.

Genuine consultation key to avoiding friction within the alliance--will ensure the same result without any risk of damaging relations

Stanley R. Sloan, Senior Specialist, International Security Policy, Congressional Research Service, “Steering NATO--Not a One-Country Job,” CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR, July 25, 1997, p. 19.

But the administration's approach to pre-summit consultations created some serious frictions in the alliance, and troubled even those allies who strongly supported the administration's goals. Now, as NATO enters the critical process of negotiating and ratifying the enlargement decisions taken in Madrid, the Clinton administration has an opportunity to reflect on the leadership style most likely to achieve its policy goals in the months ahead. The issues facing the United States and its allies are not trivial. Allied leaders in Madrid rallied together to produce a "successful" outcome, inviting the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland to join NATO, leaving the door open for other qualified candidates, and noting their continuing efforts to build a "new NATO." But the real success of Madrid will be measured by subsequent events. The debate in the United States Senate on the candidates nominated for NATO membership will likely be an intense discussion of the American role in Europe and in the post-cold-war world. President Clinton apparently sees the outcome as critical to his place in history. The stakes are high. It is not surprising that administration officials are focused on ensuring that it all comes out right. On the other side of the Atlantic, challenging economic circumstances and weakened political consensus in many continental nations are making life difficult. The US economic model is admired but not seen as universally applicable to European circumstances. This fact was made clear by several European leaders following the "G-8" economic summit in Denver, at which the president had clear bragging rights based on current US economic success. In spite of tough times, European Union (EU) leaders would like to move ahead with deepening the Union through the formation of a European Monetary Union. They claim to support enlarging the EU to bring in new democracies from Eastern and Central Europe. But doing both in the next several years will be difficult at a time when economic margins are so slim and domestic political support notably fragile. The summit of EU leaders in Amsterdam last month clearly put European weaknesses on display. It's not easy being No. 1 Self-confident US behavior has rubbed many Europeans the wrong way. When the Clinton administration revealed its choice of three candidates - Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary - to participate in the first wave of NATO enlargement, many allies privately applauded. Even France, which is a strong proponent of including Romania and Slovenia, was not surprised that the United States and several other allies would only support a smaller group. But the fact that the United States appeared to have abandoned the process of NATO consultations in making its choice clear, and then said its decision was non-negotiable, troubled even our closest allies. It strengthened the hand of those in Europe who claim that the United States is acting like a "hegemonic" power, using its impressive position of strength to have its way with weaker European allies. One official of a pro-American northern European country that supports the package of three told me, "We liked the present but were troubled by the way it was wrapped." US officials say that they wanted to keep the issue within alliance consultations but that their position was being leaked to the press by other allies. They decided to put an end to "lobbying" for other outcomes. Their choice to go strong and to go public may be understandable and even defensible. However, the acknowledged leader of a coalition of democratic states probably needs to set the very best example in the consultative process if it wants other sovereign states to follow. Perhaps it is just hard being No. 1. US officials have noted that the United States is "damned if it does, and damned if it does not" provide strong leadership. Perhaps the style of the NATO decision simply reflects a Washington culture in which the bright and brash more often than not move ahead in the circles of power. But the style does not work well in an alliance of democracies. Whatever the explanation, US-European relations would have been better served by a US approach that allowed the outcome to emerge more naturally from the consultative, behind-the-scenes consensus-forming process. The final result would have been the same, and the appearance of a United States diktat to the allies would have been avoided.

NATO Counterplan: Leadership Extensions (1/2)

Transatlantic cooperation key to projection of u.s. power and legitimacy of american leadership

Dr. Daniel Hamilton, Professor and Director, Center for Transatlantic Relations, SAIS, Johns Hopkins University, testimony before House International Relations Committee, European Subcommittee, FEDERAL DOCUMENT CLEARING HOUSE CONGRESSIONAL TESTIMONY, June 11, 2003, LN.

Third, we are most likely both to win the wars and secure the peace if our power is perceived to be legitimate. The genius of the American-led system constructed after the collapse of Europe, following two world wars, was that it was perceived to be legitimate by those within its ambit. We have not enjoyed the West's sixty-year peace just because our countries are democracies (although democracy is a major contributor!), but because we built our success on a dense network of security, economy and society, and because those who are our partners have come to believe that, by and large, they have had a voice in the overall direction of this community. This American-led framework has enabled us to avoid older, more tragic approaches to international relations, such as balancing or containing latent rivals within our community, by giving others a stake in our success and thus undercutting any motive or opportunity for confrontation by other powers. The effective use of power includes the ability not just to twist arms but to shape preferences and frame choices--to get others to conceive of their interests and goals in ways compatible with ours. As the EU's foreign policy representative (and former NATO Secretary General) Javier Solana has recently reminded us, "Getting others to want what you want can be much more efficient than getting others to do what you want." In short, the widely perceived legitimacy of American leadership was essential to American success in the past century. It remains essential if we are to wield our unprecedented power effectively today. Legitimacy, in turn, depends on creating a wide international consensus on controversial issues. Previous U.S. engagement on difficult issues--from the Persian Gulf war to Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan--enjoyed enormous international support. U.S. engagement in Iraq did not. In a matter of only eighteen months the Bush Administration squandered the tremendous political capital it had amassed following the September 11 attacks, and the huge resentments generated by the U.S.-led preemptive war, including in such allied countries as Britain, Spain and Italy, is acting as a cancer on the relationship. As a result, the global legitimacy of American leadership has become a defining issue for transatlantic relations and the measure of the Bush presidency well beyond Iraq. The U.S. cannot lead unless others choose to follow, and they will not make that choice over and over again unless their perceive it to be in their own best interests to do so. This depends on the degree of confidence they have in Washington's capacity to cope with core challenges, and whether they way in which we do so is perceived to be legitimate. The best evidence is North Korea, where we are stymied. We cannot antagonize the international community on one issue and then expect it to accommodate us on another. "If American relinquishes respect and affection in favor of fear and coercion, the world will be a colder and more frightening place," John F. Kennedy reminded us at American University thirty years ago. A U.S. without the umbilical links to its core partners in Europe provided through a revamped NATO Alliance and more effective US-EU channels is an isolated America adrift in a hostile world, a power without peers but also a power without reliable partners. Posses may be a last resort if the sheriff is desperate and alone. But they tend to be rather motley, unreliable affairs. Outlaws armed with weapons of mass destruction are more likely to be subdued by organized forces of law and order that employ their power through the consent and prescription of their communities. Any approach that willfully seeks to disparage or diminish those forces in favor of whatever international posse we can rustle up shortchanges American security, American prosperity, and American freedom. Similarly, U.S. efforts to pit some parts of Europe against others is a reversal of American support, over six decades, of an ever closer European union, and threaten to return that continent to the very pattern of history that in the last century brought untold tragedy, not only to Europe but to America and the wider world. Such efforts are as inept as they are dangerous, and must be rejected.

European support is key to leadership

Ronald Asmus, Senior Transatlantic Fellow, German Marshall Fund, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, September/October 2003, LN.

If the Atlantic alliance is going to get back on track, the United States and Europe must not only heal the rift over Iraq but also forge a common purpose and a framework for tackling the challenges laid out above. As the stronger partner, Washington must take the initiative to set a new direction and establish a framework that could bring the two sides together. To do so, the Bush administration must change tracks on two key issues. First, it must return to a policy of treating Europe as a partner of choice when building alliances and make finding transatlantic common ground on the challenges faced a top priority. This means abandoning the hard-line view of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, who has sought to maximize American domination by treating Europe and NATO as a toolbox from which Washington can pick and choose in order to build ad hoc "coalitions of the willing" on its own terms. No European ally, including the United Kingdom, will accept this approach as a basis for long-term cooperation. Reversing the policy does not mean that Washington is somehow granting Europeans a veto or too much influence over U.S. policy. The old rule that stipulates one's influence depends on one's contribution -- political, economic, or military -- remains a good guide for the future. Washington must stop treating Europe with disdain and reach out to the "old" continent, recognizing that Europe remains the part of the world with which the United States has the most in common and that can provide the support that most amplifies Washington's ability to accomplish its objectives. Second, Washington must reaffirm U.S. support for a strong, unified, and pro- Atlanticist Europe as a matter of self-interest and abandon any notion of pursuing a policy of disaggregation toward the "old" continent. The Bush administration's approach of increasingly relying on a "coalition of the willing," dependent on the United Kingdom and a small handful of pro-American allies, will fail as a model for the future. Not only will it divide Europe, but it is not sustainable over time -- as it threatens to lose Washington the support of those European allies that remain. If Washington wants Europe to assume real responsibility, it must recognize that only a unified Europe can do so in a meaningful way. The United States must therefore settle its differences with France and Germany, the two leading powers on the continent.

NATO Counterplan: Leadership Extensions (2/2)
Consultation and accommodation decrease resentment, make it easier for other states to worth with american interests

Paul J. Saunders, Executive Director, Nixon Center, “Learning to Appreciate France,” THE NATIONAL INTEREST, March/April 2007, npg.

This vision of 2041 may be pure fantasy, but it is an unquestionable reality that very few foreign governments or publics are willing to deliver global leadership to the United States on a platter, even in 2007. Yet that leadership is extremely important to our country's security and prosperity both now and in the future. Americans cannot afford to assume that U.S. leadership is unquestioned or to squander it through ill-conceived policies based on mistaken assumptions. This should not be construed as an argument that the only way to maintain leadership is by giving in so frequently that the United States is unable to protect its fundamental interests. On the contrary, if America were more careful in not only understanding the priorities of others but defining its own-rather than trying to have everything, almost indiscriminately-many other governments would have a better sense of when it is really necessary for them to accommodate Washington. They would also find it easier to do so, as they would be able to demonstrate areas in which the United States had accommodated their priorities and to say that American requests for major concessions are relatively infrequent.

Multilateralism key to US leadership

Joseph Nye, Dean, JFK School of Government, Harvard University, THE PARADOX OF AMERICAN POWER: WHY THE WORLD’S SUPERPOWER CAN’T GO IT ALONE, Oxford University Press, 2002, p. 16-17.

Nonetheless, if American diplomacy is unilateral and arrogant, our preponderance would not prevent other states and non-state actors from taking actions that complicate American calculations and con​strain our freedom of action. For example, some allies may follow the American bandwagon on the largest security issues but form coalitions to balance American behavior in other areas such as trade or the envi​ronment. And diplomatic maneuvering short of alliance can have polit​ical effects. As William Safire observed when presidents Vladimir Putin and George W. Bush first met, “Well aware of the weakness of his hand, Putin is emulating Nixon’s strategy by playing the China card. Point​edly, just before meeting with Bush, Putin traveled to Shanghai to set up a regional cooperation semi-alliance with Jiang Zemin and some of his Asian fellow travelers.” Putin’s tactics, according to one reporter, “put Mr. Bush on the defensive, and Mr. Bush was at pains to assert that America is not about to go it alone in international affairs’

Pax Americana is likely to last not only because of unmatched American hard power but also to the extent that the United States “is uniquely capable of engaging in ‘strategic restraint~ reassuring part​ners and facilitating cooperation.” The open and pluralistic way in which our foreign policy is made can often reduce surprises, allow others to have a voice, and contribute to our soft power. Moreover, the impact of American preponderance is softened when it is em​bodied in a web of multilateral institutions that allow others to par​ticipate in decisions and that act as a sort of world constitution to limit the capriciousness of American power. That was the lesson we learned as we struggled to create an antiterrorist coalition in the wake of the September 2001 attacks. When the society and culture of the hegemon are attractive, the sense of threat and need to balance it are reduced. Whether other countries will unite to balance Ameri​can power will depend on how the United States behaves as well as the power resources of potential challengers.

Aff Answers
turn--leadership

a. consultation kills heg

Dole, Former Vice President, 1995 (Foreign Affairs, Spring)

The United States, as the only global power, must lead.  Europe—as individual stats or as a collective cannot.  China, Russia, India, Brazil, and Japan are important regional powers, and some may be potential regional threats.  But only the United States can lead on the full range of political, diplomatic, economic and military issues confronting the world. Leadership does not consist of positing questions for international debate: leadership consists of proposing and achieving solutions.  The American attempt in May 1993 to discuss lifting the Bosnian arms embargo with NATO allies, for example, was simply wrong:  It was a discussion, not a U.S. initiative, and was readily perceived by the Europeans as a half-hearted attempt lacking President Clinton’s commitment.  By comparison, if President Bush had followed a similar course after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990, Saddam Hussein would still be in Kuwait today—if not in Saudi Arabia—and he would very possibly be armed with nuclear weapons. Leadership is also saying what you mean, meaning what you say, and sticking to it.  That includes a willingness to use American force when required.  To state that North Korea “cannot be allowed to develop a nuclear bomb” and then one year later sign an agreement that ignores the issue of the existing arsenal is confusing to the American people and to our allies.  To threaten to withdraw most-favored-nation trading status from China because of human rights violations and then to extend such status months later—despite no change in Chinese human rights practices—makes the world wonder why the linkage was made in the first place.  To introduce a resolution in the U.N. Security Council to lift the arms embargo on Bosnia-Herzegovina, while top administration officials claim the war is over and the Serbs have won, severs and link between the worlds of U.S. policymakers and their deeds.

b. they spur interbranch conflict

David Newsom, Professor of Diplomacy @ the University of Virgina, 1992, The Allies and Arms Control, Edited by Hampson, Von Riekhoff and Roper, p. 282

The reluctance of an administration to consult fully with the Congress explains further the hesitation of U.S. presidents to lay alternatives before allies that have not similarly been presented to the Congress.  Washington policymakers proceed on the assumption – whether always correct or not – that consultations, whether with allies or with the Congress, will leak.  Reports of discussions of policy alternatives with allies that have not similarly been presented to the congress can cause serious executive-legislative tensions.

c. guts US leadership

Linda S. Jamison, Deputy Director of Governmental Relations @ CSIS, Spring 1993, Executive-Legislative Relations after the Cold War, Washington Quarterly, v.16, n.2, p. 189

Indeed there are very few domestic issues that do not have strong international implications, and likewise there are numerous transnational issues in which all nations have a stake.  Environmental degradation, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, population control, migration, international narcotics trafficking, the spread of AIDS, and the deterioration of the human condition in the less developed world are circumstances affecting all corners of the globe.  Neither political isolation nor policy bifurcation is an option for the United States.  Global circumstances have drastically changed with the end of the Cold War and the political and policy conditions that sustained bipartisan consensus are not applicable to the post-war era.  The formulation of a new foreign policy must be grounded in broad-based principles that reflect domestic economic, political and social concerns while providing practical solutions to new situations.  Toward a cooperative US Foreign Policy for the 1990s: If the federal government is to meet the new international policy challenges of the post-cold war era, institutional dissension caused by partisan competition and executive-legislative friction must give way to a new way of business.  Policy flexibility must be the watchword of the 1990s in the foreign policy domain if the United States is to have any hope of securing its interests in the uncertain years ahead.  One former policymaker, noting the historical tendency of the United States to make fixed “attachments,” has argued that a changing world dictates policy flexibility, where practical solutions can be developed on principles of broad-based policy objectives (Fulbright 1979).  Flexibility, however, will not be possible without interbranch cooperation.  The end of the Cold War and the new single-party control of the White House and Congress provide a unique opportunity to reestablish foreign policy cooperation.  Reconfiguring post cold war objectives requires comprehension of the remarkable transformations in world affairs and demands an intense political dialogue that goes beyond the executive branch (Mann 1990, 28-29).

Aff Answers
says no—no rubber stamp

Gabriel Kolko, leading historian of modern warfare, 8-1-03 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. 

Binding consultation crushes U.S. leadership

Carroll 09 (James FF, Notes & Comments Editor – Emory International Law Review, J.D. with Honors – 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.
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