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I. Introduction to the Topic 

In 2026, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) faces an existential challenge: the 
potential disengagement of the United States, the alliance’s most powerful and historically 
central member. The recent re-election of President Donald J. Trump in 2024, alongside 
renewed "America First" rhetoric, has reignited fears of U.S. withdrawal or major 
downgrading of commitments to NATO. 

President Trump has publicly questioned the value of NATO, criticized allies for 
"freeloading," and even floated the idea of exiting the alliance during his first term. In his 
second term, reports of delayed funding, reduction in joint exercises, and diplomatic 
tension over defense contributions suggest a fundamental shift in U.S. posture. While the 
U.S. has not officially withdrawn, it is increasingly disengaged — diplomatically, militarily, 
and politically. 

This committee will confront the central question: What does NATO look like in a world 
where the U.S. is no longer a reliable pillar of collective defense? Delegates must 
explore whether NATO can survive and evolve amid American retrenchment, and if so, how 
it should reform to maintain relevance and deterrence in a dangerous multipolar world. 

II. Historical Background 

The United States has been NATO's keystone since its creation in 1949. U.S. leadership was 
pivotal in: 

• Containing the Soviet Union during the Cold War; 

• Launching and sustaining NATO-led operations in the Balkans and Afghanistan; 

• Providing extended nuclear deterrence; 

• Financing and leading major military exercises and intelligence sharing. 

However, tensions over U.S. engagement are not new. During the Obama era, Washington 
pushed Europe to "step up" defense investments. Under Trump’s first term (2017–2021), 
relations strained further as he called NATO "obsolete," criticized Germany’s military 
spending, and expressed admiration for non-democratic leaders like Vladimir Putin. 



Though President Biden sought to rebuild transatlantic ties (2021–2024), Trump’s return to 
power in 2024 has triggered serious doubts. His administration has: 

• Questioned the relevance of Article 5; 

• Signaled a drawdown of U.S. forces in Europe; 

• Proposed freezing U.S. funding unless allies increase their defense budgets; 

• Opposed Ukrainian membership and reduced support for Kyiv. 

As of 2026, the United States remains in NATO in name, but its commitment is increasingly 
in question. 

III. The Situation in 2026 

A. Strategic Vacuum and Rising Threats 

With reduced American leadership, NATO faces heightened vulnerabilities: 

• Eastern Flank: Russian aggression continues in Ukraine, with concerns of 
expansion into Moldova or the Baltics. 

• Arctic and High North: As ice melts, competition grows between Russia, China, 
and NATO's Nordic members for access to resources and sea lanes. 

• Cybersecurity and Space: Without U.S. dominance in intelligence and satellite 
systems, NATO’s technical edge is eroding. 

• Nuclear Deterrence: Questions arise about the credibility of NATO’s nuclear shield, 
particularly as U.S. extended deterrence weakens. 

B. Internal Discord 

• Burden Sharing Crises: Despite increased spending by some members, many still 
fall short of the 2% GDP target. The Trump administration has threatened to "bill" 
allies or impose sanctions. 

• EU vs NATO: The EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) is expanding. 
Some see it as a backup plan; others view it as a competitor. 

• Transatlantic Mistrust: Polls in Europe show declining trust in American leadership, 
prompting discussions of “strategic autonomy.” 

C. Political Reactions 

European leaders are divided: 



• Some (e.g. Poland, Baltic states) advocate for further U.S. appeasement to retain 
American forces. 

• Others (e.g. France, Germany) push for European self-reliance and deeper EU 
military integration. 

• Turkey may exploit the power vacuum to assert its own regional influence, possibly 
aligning more with Russia. 

IV. Bloc Positions (Under U.S. Withdrawal Pressure) 

A. Eastern Europe (Poland, Baltics, Romania) 

These states are most vulnerable to Russian aggression and strongly oppose any reduction 
in U.S. commitments. They advocate for: 

• Permanent NATO deployments on the eastern flank; 

• Fast-tracking Ukrainian membership; 

• Pressure campaigns to keep the U.S. engaged. 

B. Western Europe (Germany, France, Italy, Spain) 

More likely to support European-led security efforts, such as: 

• Strengthening the European Defence Fund and PESCO; 

• Creating a rapid reaction EU force; 

• Negotiating a "dual-track" strategy with Russia (deterrence + diplomacy). 

C. Nordic Countries (Finland, Sweden, Norway) 

Support NATO's modernization and coordination in the Arctic. Favor deeper interoperability 
between NATO and EU forces, and contingency planning for U.S. non-participation. 

D. United Kingdom & Canada 

Attempting to mediate between the U.S. and European allies. The UK is enhancing bilateral 
ties and increasing regional deployments to retain influence. 

E. United States 

Unpredictable and fragmented. Some factions within the administration advocate total 
withdrawal, while others (especially within the Pentagon and State Department) seek to 
maintain minimal commitments. Congress is deeply divided, with legislation pending to 
prevent a full NATO exit. The unpredictability is the defining factor here.  



V. Major Questions to Consider 

1. Should NATO prepare for a future without the United States, and if so, how? 

2. Can Europe lead NATO militarily without American resources and nuclear 
deterrence? 

3. What reforms could make burden sharing more equitable and sustainable? 

4. How should NATO respond to escalating Russian and Chinese aggression amid U.S. 
disengagement? 

5. What role, if any, should the EU play in NATO’s future security strategy? 

6. Should NATO expand its mandate to new regions or double down on core defense 
goals? 

7. How can NATO maintain political unity in an age of populism and nationalism? 

VII. Conclusion 

NATO has endured countless transformations, but 2026 may prove to be its greatest test. A 
U.S. retreat—partial or total—would fundamentally alter global security architecture. 
Whether NATO can evolve into a more autonomous European-led alliance, re-engage with 
a reluctant America, or dissolve under the weight of its contradictions, is the central 
question facing this committee. 

As delegates, you will not only represent national interests but also help define what 
collective security looks like in a post-American NATO world. 

 


