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consult nato cp—tnws 1nc

United States federal government should enter into prior and binding consultation with the Defense Planning Committee of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization over whether or not the United States should ______________________________________________________________________________________ (seriously you have to write down the plan part)

The United States should advocate the plan throughout this process and implement the result of consultation.
Contention One:  competition—avoids NATO Cohesion DA and the CP severs the certainty and immediacy of the plan.  Resolved means make a firm decision about---consultation violates resolved because it makes plan implement uncertain.  

Free Dictionary.com (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/resolve) 

resolve

v. re·solved, re·solv·ing, re·solves 

v.tr.
1. To make a firm decision about.

Contention Two:  solvency and they will say yes

British American Security Information Council, 2010

(British American Security Information Council, January 2010, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf, 6/29/10, TW)

Why are the weapons still in Europe? The United States has been waiting for an Allied request which has never been forthcoming. Washington worries that removal could send an unintended signal of disengagement or reduced US commitment to European security. West European host states have been reluctant to raise the issue(prior to the recent German government agreement to do so) for fear of being seen as weak, anti-American, or lacking commitment to the Alliance. Governments of Central European states have stated their opposition to their removal because of the perceived threat from Russia. Without some new thinking, this damaging stalemate is set to continue indefinitely, and could affect Alliance cohesion in the longer term. BASIC has for over 20 years focused on transatlantic security, and nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation. Alliance cohesion is desirable not only for its direct benefit to the Alliance and its members, but also because it makes it more possible to achieve the lasting benefits from mutual disarmament. Positive decisions on issues surrounding the future of forward-deployed nuclear weapons will be made more durable if Allies are consulted and those decisions taken with the interests of all Allies at heart. To do otherwise could elicit pushback by some members against important security improvements if they come to resent the way certain key decisions are made. Hence, the approach by Central European states is critical, regarding the Strategic Concept, the future of the Alliance, and decisions around Article V and operations out of area.

consult nato cp—TNWs Alliance Net Benefit 1nc (short version)
Failure to consult about nuclear policy changes damage the alliance

Kulesa, Polish Institute of International Affairs Analyst, 2009 

(Lukasz, http://www.pism.pl/zalaczniki/Strategic_File_7.pdf, March 2009, “Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and Nuclear). A View from Poland,” SP)

Assuring the cohesion of the Alliance when such a change is agreed upon would remain the top priority. In practice, this calls for close consultations between the two sides of the Atlantic during all stages of the process. There should be a common assessment that the positive consequences of the discontinuation of the nuclear sharing arrangement will outweigh the negative ones, and that the other elements of NATO’s nuclear policy will remain valid. It would be damaging for the Alliance to create the impression that the US weapons are being “pushed out” of Europe by pacifist Europeans, or that the US is weakening its commitment to NATO by initiating changes in the nuclear strategy without properly consulting its allies.

NATO collapse ensures nuclear war
John Duffield, AP of government and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia) Oct 1 1994 “NATO's Functions after the Cold War,” http://www.transatlantic.uj.edu.pl/upload/59_4b3a_Duffield.NATO.PostCW.pdf, SP)

Initial analyses of NATO's future prospects overlooked at least three  important factors that have helped to ensure the alliance's enduring  relevance. First, they underestimated the extent to which external threats  sufficient to help justify the preservation of the alliance would continue  to exist. In fact, NATO still serves to secure its members against a  number of actual or potential dangers emanating from outside their  territory. These include not only the residual threat posed by Russian  military power, but also the relatively new concerns raised by conflicts  in neighboring regions.  Second, the pessimists failed to consider NATO's capacity for institu-  tional adaptation. Since the end of the cold war, the alliance has begun  to develop two important new functions. NATO is increasingly seen  as having a significant role to play in containing and controlling milita-  rized conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe. And, at a deeper level,  it works to prevent such conflicts from arising at all by actively pro-  moting stability within the former Soviet bloc.  Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance  functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain rele-  vant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize  Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past.  By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mech-  anism for the development of common security policies, NATO has  contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries  of the region virtually inconceivable.  In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European  members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving  a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic  historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe  - as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports,  and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American  companies-remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the  United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe,  the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than  those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons. 
**consultation solvency and say yes debate ***
Consult NATO CP- Solvency General

Consultation and dialogue within alliance are good 

Brezezinski Center for strategic and international studies counselor and trustee ‘09

(Zbigniew, Foreign Affairs, sep/oct 09, proquest, 6/25/10, EL) 

Even more perplexing is the current significance of Article 5 to Europe itself. It raises the question of how tightly binding are NATO's collective-security obligations. If a geopolitically exposed European member of nato were to become a victim of an armed attack and if the United States and the United Kingdom and other nato allies were inclined to come to its aid but, say, Greece and Italy were not, could Article 5 be invoked?

Despite the expansion of its membership to 28 countries, NATO remains bound by what it has defined as "a fundamental principle" namely, that "all NATO decisions are made by consensus," that "consensus has been accepted as the sole basis for decision-making in NATO since the creation of the Alliance in 1949," and that "this principle remains in place." Accordingly, the secretary-general of NATO, as part of the task assigned to him at the recent alliance summit, might consider designating a senior allied group to undertake a review of the current meaning of Article 5. Not only the Afghan challenge but also the significant decline of the U.S. military presence in Europe, the increased membership in NATO itself, and the changes already noted in the global security context call for another look at this key article. Even if a war in Europe is unlikely (and in any such case, the U.S. reaction would be the most significant for some time to come), it is right to ask whether a single member - or even two or three members - of a collective-security alliance have the right to in effect veto a joint response. Perhaps some thought should be given to formulating a more operational definition of "consensus" when it is shared by an overwhelming majority but not by everyone.

Strategic concept to redefine NATO will be long hard process consultation is key

Oxford Analytica Daily Brief Service ‘10

(Oxford Analytica Daily Brief Service ‘10, 1/15/10, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)

Eager to show that the adoption of the new concept is transparent, inclusive and 'scientific' at the same time, Rasmussen devised a complex system of consultations. Public conferences looking at security challenges are supposed to draw in distinguished academics and retired military officers. A group of 'wise men' chaired by a wise woman -- Madeleine Albright, the former US secretary of state -- will distil their ideas into a document to be presented to the NATO secretary-general early this year. During mid-2010, Rasmussen will work out his own draft which, in turn, will be subjected to three months of intense private negotiations, culminating in a compromise at the NATO summit in Lisbon in December. In theory, there is agreement on what the new 'Strategic Concept' should include: a clear definition of missions, future threats and financial resources, all resulting in a new and persuasive case for the alliance's existence. This is easier said than done.

Consult NATO CP solvency - general

Consult NATO solves cohesion – outweighs any lessens impact of deterrence

British American Security Information Council, 2010

(British American Security Information Council, January 2010, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf, 6/29/10, TW)

Assurance exists alongside deterrence. If members of the Alliance are appropriately assured, this builds cohesion and confidence, strengthens the relevance and legitimacy of the Alliance, and may persuade members against certain unilateral courses of action (such as acquiring their own nuclear arsenals) that could be deemed undesirable. The ability to present a united front is perhaps the most important element of NATO’s indirect deterrent capability – at least as important as any weapon system – and is carefully guarded by its members. If any potential adversary is left without doubt as to the willingness of NATO members to execute their Article V ‘commitments’ to each other, they are far more likely to be deterred from using any aggression against weaker or more vulnerable members. This could be termed indirect deterrence, as it can operate with or without a particular adversary in mind. Unfortunately, devotion to assurance can act as a deterrent to public debate, unilateral moves or even efforts to open conversation in private. This can, ironically, work against gradualist reform, and lead to more radical or unilateral shifts later on as other factors outside NATO’s control determine outcomes. NATO has to evolve to remain relevant to a changing security environment. Second, long-term cohesion may better be supported by paying attention to the management of change dynamics within the Alliance rather than simply burying problems, ensuring all allies are involved. Third, any hint of a tactic that appears to paper over cracks, and avoids discussion or public debate can look weak and itself undermine cohesion. The deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe is generally unpopular amongst most European publics, and could serve to make NATO nuclear posture in many countries more controversial than it need be. It would be a mistake to ignore this.

Consult CP – consensus good

Lack consensus decreases cohesion

Yost, Professor at Naval Postgraduate School, 2010

(David, International Affairs, 3/10/10, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318689/PDFSTART, 6/29/10, TW)

It is not clear whether or how reviewing the Strategic Concept will contribute to the alliance’s renewal. The deliberation and drafting process regarding the alliance’s core purposes is important, but ultimately secondary to the exertion of political will by allied governments to formulate shared commitments and to follow through on them with investment and action. Without sufficient consensus on their collective purposes the allies may face increasing political fragmentation, continued inadequate defence spending, more shortfalls in meeting commitments to operations and NRF rotations, and uncertainties among geographically exposed allies about the reliability of NATO collective defence commitments.
NATO needs to gain support from NATO countries to increase alliance credibility.

Benitez, Director of NATOSource, 2010

(Jorge, NATO’s Center of Gravity: Political Will, May 27, 2010, Atlantic- Community.org)

Public diplomacy is not an option in an alliance of democracies, it is essential. Key alliance decisions are made, sanctioned, and funded by national legislatures that pay far more attention to public opinion than to strategy seminars. NATO needs to inform the public about the very real risks to each member's welfare and stress the Alliance's contributions to their protection and prosperity.  
An uninformed public may tolerate providing the resources for a vaguely benign international organization and military force in good economic times. But in times of economic crisis, voters will not support political leaders who are perceived to be wasting scarce national resources on opaque efforts beyond the nation’s borders. Voters are even more averse to sacrificing the lives of their children in conflicts that appear distant and non-threatening. 
Gen. David Petreus is beginning to win the conflict in Iraq because he understands that "the human terrain is the decisive terrain." If NATO starts to lose the battle for the political will of its people, it will slowly become a hollow alliance, comprised primarily of many bureaucrats and a few warriors. In time, it will follow the WEU into the dustbin of history. If we allow that to happen, we will unsuspectingly put ourselves in great peril.  
Consult nato solvency—tnws 

Turn - Prior consultation over tactical weapons is critical to the Alliance

SCHLESINGER ET AL 08 

(James, Chairman of the Task Force on DOD Nuclear Weapons Management, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf)

Deterrence: The Special Case of  NATO

•The North Atlantic Treaty Organization ( NATO) represents a special case for deterrence, both because of history and the presence of nuclear weapons. Even though the number of weapons is modest when compared to total inventories—especially Russian inventories of tactical weapons—the presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe remains a pillar of  NATO unity. The deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe is not a Service or regional combatant command issue—it is an Alliance issue. As long as  NATO members rely on U.S. nuclear weapons for deterrence—and as long as they maintain their own dual-capable aircraft as part of that deterrence—no action should be taken to remove them without a thorough and deliberate process of consultation.

o The Department of Defense, in coordination with the Department of State, should engage its appropriate counterparts among  NATO Allies in reassessing and confirming the role of nuclear weapons in Alliance strategy and policy for the future.

o TheDepartmentofDefenseshouldensurethatthedual-capableF-35remainson schedule. Further delays would result in increasing levels of political and strategic risk and reduced strategic options for both the United States and the Alliance.

The strategic concept solves your public opinion internals – empirically it was used to smooth over public perception in 91 and 99

Anthony 8 [Dr. Ian Anthony is Research Coordinator at the Stockholm  International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI  “The Future of Nuclear Weapons in NATO” 4 Feb 2008]

The post-Cold War iterations of the strategic concept helped sustain the  Alliance by explaining the direction that NATO was taking in terms that the  public could understand. The 1991 version made it clear that the two  principles of defence and detente that were the basis for NATO relations with  countries in Central and Eastern Europe after 1967 and the publication of the  Harmel Report were now being supplemented with dialogue and co-operation.  A broad spectrum of states, including former adversaries, were now to be  engaged while NATO maintained a collective defence capability. In 1999 a  revision to the strategic concept validated crisis management and crisis  response operations, including carrying out operations in partnership with non-  NATO countries—summarizing and explaining changes being implemented  “on the ground” in the Western Balkans.     The 1999 strategic concept coincided with the 50th Anniversary of the  founding of NATO and illustrated that the milestone was not only a  celebration of past achievements but also a catalyst for a reflection and an  attempt to map NATO’s way ahead into the approaching 21st Century. The  general tone of the discussion was that on balance there was a good story to  tell. In key issue areas the alliance was seen as an organization that was not  merely surviving due to bureaucratic inertia. On the contrary, NATO was  making a positive contribution to a more integrated Europe through peaceful  enlargement, developing new areas of cooperation with Russia and new  instruments to organize joint efforts. The alliance was playing its part in  containing violence and resolving armed conflicts at the periphery of the  enlarging alliance. As a result, the Allies were able to state that NATO ‘has been at the heart of  efforts to establish new patterns of cooperation and mutual understanding  across the Euro-Atlantic region and has committed itself to essential new  activities in the interest of a wider stability’. While choices over specific  matters will always be debated, in 1999 few observers fundamentally  disagreed with that overall assessment.

 Consult nato solvency - TNWs

Removal of nuclear weapons requires canvassing NATO

British American Security Information Council, 2010

(British American Security Information Council, January 2010, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf, 6/29/10, TW)

The Obama administration is operating in a highly charged political atmosphere and domestic opponents will seize on any perceived concession to Moscow. The removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe will provide such an opportunity although criticism in the US could be blunted through a media campaign that would demonstrate public support in the countries from where the bombs are to be removed. Allied support would also be canvassed in countries where bipartisan coalitions have sprung up in favor of President Obama’s vision of a nuclear weapons free world, and the removal of the TNWs would be shown to be consistent with this. European public opinion would be favorable to the weapons’ removal, insofar as people are even aware of their presence. NATO should be seen to be acting consistently with the vision of the US administration which has been enthusiastically endorsed by European “wise men” quartets and governments who believe in the Obama administration’s disarmament goal.

Ongoing discussions prove consultation 

Kulesa analyst at the Polish Institute of International Affairs ‘09

(Lukask, March 2009, 6/26/10,EL)

The attention in the intra-Alliance discussions has so far been focused on the possibility of removing US tactical nuclear weapons from Europe and discontinuing the nuclear sharing arrangements. It is important to note that the strategic component of the nuclear deterrent would remain available to the Alliance even if a decision is made to reduce the number of US nuclear weapons in Europe to zero. Any proposals to change NATO force posture should be a consequence of reflection by its members on the tasks assigned to the nuclear weapons, not the presumptuous point of departure. If one subscribes to the notion that the only function of nuclear weapons for the Alliance is the “insurance” role, the utility of the US tactical nuclear weapons stationed in Europe can be questioned. The strategic arsenals of the US and UK make these weapons redundant, as the credibility of the insurance function depends not on the deployment of US nuclear weapons in Europe nor on the modalities of transferring them to the Allies, but on the convergence of interests within the Alliance and the willingness of the nuclear weapon states to defend other members from armed aggression. Despite occasional disagreements over policy issues between the Allies, the level of interdependence and policy cohesion between the two sides of the Atlantic (and the two sides of the English Channel) has reached a point where Europe no longer needs “hostages” in the form of US bombs stored on the 3 continent. The fears, which were often expressed during the Cold War, concerning the unwillingness of the US to use its arsenal to defend Europe from a Soviet assault should finally be put to rest.

NATO must consult on TNW’s to increase stability and security.

Nunn, Former US Senator and is Co- Chairman of the Nuclear Threat Institute, 2010

(http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396331003764561, NATO Nuclear Policy and Euro- Atlantic Security, May 2010, Sam Nunn)

Finally, the political aspects of NATO nuclear policies remain important:  any initiative to change declaratory policy or US tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe would have to be done in careful coordination with NATO in a way that preserves shared risks and responsibilities among members of the NATO Alliance. Moreover, any NATO initiatives on declaratory policy or US tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe would be most credible and effective in the context of declaratory actions by the US and NATO on a broader security and political front. 

consult nato solvency—tnws turkey 
Consultation on Turkey based nuclear weapons

British American Security Information Council, 2010

(British American Security Information Council, January 2010, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf, 6/29/10, TW)

The Alliance is considering its response to the transformational vision expressed by a number of leaders in and out of government, most notably by President Barack Obama himself and expressed at the UN Security Council in resolution 1887. The new Strategic Concept will need to reflect this by unambiguously acknowledging the Alliance’s responsibility to play a leadership role in taking cooperative steps to create the conditions for moves towards a world free of nuclear weapons, and outlining a nuclear doctrine that is consistent with these moves, on the assumption that the Nuclear Posture Review will have done so, marrying continued deterrence and stronger non-proliferation measures with significant disarmament steps. However in the interests of Alliance cohesion, the forward-deployed nuclear weapons need not be addressed explicitly in the text of the new Strategic Concept. They have already been removed under bilateral agreements from the UK and Greece. The small number remaining in Germany, Belgium, Italy, Turkey and the Netherlands could be tackled in a similar way in consultation with Alliance partners. However, it would be better for cohesion if the Allies could agree amongst themselves that investment would be better placed in other capabilities.

Consult NATO solvency us nuclear Policy

NATO must clarify role of nuclear weapons in alliance policy.

Kamp, research director of the NATO Defense College in Rome, 2009

(Karl- Heinz Kamp, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396330903168808, Towards a New Strategy for NATO, Survival, September 2009)

 These trends not only sound the death knell for the persistent pipe dream of a nuclear-free world, but also demand that NATO reflect more thoroughly on the role of its nuclear capabilities. The 1999 Strategic Concept limited itself to very general statements about the continuing relevance of nuclear weapons. Today, NATO must be clear about the purpose of its nuclear forces stationed in Europe, the kind of enemy against which they are directed, and the contingencies in which they might have a role. The Alliance must determine whether its current nuclear capabilities are in line with the deterrence requirements of the twenty-first century or, if not, how the gap between military hardware and political needs could be bridged. Whether the deployment of US nuclear weapons on European soil is necessary for the credibility of nuclear commitments or of NATO’s resolve – or, if not, whether these weapons could be withdrawn – is still unclear, and the Alliance must consider how the Eastern European NATO members might react to a potential removal of US nuclear forces from Europe. 

Consultation on nuclear weapons key

McNamara and Spring, Senior Policy Analyst and F.M. Kirby Research Fellow, 2010

(Sally and Baker, The Heritage Organization, 3/4/10, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/president-obama-must-not-remove-nuclear-weapons-from-europe, 6/29/10, TW)

From a strategic standpoint, a proactive national defense relies on the ability to defend physical territory, as well as the ability to deter an enemy attack in the first place. In a highly dangerous world where hostile states—such as Iran and North Korea—possess both nuclear and conventional forces capable of striking the U.S. and its allies, a credible nuclear deterrence, not unilateral disarmament, is the best chance for peace. Therefore, the U.S., in consultation with its allies, should use nuclear weapons in Europe and in the U.S. to protect and defend the U.S. and its allies against strategic attack. 

This position is consistent with a more defensive, broader strategic posture that would require the deployment of robust defensive systems, including ballistic missile defenses. This posture would also require modernizing the nuclear weapons in the U.S. arsenal, including their delivery systems, to make them better suited to destroying targets that are likely to be used to launch strategic attacks against the U.S. and its allies, as well as targets whose destruction requires the more powerful force of nuclear weapons. These targets could include missiles in hardened silos, deeply buried command and control facilities, and heavily protected nuclear weapons depots.

Nuclear policy consultation solves
British American Security Information Council, 2010

(British American Security Information Council, January 2010, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf, 6/29/10, TW)

 This paper proposes a two-pronged political approach to overcome NATO’s nuclear dilemma. The new German government has come under some criticism for openly questioning the value of these weapons, criticism largely focused on the manner of the approach rather than on the idea of withdrawal itself. BASIC, which has conducted consultations with NATO allies in Washington and London over the last twelve months, believes that NATO could stake out a new position consistent with the Obama administration’s disarmament stance by striking out explicit references to US forward deployed nuclear forces in Europe in the new Concept, in recognition that they are no longer central to NATO’s strategy, before taking the incremental step of beginning to quietly remove the weapons and investing political and military assets in more effective capabilities. But we simultaneously appeal to Central and Eastern European governments to show constructive leadership or face the prospect of their countries being marginalized – the realization of their own worst fear. 

The advantages of such a policy, which would set a non-proliferation example at a time when non-nuclear weapons states are looking to the declared nuclear states for concrete steps in the context of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference, would outweigh whatever risk there may be. If successful, the goal of achieving NATO unity would be achieved, strengthening the Alliance’s hand considerably in future engagement with Russia, and giving further genuine incentive to western Europe and the United States to guarantee security.

NATO CP: Consult Solvency Nuclear Policy

Consult of nuclear deployment 

Borger Guardian's diplomatic editor ‘10

(Julian,11/6/09,http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/nov/06/germany-removal-us-nuclear-weapons, 6/24/10, EL)

Pressure is growing within Nato for the removal of the remaining US nuclear weapons on European soil, and for a new doctrine for the alliance that would depend less on nuclear deterrence.

The initiative is being driven by the new German government coalition, which has called for the removal of American nuclear weapons on its territory as part of a Nato strategic rethink.

The German foreign minister, Guido Westerwelle, the driving force behind the new policy, raised the issue during talks in Washington today with the US secretary of state, Hillary Clinton.

Earlier this week, Westerwelle assured the Nato secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, that Germany would consult its allies on the removal of the estimated 20 nuclear weapons left on its soil.

Consult NATO CP Solvency—nuclear weapons

Consulting NATO key to successful nuclear policy

Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

The Department of Defense, in coordination with the Department of State, should engage its appropriate counterparts among NATO Allies in reassessing and confirming the role of nuclear weapons in Alliance strategy and policy for the future.

Consult NATO CP- AT “consult Nuclear Reduction Cohesion”
Open dialogue won’t increase fights

Kulesa analyst at the Polish Institute of International Affairs ‘09

(Lukask, March 2009, 6/26/10,EL)

Many analysts argue that it is time to move from the current low profile of nuclear weapons at NATO to their complete renunciation by the Alliance. For the critics of “nuclear” NATO, nuclear weapons as a part of NATO strategy is a legacy of the Cold War. Not only are they unnecessary, the critics argue, when one takes into account the lack of nuclear-armed enemies and the superior conventional capabilities of NATO militaries, but they are also detrimental to the cohesion of the NPT and to the efforts made to discourage other states from crossing the nuclear threshold. It is true that the rationale behind the continued existence of NATO’s nuclear component requires closer attention. The members of the Alliance often seem to act on the assumption that discussing publicly the present and future utility of nuclear weapons for NATO would open up new conflicts between the Allies, stir public opinion, or reveal too much of its current threat perception. In the long run, however, it will be hard to avoid difficult questions. Since the end of the Cold War, the function of nuclear weapons at NATO has steadily evolved from their use as a military tool into that of a strictly political one, from an element in any conceivable war-fighting scenario into a kind of “dormant deterrence”, to be used essentially as an insurance policy against the dangers of the future. This transition needs to be reflected in NATO’s strategy and force posture. One should remember that nuclear weapons have no role in deterring or defeating the non-state actors, which currently constitute the most urgent threats to NATO member states. Neither a Taliban fighter nor a Somali pirate is likely to be deterred by the nuclear potential of the Alliance.

AT consult hurts deterrence

Benefits of consultation outweigh deterrence

British American Security Information Council, 2010

(British American Security Information Council, January 2010, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf, 6/29/10, TW)

It is widely believed that deterrence has played a central role in ensuring the security of the Atlantic Alliance since its inception in 1949. Deterrence is an attempt to change the calculus of competitors, so that they refrain from a course of action they would otherwise execute – it depends upon their capability, intentions and will, and how one can meet them. A great deal depends upon the psychology, history and the framing of communications. With more disagreement in recent years over who those competitors are, and their will, deterrence calculations have become more complex. Faith in deterrence has instead focused on the Alliance’s capabilities. This can be dangerous because deterrent effects might be overestimated and the bluff called, or it can mean that costly weapon systems are deployed without any real deterrent benefit. 

It is also worth focusing on ambiguity as an element of deterrence theory that has achieved near sacred status within nuclear policy circles. It is seen in the Strategic Concept as useful, “by ensuring uncertainty in the mind of any aggressor about the nature of the Allies' response to military aggression.” *para. 62] From a military perspective, ambiguity complicates the calculations of any potential aggressor, and means they are less likely to attack. However ambiguity is achieved by secrecy and by implicitly expanding the salience and potential roles of nuclear weapons. NATO and its member states need to consider such issues when reviewing the Strategic Concept – there is a direct trade-off with trust, confidence-building, transparency and democratic accountability essential to the global nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation agenda.

 Consult nato solvency--Afghanistan cohesion net benefit 
lack of consult on Afghanistan US plan angers allies

Speigel and Fidler Wall Stree Journal staff writers ‘09

(Peter and Stephen, Wall street Journal, 11/21/09, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)

<The numbers U.S. officials are talking about are mostly targets at this point, and include some that already have been publicly announced or signaled by governments. According to people briefed on U.S. plans, the Obama administration is targeting six European allies to contribute battalion-sized units -- generally about 500 to 1,000 troops -- and officials say they are most hopeful they can get commitments from three of those: Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom.Italy, which has 2,800 troops in Afghanistan, has signaled it would be willing to keep deployed the 400 added soldiers it sent as part of stepped-up security surrounding the August Afghan elections. An Italian official declined to comment. U.K. Prime Minister Gordon Brown likewise has signaled intention to send 500 more troops, and Turkey has recently announced it is doubling its current complement from 800 to 1,600. Both Germany and the United Kingdom could find it politically difficult to commit more troops -- at least in the coming weeks.According to current and former U.S. officials, senior officials in the newly elected government of German Chancellor Angela Merkel have signaled a willingness to press Germany's parliament to raise its troop ceiling to as much as 7,000 from 4,500.It appears unlikely Germany would be able make a commitment in time for the rollout of the new strategy.A German government spokesman said Wednesday that Berlin will review its Afghan commitments early next year, but declined to comment on the 7,000 figure.Mr. Brown has been under intense criticism at home over his handling of the war, includingdefense-budget cuts that have led to problems with adequate equipment to support troops. Some senior U.S. officials say the U.K. may be able to commit more troops over the coming year -- perhaps as many as 2,000 -- thanks to Britain's withdrawal from Iraq. A spokesman for Mr. Brown said the U.K. "keeps troop numbers in constant review," but that the government has not changed its position on force levels.Britain's opposition Conservative Party, widely expected to win an election that must be called before June, has also said it would consider an increase of 2,000 troops, though the party's defense spokesman said any new troops would be for training Afghans.U.S. and European officials acknowledged the Obama administration's relations with NATO allies have become strained over Afghan policy during the White House's three-month review of war strategy, with allies irritated they were not getting enough insight into U.S. plans.>

cohesion net benefit—lack of dialogue hurts alliance
Unilateralism undercuts Alliance

Washington’s arrogant unilateralism weakened Unity of NATO

Brezezinski Center for strategic and international studies counselor and trustee ‘09

(Zbigniew, Foreign Affairs, sep/oct 09, proquest, 6/25/10, EL) 

Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons - and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability.

These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally.

CONSULT NATO- Counter plan solvency Afghanistan 

Afghanistan is successful- surge proves

Speigel and Fidler Wall Stree Journal staff writers ‘09

(Peter and Stephen, Wall street Journal, 11/21/09, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)

< The Obama administration is in advanced talks with its North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies for a coordinated rollout of a new Afghan war strategy, which U.S. officials hope will include a commitment by European allies to send several thousand additional troops to shore up the fight against the Taliban.Estimates of the number of new troops U.S. and European officials are suggesting NATO allies could provide vary from 3,000 to 7,000. Those would complement the addition U.S. forces Mr. Obama is considering; those options range from 10,000 to 40,000, but U.S. officials have said a combination of combat troops and training forces totaling 35,000 has gained the most momentum.Arrangements haven't been finalized, but coordinated announcements of new troops could come as soon as the week of Nov. 30. They are likely to include an address by the NATO secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, shortly after President Barack Obama unveils his strategy.According to officials familiar with the talks, Mr. Rasmussen would attempt to send a clear signal that the U.S. isn't alone in its plans to confront the Taliban.Officials said that Mr. Obama's review of Afghan strategy and U.S. troop levels, which some had thought would be completed last month, was extended in part to solidify NATO support. NATO foreign ministers are scheduled to meet in Brussels starting Dec. 3, and European diplomats said they expect Mr. Obama to make his announcement ahead of the meeting.A commitment of as few as 3,000 new troops from allies could be a significant diplomatic coup for the White House, given the largely fruitless efforts by the Bush administration to get additional large-scale commitments from NATO in the waning months of its tenure. The U.S. has 68,000 troops in Afghanistan; other allies have 36,000."The secretary general has already begun an intensive series of consultations with European allies," said NATO spokesman James Appathurai. "He believes it is very important that we maintain a fair balance of burdens in this mission, and that includes in the context of any (troop) increase the U.S. may announce."U.S. officials have launched an intensive diplomatic effort in Europe in recent weeks in order to get allied feedback and to press foreign capitals to announce additional troop commitments.>

Say Yes – Military Presence

Nato supports reducing military presence – fears overstretch

Wright, Canada's ambassador to NATO and Distinguished Visiting Professor in Foreign Affairs at Victoria College, University of Toronto, 2004 (David, The Globe and Mail, August 18, 2004, “U.S. military redeployment: What took so long?”, L/N, SP, *be careful with heg DA because of the overstretch warrant)

This transformation shouldn't come as a shock; it has been in the works for a long time. There had been hints from the NATO supreme allied commander that significant structural changes were being planned even during the latter stages of the Clinton administration. For the past three years, the direction has been clear - a significant downsizing of the U.S. military presence on the ground in Europe as part of a global reconfiguration of troops.

Congress has been pushing for such change, and pressures on the military from deployments to Afghanistan and Iraq have stretched U.S. forces too thin. The logic of the transformation from "heavy forces in specific locations to defend against a known adversary" (in the words of the White House fact sheet) to more modern mobile forces to deal with a broader range of threats is unassailable. One wonders why it took so long to come to this decision.

Say Yes – Afghanistan

NATO supports removing military presence in Afghanistan – high casualties prove

BBC 2010 (BBC News, June 13, 2010, Afghan Daily Says, L/N, SP)

The deaths of 10 NATO soldiers on the same day will have an effect on the leaders of NATO. The NATO member countries will discuss ending the war in Afghanistan through reconciliation in their next meeting which will be held in Brussels next week. This will cause the Afghan government and NATO members to have similar thinking and vision about the war in Afghanistan. And they will realize that the continuation of war does not have any benefits for any side. On the other hand, such incidents highlight the losses of war for both Afghans and NATO members. Therefore, NATO member countries are considering other ways of ending the war in Afghanistan apart from military solutions.

According to reports in the national and international media, NATO has announced that 10 NATO soldiers were killed in just one day in Afghanistan. Some media sources said that 12 NATO soldiers were killed in one day in Afghanistan. These NATO soldiers were killed on Monday [7 June 10] as a result of various incidents [across the country]. According to these reports, five of the soldiers who were killed on Monday were Americans, killed in Konar, when their car hit a roadside mine. Some media sources have said that the number of the US soldiers killed on Monday was 12, because two US soldiers were killed in Kandahar Province on that day.

say yes common purpose 
AGREEMENT ON THE COMMON PURPOSE KEY TO COHESION

Yost, Professor at Naval Postgraduate School, 2010

(David, International Affairs, 3/10/10, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123318689/PDFSTART, 6/29/10, TW)

Circumstances of necessity may motivate some allies to spend and do more.

The fact remains that there is no alternative to NATO—not the OSCE, nor the

EU, nor the UN—if the allies wish to secure their collective defence. Article 5

will remain the bedrock of the alliance, and the allies are likely to continue to take

a selective approach to undertaking non-Article 5 operations—especially after the

experience of Afghanistan.

The real challenge for the NATO allies is to agree on their common purposes

and to define a strategy to meet them, including a shared understanding on required

resources and contributions. As James Golden pointed out in a classic study of the

problems in analysing NATO burden-sharing, ‘Without agreement on alliance

objectives and a strategy for meeting them, attempts to measure members’ contributions,

however precise and reliable, will mean little.’114 The question of the

alliance’s ‘level of ambition’ in capabilities is inseparable from that of its agreed

purposes and burden-sharing to achieve them.
***cohesion net benefit cards---also check out cohesion da****
cohesion net benefit lack of consultation signals lack of commitment to nato

NATO needs U.S. help in Afghanistan

Goldgeier, Whitney Shepardson Senior Fellow for Transatlantic Relations, 2009

(http://hir.harvard.edU-index.php?page=article&id=1879&p=3, NATO’s Future: Facing Old Divisions and New Threats, James Goldgeier, spring 2009)

The core of the alliance is Article V, which declares that an attack on one member is to be considered an attack on all. During the Cold War, members expected an Article V contingency would see the United States coming to the defense of the West Europeans in the face of a Warsaw Pact onslaught. But Article V was never used during those years; rather it was invoked for the first time in the aftermath of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks by US allies in support of the United States.But as the United States prepared to go to war against Osama bin Laden’s organization and the Taliban in Afghanistan, it decided not to conduct the operation through NATO as it had during the Kosovo campaign a few years before. Deciding that the process of gaining allied consensus was too cumbersome, the Bush administration chose instead to put together a coalition of the willing, thereby signaling that the alliance’s usefulness to the United States was limited. 

cohesion net benefit --nuclear weapons

Consultation on nuclear weapons key to NATO cohesion

British American Security Information Council, 2010

(British American Security Information Council, January 2010, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-MindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf, 6/29/10, TW)

Why are the weapons still in Europe? The United States has been waiting for an Allied request which has never been forthcoming. Washington worries that removal could send an unintended signal of disengagement or reduced US commitment to European security. West European host states have been reluctant to raise the issue(prior to the recent German government agreement to do so) for fear of being seen as weak, anti-American, or lacking commitment to the Alliance. Governments of Central European states have stated their opposition to their removal because of the perceived threat from Russia. Without some new thinking, this damaging stalemate is set to continue indefinitely, and could affect Alliance cohesion in the longer term. BASIC has for over 20 years focused on transatlantic security, and nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation. Alliance cohesion is desirable not only for its direct benefit to the Alliance and its members, but also because it makes it more possible to achieve the lasting benefits from mutual disarmament. Positive decisions on issues surrounding the future of forward-deployed nuclear weapons will be made more durable if Allies are consulted and those decisions taken with the interests of all Allies at heart. To do otherwise could elicit pushback by some members against important security improvements if they come to resent the way certain key decisions are made. Hence, the approach by Central European states is critical, regarding the Strategic Concept, the future of the Alliance, and decisions around Article V and operations out of area.

US Nuclear weapons in Europe key to NATO cohesion—must consult

Schlesinger, Chairman, Task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, 08

(James, The Secretary of defense task force on DoD nuclear weapons management, “Report of the…”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf, accessed 6/29/10, 12/18/08, RSW)

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) represents a special case for deterrence, both because of history and the presence of nuclear weapons. Even though the number of weapons is modest when compared to total inventories—especially Russian inventories of tactical weapons—the presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe remains a pillar of NATO unity. The deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe is not a Service or regional combatant command issue—it is an Alliance issue. As long as NATO members rely on U.S. nuclear weapons for deterrence—and as long as they maintain their own dual-capable aircraft as part of that deterrence—no action should be taken to remove them without a thorough and deliberate process of consultation.
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