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***cohesion low now****


U- NATO Cohesion low—central europe

NATO Cohesion Low- Central and East European countries

Dempsey, Staff Writer for the New York Times, 2010 

(Judy, East Europe feels ignored by NATO, Report says, NYTimes http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/17/world/europe/17iht-nato.html?pagewanted=print, accessed: 6/23/10, TS) May 16, 2010

<BERLIN — NATO is ignoring the security concerns of its Central and East European members to such an extent that several of those countries are pursuing separate bilateral security arrangements with the United States, says a report issued by a group of experts on the eve of the presentation of a major new proposal on strategy for the alliance. If the alliance continues to play down the security concerns of the region, several of these countries will remain reluctant to conduct NATO missions outside Europe because they do not feel safe at home, says the report, published by the Center for European Reform, an independent research institute in London. “If they feel secure at home,” the report says, “they will have less need to invest in equipment needed for self-defense and have more reasons to buy the hardware needed for far-off missions such as Afghanistan.” >

NATO relations with Russia low causing decreased cohesion

Dempsey, Staff Writer for the New York Times, 2010

(Judy, East Europe feels ignored by NATO, Report says, NYTimes http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/17/world/europe/17iht-nato.html?pagewanted=print, accessed: 6/23/10, TS)

<Over the past nine months, Mrs. Albright has led a team of defense and security experts to examine what NATO has to do in the coming years to deal with new challenges, remain relevant, decide how far it should enlarge and whether to include such countries as Georgia and Ukraine. “Some of the allies worry that NATO would not be able to come to their defense in a crisis,” said Tomas Valasek, one of the authors who is also advising Mrs. Albright’s team. Some NATO member states believe Russia could provoke small, regional conflicts, which are hard to plan against or deter, the report says. NATO was unprepared for Russia’s invasion of Georgia in 2008, the report continues. It lacked intelligence sharing and a sophisticated crisis management mechanism. It has also ignored nonmilitary forms of intimidation such as cyberattacks, including one faced by Estonia two years ago. The report says that sense of insecurity among East European countries, and members like Norway and Iceland, will make it more difficult for the Alliance to “reset” its relations with Russia, which is the ambition of the NATO secretary-general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen. NATO is divided over reassuring its eastern members or resetting its relations with Russia, the experts said. “It is a false dilemma,” the report says. “It should have a dual track strategy that accomplishes both.”> \
Central and East Europe don’t believe in security commitment of NATO

Manca and Serafimescu MA in international relations and BA in Political Science ‘10

(Octavian and Julia, March 2010, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)

It is thus understandable why the revision of the missile defence proposal by the Obama administration generated a significant crisis of confidence in the Eastern flank's capitals, especially in Warsaw and Prague. The political elites in the region, who invested a tremendous amount of political capital in pushing the missile defence proposal high on the national and European agenda, now fear that the Americans are not as committed to the security of this geopolitically sensitive and vulnerable part of Europe as they used to be. To a certain extent, the debate surrounding the Obama policy reversal regarding the missile defence had the virtue of clarifying the core security stakes: what really mattered for East Europeans was hardly the shield per se, but the informal security guarantees provided by the presence of the US facilities in this part of Europe - an uncomfortable and inconvenient truth that has been there for more than a decade or so: "Poles and Czechs favoured the American bases only because they would bring American troops to their territory. But they favour American troops on their territory only because two successive American presidents have refused to invest in NATO's presence in Central Europe".13

U- NATO Cohesion Low—defense spending

Defense spending key, decreasing cohesion

Wall, Paris Bureau Chief for AVIATION WEEK, 2010

(Robert, Aviation week, 5/24/10, 6/26/10, EL)

It is not just that NATO members may have less money available for defense, but also that cuts are being made more heavily in Europe than the U.S. That could widen the already large capability gap between the U.S. and its European allies that troubles alliance leaders. "It is a matter of concern if we see a deepening of the gap," Rasmussen warns.

While the panel put forward a series of initiatives to improve the alliance's position in the current threat environment, it stopped short of suggesting major changes in how the alliance operates. It therefore maintains collective defense (or Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty) as NATO's core role.


U- NATo cohesion low—US leadership

Weak U.S. leadership decreases NATO unity now 

Andrusyszyn, former director for central and northern Europe at the National Security Council, 2010

(Walter, America’s debt is creating a security threat to Europe; The US and the west need vigorous economic growth. In order to do that, the US must first reduce the tax and debt burdens of unsustainable entitlement programs such as social security and Medicare, Lexis, accessed: 6/24/10, TS)

<In recent years, Europeans resented America's superpower status, but now they are regretting that their wish for a weaker US is coming true. In whispered tones, many Europeans are wondering whether they should continue to place their security bets on the US. These doubts are playing out in NATO's closed-door negotiations over developing a new strategic concept. The strains in the alliance are deep and historic, but they come in the context of equally historic economic strains over the stability of the euro and the viability of the European Union. America's combat activities in Iraq are winding down, but the conflict in Afghanistan, which draws us even further into the maelstrom of Pakistan, is far from over and the very concept of a victory in the region is muddied at best. For Europe, the key strategic question is not how best to help an overextended US win this war on terror, but how to find security itself. Should it continue to rely on the US? Should it bolster its armed forces to become self-reliant? Or should it seek out a new security partnership - perhaps a grand bargain with Russia or even with Middle Eastern states opposed to both Israel and the US?>

NATO cohesion low- lack of counterinsurgency knowledge decreases cohesion

Foxely, Researcher for Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), 2009
 (Richard, March and April, A NATO military perspective Or: Failure is an Option…, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/natoshadow.pdf,PG. 28, accessed: 6/26/10, TS)
Within NATO there appears to be different interpretations of the mission and a lack of knowledge of counter-insurgency techniques – and indeed only a limited desire to learn about it and apply it. There has been poor storage and sharing of information and use of data and databases. US policy decisions and military capability dominates everything – and the US has the capability for actions independent of NATO, through its own force, Operation Enduring Freedom. Many of these activities risk cutting across or contradicting NATO actions. Caveats continue to hamper operations – there are at least two ‘tiers’ of forces – those who will fight and those who will not. And., even if this statement is considered unfair, this is the way the issue is being presented in the international media.
U-NATO cohesion low- Afghanistan Lowers NATO Credibility 

Afghanistan-Pakistan draining NATO credibility

Hamilton et al, Director Center for Transatlantic Relations SAIS – JHU, 2009

(Daniel, Alliance Reborn: An Atlantic Compact for the 21st Century The Washington NATO Project, February, accessed: June 25, TS) 

<Visions of a more effective, resilient partnership will be moot if allies fail to quell terrorism and turmoil in the Afghanistan-Pakistan borderlands. Afghanistan has become a crucible for the Alliance. NATO’s credibility is on the line.  We must be clear regarding the threat, our goal, and our strategy: o Terrorist threats to the U.S. and Europe directly linked to the Afghanistan-Pakistan borderlands present the most immediate acute danger to transatlantic security today. o Our goal is to prevent any attacks and ensure that this region never again serves as a base for such threats. o Our strategy must have various components:  greater understanding that NATO’s engagement in Afghanistan follows from the Alliance’s invocation of its Article 5 collective defense clause on September 12, 2001;  more effective, integrated international coordination, working from Afghan priorities, coupled with political engagement of local leaders;  a broader region-wide approach geared to stability in Pakistan and beyond.>

NATO Troops Failing in Afghanistan will be harmful to NATO

Rubin and Rashid is Director of Studies and a Senior Fellow at the Center on International Cooperation , Fellow at the Pacific Council on International Policy ‘08 (Barnett and Ahmed, Foreign Affairs, November/December 08, 6/25/10,EL)  

Afghanistan requires far larger and more effective security forces, international or national, but support for U.S. and NATO deployments is plummeting in troopcontributing countries, in the wider region, and in Afghanistan itself. Afghanistan, the poorest country in the world but for a handful in Africa and with the weakest government in the world (except Somalia, which has no government), will never be able to sustain national security forces sufficient to confront current--let alone escalating--threats, yet permanent foreign subsidies for Afghanistan's security forces cannot be guaranteed and will have destabilizing consequences. Moreover, measures aimed at Afghanistan will not address the deteriorating situation in Pakistan or the escalation of international conflicts connected to the Afghan-Pakistani war. More aid to Pakistan--military or civilian--will not diminish the perception among Pakistan's national security elite that the country is surrounded by enemies determined to dismember it, especially as cross-border raids into areas long claimed by Afghanistan intensify that perception. Until that sense of siege is gone, it will be difficult to strengthen civilian institutions in Pakistan. U.S. diplomacy has been paralyzed by the rhetoric of "the war on terror"--a struggle against "evil," in which other actors are "with us or with the terrorists." Such rhetoric thwarts sound strategic thinking by assimilating opponents into a homogenous "terrorist" enemy. Only a political and diplomatic initiative that distinguishes political opponents of the United States--including violent ones--from global terrorists such as al Qaeda can reduce the threat faced by the Afghan and Pakistani states and secure the rest of the international community from the international terrorist groups based there.

NATO – needs an increase of Troops in Afghanistan

NATO is being under sourced- no commitment from members, this decreases cohesion.

McNamara, Senior policy analyst in European Affairs in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, 2009(Sally, NATO 60th Anniversary Summti: An Agenda for American Leadership, March 25, 2009, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/03-60th-anniversary-summit-an-agenda-for-american-leadership)

NATO's current Supreme Allied Commander in Europe (SACEUR), General John Craddock, has stated that it will be at least three years before the Afghan National Army can fill shortfalls in Afghanistan's security requirements. If the mission is to succeed, these shortfalls must be plugged by the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in the interim, which can only be accomplished if participating nations take on their fair shares of the burden.

At present, the majority of Continental European allies under-resource their commitments to Afghanistan and place national caveats on their deployments to keep them out of harm's way. This has effectively created a two-tiered alliance within NATO. Although many European nations are more inclined toward reconstruction and humanitarian missions for political reasons, alliance members must not be allowed to opt for one or the other exclusively.

U-NATO cohesion low—budgets 
Budget constraints hurt the alliance

Lobjakas, Radio Free Europe Author, 6-11-10 (Funding Squeeze, http://www.rferl.org/content/Funding_Squeeze_Casts_A_Pall_Over_NATOs_Future/2067992.html, SP)

At this week's defense ministers' meeting in Brussels, diplomats say funding issues are the "most important topic." And it is not just about savings. The impact of the funding squeeze is also feeding into the current debate on NATO's future shape and purpose.

NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen on June 10 acknowledged the extent of the problem, saying the alliance, too, will inevitably be affected.

"All member states in NATO are faced with economic challenges. All governments are faced with budgetary constraints. All governments are faced to make more efficient use of resources. So, they would expect the alliance to follow suit," he said.
AT NATO Cohesion DA – alternate causality

NATO Strategic Concept reveals many problems in alliance

Hunter, former US ambassador to NATO, 2010

(Robert, European Institute, May 2010, http://www.europeaninstitute.org/April-May-2010/natos-planned-qstrategic-conceptq-is-not-enough.html, 6/23/10, TW)

NATO’s new Strategic Concept will set out ambitious goals and means for the alliance, but it seems likely to paper over the cracks which are beginning to separate U.S. interests and attitudes from those of most of its European allies. All the allies are putting a brave face on their collective engagement in Afghanistan, but they will have trouble reaching agreement on a broader range of longer-running issues, such as: The limits of future military actions Relations with Russia The role of non-military instruments of power and influence A plan for breaking down the barriers between NATO and the European Union. To deal with these genuinely strategic challenges, the transatlantic nations really need more than just a concept: they need a new transatlantic “grand bargain,” based on the common interests of the U.S. and the European allies and setting a course to meet, together, the real challenges of the next decade. The due date for NATO to adopt its new Strategic Concept is November 19-20 at a NATO summit meeting in Lisbon. It is a major exercise to draft, consider, and adopt a new plan designed to guide the Alliance thorough the years ahead. The last such Strategic Concept was adopted at the Washington NATO summit in April 1999 and there have been a few updates since then, but no root-and-branch reconsideration of NATO’s purposes and future plans. Yet, much has happened in the world and the Alliance in the interval of more than a decade, and NATO nations have deployed some of their best to take stock of the situation. Work on the new central document has been underway for nearly a year, under the leadership of the NATO Secretary-General, Denmark’s former prime minister, Anders Fogh Rasmussen. He has named a Group of Experts, 12 people from different allied countries who have had experience either in government, or research organizations or the private sector. Chaired by former U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, the group has held a series of major seminars in capitals of NATO countries, drawing on expert opinion from both sides of the Atlantic and all sides of the Alliance, including NATO’s military leadership. Its report will be delivered to the Secretary-General at the beginning of May. Sometime this summer, he will “take the pen” and draft the actual Strategic Concept, deliver it this fall to the North Atlantic Council – 28 ambassadors representing each of the allied countries – and then drive it and allied capitals to agreement on a document to be formally blessed by heads of state and government in Lisbon. That is the plan, and it is fundamentally sound – as a process. Whether at the end of the day the product will be adequate for the needs is another matter.

AT NATO cohesion – multiple issues

Multiple obstacles to cohesion

Hunter, former US ambassador to NATO, 2010

(Robert, European Institute, May 2010, http://www.europeaninstitute.org/April-May-2010/natos-planned-qstrategic-conceptq-is-not-enough.html, 6/23/10, TW)

There is a partial solution to restoring a sense of common cause and burden-sharing among the allies. The military campaign in Afghanistan needs to be supplemented on the ground by the promotion of good governance, reconstruction, and development. This combination of military and non-military efforts is not just a matter of appealing to the “hearts and minds” of the Afghan people: it is the only way of achieving success for the alliance in its engagement there. It is an area where Europeans can help meet at least the minimum level of effort required for Western success – and in the process gain American respect.

This goal is not as easy as its sounds. It would require:

A major economic and development effort by European countries especially by those in the EU;

The EU's assumption of a leadership role that is so far lacking;

The adoption by the U.S. of a "metric" for judging nations' contributions to common effort that includes non-military activities - especially what is termed nation building;

Greater readiness by all the allies to do something serious about integrating military and non-military instruments, what the Alliance calls the "comprehensive approach;"

Close cooperation between NATO and the EU, not just in Brussels but also in Afghanistan.

The last requirement involves torturous internal issues in Europe that continue to block the critically-needed cooperation between NATO and the EU. Turkey is one stumbling block. It objects to the second-class status of the Turkish enclave on Cyprus, compared with the recognized Greek-Cypriot government in Nicosia, plus the EU’s constant side-tracking of Turkey’s candidacy for membership. In a gesture of protest, Turkey thus vetoes at NATO most of the Alliance’s possible work with the EU. There is also the traditional desire of some EU countries to keep the EU as separate as possible from NATO, although this is changing now that France has rejoined the allied integrated military command structure. Much work remains to be done to get NATO and the EU “singing from the same page.”

AT “Strategic Concept Changes Alliances “

New strategic concept will not solve NATO issues

Pessin VOA Pentagon corresondent ‘10

(Al, 2/23/10, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Gates-Calls-for-Major-Changes-NATO-.html, 6/23/10, EL)


But British researcher Sally McNamara of the Washington-based Heritage Foundation doubts whether a new document from the alliance will change what she calls the "pacifistic" trend in many European countries. 

"If we look at the problems that NATO has, [such as] burden sharing, it's Afghanistan.  We're in Afghanistan right now and there is nothing about a piece of paper or a treaty that is going to more equitably share the burden in Afghanistan.  And that is the problem, she said."

A defense expert focusing on NATO issues, McNamara says she was initially quite enthusiastic about the plan for a new alliance Strategic Concept document.  But as the process has developed, she says she has come to believe that the alliance's 28 nations will be unable to draft the kind of document they need.

"If you look at NATO's last strategic concept in 1999, it was widely regarded as one of the most useless documents because it was too long [and] it had a bit of something for everyone," she said.  "This document will almost certainly do that, and that will be a shame because it won't be clear; it won't give any message about the future," said McNamara.

AT “ success improving relations”

NATO alliance low despite successes

Western, The Quiet American: Current Intelligence Writer, 6-11-10 (http://www.currentintelligence.net/columns/2010/6/11/renewing-the-vows-natos-new-strategic-concept.html, SP)

Something does not square here. NATO already has expanded to 28 countries and likely will add more.   And, despite all of its successes, there are real differences within the alliance.  It is not clear that expanding the scope and mission of the alliance without a plan to address those differences makes much sense. Just this week we’ve seen three illustrations of the internal challenges facing the alliance. 

***link answers***
2AC STRATEGIC CONCEPT LINK TURN--TNWS
Strategic concept failure inevitable now – Europe won’t spend enough of defense

Abshire 2010 

[David Abshire, a former ambassador to NATO and co-founder of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, is president of the Center for the Study of the Presidency and Congress. “NATO renewal requires European courage on Afghanistan” CSM 3-10-10 http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2010/0310/NATO-renewal-requires-European-courage-on-Afghanistan ]

While this exercise, which examined a wide range of topics including energy, cyber security, relations with Russia, and other future challenges, is of great value, Defense Secretary Robert Gates rightly warned that if immediate reforms are not enacted, the new Strategic Concept would not be worth the scrap of paper it was written on.  Secretary Gates shocked some of the diplomats present when he lambasted the pitiful state of European defense investment. Only 5 of 28 NATO members spend the minimum 2 percent of GDP that NATO recommends; 24 of NATO’s 28 members spend less on defense than they did in the relatively peaceful year of 2000.  The Strategic Concept’s timing threatens to render it inconsequential. The reform lags well behind the president’s new troop commitment and the need to turn the tide in Afghanistan this year. The collapse of the Dutch government due to political opposition to a continued Dutch military contribution is just the latest example of why NATO must reform immediately. There was much talk about the importance of Article 5, which states that “an armed attack against one or more [NATO nations] in Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all....” Yet the best way to guarantee Article 5’s credibility is to ensure that its first invocation results in success in Afghanistan. If not, Americans would see little value in it and the transatlantic relationship could be irrevocably damaged.  The night before the symposium, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton similarly criticized the Alliance, saying that military and civilian budgets were divorced from Alliance priorities and that important priorities were under-resourced. Following her speech, she said that the art of leadership was to lead and called on European heads of government to speak out and mobilize their publics in support of an enhanced commitment to Euro-Atlantic security.

Turn – keeping TNWs deployed is crucial to reassuring allies in the Strategic Concept

Turner 2010

[Congressman Michael Turner, a senior member of the House Armed Services Committee “NATO’s New Strategic Concept: A View from Capitol Hill” CEPA 3-1-10 http://www.cepa.org/ced/view.aspx?record_id=220]

NATO is fundamentally a security alliance. The new Strategic Concept must therefore strengthen the security of member states and establish policies that continue to deter potential adversaries and reassure member nations. In particular, the Central and Eastern Europeans—who have been some of America’s staunchest allies—need and deserve the Alliance’s reassurance.   This reassurance is crucial for a number of reasons. First, Moscow has been steadily increasing its intimidating rhetoric and aggressive actions towards countries that the Kremlin considers within its “sphere of influence.” While insecurity grows in Europe from Russia’s 2008 invasion of Georgia and its repeated threats to place offensive nuclear missiles in Kaliningrad, some perceive the United States is shifting its attention away from the region in an effort to “reset” its relations with Russia. Russia’s behavior is a reminder that traditional NATO security tenets like strategic deterrence are still important.   U.S. nuclear forces in Europe have been and remain fundamental to the credibility and viability of Article Five. Russia’s 3,800 tactical nuclear weapons remain an existential threat to many NATO states. As the U.S. Secretary of Defense recently highlighted in testimony before Congress, the nuclear imbalance is the reason the United States maintains nuclear weapons in Europe. NATO must remain a nuclear Alliance. U.S. nuclear forces in Europe provide a visible sign of reassurance and commitment and serve to reduce the intimidation and coercion of NATO Allies.   The Strategic Concept also offers the United States a unique opportunity to expand its thinking on how U.S. force presence can evolve to continue reassuring and demonstrating commitment to the Alliance

TNWs lINK TURN—PRESENCE OF TNWS DECREASE COHESION AND SECURITY 

TNWs decrease cohesion, increase proliferation

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 often said that the B-61 free fall bombs currently assigned to limited-range Dual Capable Aircraft are militarily useless – that in every conceivable scenario a military planner would chose to use alternative systems – conventional capabilities, or in extremis, strategic nuclear warheads. This point is accepted by most in this debate, but is it sufficient to justify a change in posture as often claimed by some? If removing the warheads from Europe will inevitably send a message that the US is no longer committed to Europe, or that there is reduced resolve in the US and western Europe to honor Article V commitments to eastern Europe, or emboldens Russian influence, whatever the military reality, then European security will be affected adversely by the action. If a weapon system is unusable and yet delivers political benefits, perhaps we get the best of both worlds, one that does not threaten Russia or harm our relations with them, but that assures allies and deepens cohesion? 

This plan of inaction is unstable, and in the long run unsustainable. First, the status quo requires us to claim that the B-61 free fall bombs remain fundamental to nuclear deterrence, as the 1999 Strategic Concept does, when this is highly questionable. This, in the longer run, undermines the credibility of deterrence, the Strategic Concept, and ultimately NATO cohesion. Second, host countries have to assess the economic, political and security burdens, at a time when significant investment decisions in replacement DCAs are on the horizon, and concerns over the security of the weapons could increase. Third, retaining nuclear weapons for symbolic value undermines long-term nonproliferation efforts by enticing currently non-nuclear weapons states – states which may actually face more urgent strategic threats – to pursue nuclear arsenals. Thus eventually, political and economic demands, or possibly even a security incident, could force a damaging removal, when the Alliance could have orchestrated their drawdown in a more purposeful way with positive non-proliferation impacts.

TNW’s NOT key to security FOR NATO—REMOVAL DIVISIVE

Lindborg et al, Analyst with the British American Security Information Council’s Washing office, 2008 

(Chris, basic getting to zero papers, no.9, October 1st, http://www.basicint.org/printer/printpage.php, accessed: 6/26/10, TS)

<First, as the 1999 NATO Strategic Concept makes clear, the "supreme guarantee" of Allied security remains the independent strategic nuclear arsenals of certain NATO members (namely France, the United Kingdom, and the United States). The presence of advanced, invulnerable and accurate strategic arsenals with full range of deliverable options renders redundant the few hundred remaining vulnerable and aged tactical nuclear weapons in Europe. Those in favor of keeping the tactical nuclear weapons in Europe warn that NATO may need them for unforeseen circumstances, implying that they could serve as a deterrent against Russia if it becomes much more aggressive, or against a range of threats from the Middle East. Eckart von Klaeden, German foreign policy spokesman for conservatives in the Bundestag, said as recently as June 2008, "Nuclear weaponry has to be part of German security policy. We have to protect ourselves against being taken hostage someday from a country like Iran."[5] Such scenarios do not withstand scrutiny. NATO itself justifies these nuclear forces as "now fundamentally political, and they are no longer directed towards a particular threat."[6] >

non Unique- NATO nuclear policy debate

Non unique---Debate over nuclear weapons in alliance now

Thranert, Senior Fellow in the International Security Research Division of the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Berlin, 2009

(Oliver, NATO Missile Defence and Extended Deterrence, : http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00396330903461674,  date accessed 6/25/10, TS)
<Since the 1960s, NATO has practiced ‘nuclear sharing’: the United States deploys nuclear weapons and delivery systems under its strict control in Europe, while some European allies maintain aircraft and (formerly) ballistic missiles for delivery of US nuclear weapons during wartime, and most other members participate in the NATO Nuclear Planning Group. This arrangement has had four functions: to deter the Soviet Union and latterly to hedge against Russian recidivism; to bind the United States to Europe by making the American commitment more credible and visible; to remove incentives for US allies to develop their own nuclear weapons; and to give allies a voice in nuclear force planning. Today, many believe this arrangement is obsolete. In particular, some German politicians and non-governmental experts argue that US nuclear weapons should be removed from the country as a contribution to the goal of global elimination of nuclear weapons declared by US President Barack Obama in his Prague speech of April 2009.1 Others in Europe and America maintain that terminating nuclear-sharing arrangements and removing all US nuclear forces from Europe would sharpen the difference within the Alliance between nuclear haves and have-nots. Nuclear weapons would again become symbols of national power and prestige, with negative effects on the political dynamic within NATO.2 With political decisions looming over modernisation of ageing nuclear delivery systems in Europe, the controversy is set to heat up.>

NATO alliance is in agreement to reduce nuclear weapons in the status quo

Karniol, The Strait Times Staff Writer, June 29, 2010

(Robert, “NATO Nuke Issue” China Post, AD: 6/30/10, SP)

Nuclear weapons have been part of NATO's capability mix since its inception, and the alliance launched an internal debate on its nuclear posture in 2007. The Albright Report reflects the status quo, stating that “NATO should continue to maintain secure and reliable nuclear forces, with widely shared responsibility for deployment and operational support”. But the devil is in the details.

A recent report by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute raises several key issues. It questions the credibility of short-range nuclear forces and whether nuclear forces will deter only against nuclear attack or also against other forms of aggression. “National plans of nuclear weapon states, NATO enlargement, the retirement of many nuclear weapons and the ageing of nuclear-capable aircraft have challenged the stated rationale for maintaining U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe,” it argues.

Earlier this year, five alliance members called for a discussion of NATO's nuclear policy with the goal of reducing the importance of nuclear weapons in alliance security policy. Options could range from a symbolic commitment to “no first use” and the tangible withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, thought to involve 150 to 200 B-61 gravity bombs stored in five countries.
AT TNWs necessary for deterrent 
TNWs don’t deter – at high cost

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 budgets governing the deployment of these weapons are not clearly identified, making estimates of the savings from discontinuing their deployment difficult. BASIC is continuing to explore the extent to which resources could be saved if the B-61s were removed. 

However, we do know that these weapons require the following: life extension programs for the gravity bombs, staffing and support services for the warheads, certification, basing, security, the allocation of aircraft, exercises, and military personnel devoted to the mission. For example, the Blue Ribbon Review noted that training resources are much more stretched when dealing with dual capable aircraft: 

“Due to high conventional operations tempo in dual capable aircraft communities, exercises supporting the nuclear mission are often cancelled and requirements waived. Nuclear training events in formal training courses are reduced to make room for additional conventional training.”

Preparing for a nuclear mission whose contribution to deterrence is highly questionable, raises questions about the spending priorities for the United States and its allies. In addition, given the concerns about terrorism and the potential for mishaps reminiscent of the Minot-Barksdale incident in August 2007, the security and safety surrounding nuclear weapons must not be ignored. Warning that more money will need to be spent as long as the B-61s exist in Europe, the Blue Ribbon Review concluded, “A consistently noted theme throughout the [inspection] visits was that most sites require significant additional resources to meet DOD security requirements.”
AT nato out of area good

NATO out area policy decreases cohesion

Berdal and Ucko, Professor of Security and Development in the Department of War Studies at King's College London and Transatlantic Research Fellow at the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik (SWP), 2009

(Mats and David, NATO at 60, International institute for strategic studies,  Accessed: 6/25/10, TS) 

<Against this backdrop of uncertainty and tensions, it is necessary to reassess what can realistically be expected from NATO. Much can be learnt from the manner in which the Alliance has responded to changing strategic circumstances since the Cold War, and the constraints, internal and external, that have impinged on its activities and are likely to continue to do so. Particularly informative are the attempts to ‘modernise’ or ‘transform’ the Alliance, the need for which was highlighted by NATO’s Kosovo campaign in 1999 but which only got underway in earnest in 2002. Central to the narrative is a disconnect between NATO’s configuration for major combat operations and the broadening of its actual portfolio into humanitarian, stability and wider peacekeeping operations and activities. The policy confusion stemming from this disconnect has done little to bestow the Alliance with the type of relevance initially sought through the transformation process. Even one of the more impressive outcomes of transformation on paper, the NATO Response Force (NRF), lacks a clear purpose and has yet to be used for other than permissive humanitarian endeavours. Given its strengths and weaknesses, it may be both more realistic and more valuable for NATO to concentrate its efforts on the development of what are still demanding stabilisation and wider peacekeeping tasks, rather than pursue an unlikely role in the US-led ‘war on terror’ or in high-intensity war. At the same time, NATO’s Afghanistan campaign has brought home the difficulties and constraints of assuming a global role in complex stability operations. These difficulties are not insurmountable, but will require a more clear-eyed and realistic understanding of what it takes to project stability beyond the NATO homestead and the adoption, should political will and capability prove insufficient, of more modest but still important military tasks that Alliance members are able to undertake. It would also involve drawing up a new Strategic Concept that brings the broader and more exalted political purposes of the Alliance into closer alignment with its actual military missions and capabilities.>

***IMPACT ANSWERS defense ******

AT: US Troops Key in Afghanistan

US Troops are not the only ones in Afghanistan- NATO there too

Bardaji and Coma, Leaders of the Strategic Studies Group 10

 (NATO 3.0, Ready for a New World, February, http://www.acus.org/files/NATO3.0.pdf, 6/29/10, AU)

<In the first place, it is unquestionable that the Afghan government is besieged by an array of forces – the most dangerous are Mullah Omar’s Taliban and the al‐Qaeda terrorists. NATO troops have engaged them and other random groups in combat with relative success: They can be tactically clobbered, but they are not defeated. It is impossible to contemplate victory with current troop levels. The new American administration has understood this need clearly; therefore, it is ready to repeat the “surge” policy that reaped such good results in Iraq. However, an additional effort on the part of the European allies to provide troops and equipment is necessary. The United States can assume the leadership, but it does not have to be the only country significantly increasing the number of troops and assuming the risks of combat.>
nato useless—post cold war 

Alliances form against threats and disappear- NATO/ Cold War

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)

When the Berlin Wall fell and the Cold War ended, there seemed little reason to expect NATO to remain in business. After all, history suggests that alliances form against threats; when those threats disappear, so do the alliances. The United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union formed the Grand Alliance to defeat Nazi Germany. That alliance did not long survive the end of World War II. But while NATO was formed primarily to defend against a Soviet attack, that was not its only rationale. NATO Secretary-General Lord Ismay famously declared that NATO was necessary not just to keep the Russians out, but to keep the Americans in and the Germans down. It thus always had a stabilizing mission in Western Europe: as long as the United States stayed engaged on the continent and helped ensure that no military rivalries emerged in the West as they had before World War II, countries could be assured of security and stability. 
NO IMPACT—NO OUT OF AREA OPERATIONS 

Afghanistan has crushed out of area support

Haddick, Managing Editor of Small Wars Journal, 2010 

(Robert, This Week at war: will NATO ever fight again?, May 21, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/21/will_nato_ever_fight_again?print=yes&hidecomments=yes&page=full, accessed: 6/23/10, TS)

<But looming over the panel's effort is NATO's inheritance from Afghanistan. Following a review of lessons learned in Afghanistan, the report calls for guidelines on when and where the alliance will again operate outside its borders. The authors remind readers that "NATO is a regional, not a global organization; its financial resources are limited and subject to other priorities; and it has no desire to take on missions that other institutions and countries can be counted upon to handle." Although the report left open the hypothetical possibility that NATO could engage in another out-of-area mission, it also plainly discussed the political limitations that member states will put on the organization's ambitions. Those member states with detachments in Afghanistan will no doubt be eager to join the U.S. caravan that will begin departing in 2011. After that, crushing fiscal retrenchment and sour memories of Afghanistan will likely leave most member states in Europe incapable of any significant military expeditions.>

 at:  NATO credibility DA (with a terror impact)

NATO doesn’t prevent terrorism

Vidino, deputy director at the Investigative Project, 2009


(Lorenzo, Washington quarterly, http://www.twq.com/09october/docs/09oct_Vidino.pdf, accessed: 6/25/10, TS)  

<Each country’s assessment of what constitutes extremism and their subsequent determination of what the goals of their counterradicalization programs should be are the necessary starting points from which these countries examine the issue of partnership with nonviolent Islamist organizations. Yet, an array of concurrent factors also plays a role in the complex decisionmaking process over the matter. The Security Environment The most important factor influencing policymakers is the security threat facing their country. Governments faced by a relatively high level of radicalization among their Muslim population and a severe threat of a terrorist attack are more likely to focus simply on violent radicalization rather than more general and less immediately visible threats to social cohesion.

AT: NATO da- “Burden Sharing good”

Burden sharing fails, few countries send enough troops

Sperling and Webber, Sperling- professor of political science at the university of Akron, Webber- professor of international politics at Loughborough University 2009

(James and Mark, NATO from Kosovo to Kabul, April 5, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/122368466/PDFSTART, accessed: 6/25/10, TS)

<NATO was profoundly affected by the war in Kosovo. A report of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly claimed that ‘virtually everything that has been said about the Alliance’s roles and mission will sooner or later have to be reconsidered in light of this event’.31 One central issue was that of burden sharing—an area in which NATO, so it has been claimed, proved ‘spectacularly unsuccessful’.32 The broader context of OAF, however, leads to a more nuanced set of considerations. In the round, the spread of contributions was not so disproportionate. While the US contributed some 60 per cent of air sorties, 13 other allies (according to the US Department of Defense) provided ‘about the same share of their available aircraft for prosecuting the campaign’ as well as ‘virtually all the basing facilities, air traffic coordination, and supporting elements to keep [the] air armada of over 1,000 aircraft functioning throughout the conflict’.33 The NATO extraction force in Macedonia was largely European in personnel, and remained so once deployed as KFOR in Kosovo. Troop contributions to Operation Allied Harbour in Albania and Macedonia were also predominantly from European allies. Significantly, the US military and political leadership, rather than criticizing the European contribution, went to great lengths to commend it.34 Much greater concern was voiced over European capability shortfalls. OAF demonstrated for many in the US that NATO was a ‘two-tiered’ alliance and provided proof (if ever the matter was still in doubt) of how utterly reliant the European allies were on American military resources.35 Yet this too was a problem easily exaggerated. No one in NATO was surprised by imbalances on this score and the related concerns, of interoperability and defence autonomy, were expressed as much in Europe as they were in the US. The problems simply affirmed the need for initiatives already under way either within NATO (the Defence Capabilities Initiative) or in parallel to it (the EU’s European Security and Defence Policy).> 

AT: NATO good for peace keeping ops

NATO lacks capabilities for peace building

Davis, is the founding  director of NATO Watch, 2009
(Ian, march and april, Affirming collective defence and ‘moral, muscular

multilateralism’ as the primary purpose of NATO , http://www.basicint.org/pubs/natoshadow.pdf,PG.54, accessed: 6/26/10, TS)
In summary, NATO is not ideally suited to peacekeeping operations. If this is to become a core goal of the Alliance, it would need to adapt its doctrines to clearly separate peacekeeping from war-fighting. It also needs to adjust its approach to planning. Rather than seeking to make NATO operations ‘comprehensive’ by bringing a greater range of actors into its planning process, it needs to orient its planning towards implementation of core military peacekeeping tasks, as defined in a peace agreement or a commonly agreed peacebuilding/recovery strategy. While it must evidently strive to be networked with other civilian actors – and well informed of its operational context –it must relinquish its ambition to direct the entire international reconstruction effort. This is not only politically unrealistic, but is arguably unhelpful in so far as it limits the diversity and innovation in support of complex political stabilization or peacebuilding processes, and reduces the space for local leadership in the peacebuilding effort
***IMPACT ANSWERS offense ******
nato bad---terrorism 

NATO creates backlash and sparks terrorism 

Koster, researcher for the Socialist Party, 2009 

(karil, march and april, NATO – Abolition or Reform? , http://www.basicint.org/pubs/natoshadow.pdf,PG.18, accessed: 6/26/10, TS)
There is a fourth problem which may well flow from the intervention wars waged elsewhere, which is that in the modern globalised world with its rapid communication and transportation methods and massive population displacements, ‘blowback’ has become more likely. Although NATO governments argue that operations in, for example, Afghanistan, are necessary to prevent terrorist assault on the soil of member states, the reverse process is seldom mentioned: namely that the operations are themselves the driving force behind jihadi operations in the industrialised world. That is, the assumption that one can wage war elsewhere without consequences for one’s own population is no longer valid. This is all the more so if ethnic or religious minorities who sympathise with the inhabitants of the country where the war is waged, live in the NATO member states involved in such a conflict.

nato Bad increases us heg

NATO used to promote US agenda

Berdal and Ucko, Professor of Security and Development in the Department of War Studies at King's College London and Transatlantic Research Fellow at the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik (SWP), 2009

(Mats and David, NATO at 60, International institute for strategic studies,  Accessed: 6/25/10, TS)

<Though the Alliance may form an important and valuable part of international solutions to specific security challenges by working alongside and in support of other actors, it cannot provide such solutions on its own. There are two basic reasons. Firstly, NATO is a military alliance and, while the threat of and use of force may be appropriate in certain circumstances, to be effective military force must serve wider political purposes and be employed alongside other instruments. As NATO Secretary-General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer has noted, ‘transforming for stabilisation operations is not “just” a new capability initiative … it is about developing a “new mission model” that successfully integrates the Alliance’s actions with those by international actors’.42 A second reason involves legitimacy: NATO lacks widespread international legitimacy of the kind commanded by the UN, however flawed the world body’s ability to deliver may be in other respects. The North Atlantic Committee did bypass the UN Security Council over Kosovo in 1999, but this is generally seen, particularly among NATO’s European members, as a matter of regret and an exception to be avoided. Outside the North Atlantic area, NATO continues to be viewed as serving a distinctive Western agenda. Indeed, in many quarters (witness statements from groupings such as the Non-Aligned Movement and the Group of 77) the Alliance is essentially seen as an instrument of US hegemonic policies. This view has only been reinforced since 11 September 2001; while NATO emphasises its role in bringing reconstruction and development to Afghanistan, the vast majority of UN member states see it merely as an extension of the US ‘war on terror’. This widespread perception has formed the backdrop to all discussions about possible roles for NATO outside its core area, whether in Lebanon in 2006 or in Darfur in 2004–06. As Jacques Chirac observed in summer 2006 when the Alliance was contemplating a peacekeeping role in southern Lebanon, ‘NATO is perceived, whether we like it or not, as the armed wing of the West in these regions, and consequently, in terms of its image, NATO is not the right organisation here’.43 NATO’s own rhetoric and public diplomacy have often done little to counter the blanket association of NATO with US policies. Thus, when NATO’s secretary-general spoke of the readiness to meet ‘security challenges at their source, whenever and wherever they arise’, the obvious connection made outside NATO was with the US doctrine of pre-emption and the notion of preventive wars, of which the invasion of Iraq in 2003 is seen as a major manifestation.> 

NATO deterrence POLICY bad

NATO extended deterrence hurts security

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)

Without a clear present threat, NATO deterrence policy has also come to focus upon the potential emergence of new threats (usually a resurgent Russia or emergence of a nuclear-armed Iran). Whilst the retention of nuclear capabilities helps to assure allies, it also undermines trust and confidence in those states that consider themselves targets, deepens the perceived salience of nuclear weapons for competitor states, and weakens nuclear arms control and the credibility of disarmament commitments made by member states. Another problem at the heart of this approach – the deployment of a nuclear deterrent on the basis that there could, in the future, emerge a threat demanding a nuclear deterrent, is that at some level this will always be the case. This position plays into the perception frequently voiced at NPT Preparatory Committees and Review Conferences, that despite the rhetoric and the progress in recent years to reduce numbers and the role of nuclear weapons, the nuclear weapon states (and NATO allies) have no intention of fulfilling their Article VI responsibilities to disarm, and that they are members of the Treaty acting in bad faith, weakening the possibility of stronger non-proliferation measures.

NATO Deterrence POLICY bad – Russia

NATO extended deterrence hurts security

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)

In addition, there is a powerful presumption underneath current NATO deterrent policy that often goes unsaid for fear of alienating Russia – that if NATO were to abandon a nuclear posture Russia would act with greater confidence in bullying neighbors, NATO members or aspirant states. In this sense, whilst Russia is not a strategic existential threat to the Alliance, there remains an active and present direct deterrent role for NATO’s nuclear weapons. A credible nuclear posture is seen as desirable to back up (the more militarily credible) conventional military posture simply to deter Russian aggression. This form of deterrence is based upon the concept of ‘provocative weakness’, first articulated by the Pentagon strategist Fritz Kraemer, the belief that any chink in the armor can be seen as provoking a potential adversary – a reverse to the traditional arms racing thesis. It is a clear reason for the support in some European circles for retaining US B-61 free-fall bombs in Europe. 

There are two key problems with this approach. First, such a principle operates from a default position of suspicion and works against any movement towards cooperation, arms control and the global nuclear disarmament advocated by NATO leaders, and endorsed most recently at NATO’s annual conference on WMD, arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation, held in Warsaw in December 2009. If the principle has any application at all it has to be limited and specific. 

Second, Russia does not itself see these free-fall bombs as a direct threat, with other conventional and strategic systems playing a more credible role in any conceivable scenario. They therefore have no direct military deterrent value on Russian actions, and are more a political and arms control challenge.

NATO focus- limited good

Turn: Decreased NATO focus good—SHOULDN’T FOCUS OUT OF AREA

Berdal and Ucko, Professor of Security and Development in the Department of War Studies at King's College London and Transatlantic Research Fellow at the Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik (SWP), 2009

(Mats and David, NATO at 60, International institute for strategic studies,  Accessed: 6/25/10, TS)

<Many bodies, not least the UN, are deeply and instinctively distrustful of the Alliance, wishing to keep it at arm’s length while hoping to tap into its assets and resources. It was the UN Secretariat, not NATO, which held out against a more substantive and meaningful agreement on practical cooperation than the anodyne and vague Joint Declaration on UN–NATO Secretariat Cooperation signed in September 2008.45 As long as this tendency persists there will be obstacles to the development of the Alliance as an instrument at the service of the wider international community. The advent in January 2009 of a new US administration, whose appeal and popularity outside the United States is in striking contrast to that of its predecessor, may offer a window of opportunity for forging more effective multilateral arrangements to address issues of international security, arrangements in which NATO can and should play an important part. The reintegration of France into NATO’s military command, under a French president more inclined toward transatlantic cooperation than his predecessor, may also provide the political space and opportunity for progress to be made, particularly when combined with the occasion of NATO’s 60th anniversary. Expectations of a new dawn must, however, be tempered. The muted response among NATO’s European members to calls from the new US administration in early 2009 for an increased effort in Afghanistan shows that the issue is not simply one of European disagreements with the deeply unpopular administration and policies of G.W. Bush.46 Absent an unlikely new grand consensus at the 2009 summit, the best that may be hoped for NATO’s 60th anniversary is not an agreement to do more, but to do less: a scaling back of NATO ambitions in line with its political will and military capability.>
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