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***relations resilient and nato won’t collapse without consultation ---see also cohesion da aff answers***

nato alliance--resilient

Conflicts within NATO won’t kill the alliance

Sloan Visiting Scholar at Middlebury College ‘10

(Stanley, UNISCI Discussion papers, January 2010, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)

Will the NATO members continue to find NATO cooperation to their advantage, even with a difficult experience in Afghanistan? Only time will tell. However, history suggests that, in spite of their differences, the United States and Europe will try to keep their act together. And today, NATO remains an important part of the script for that routine. Dealing with the threats posed by terrorism and managing most other aspects of transatlantic relations demand more effective transatlantic cooperation in political, economic, financial, and social as well as military aspects of the relationship. While NATO, the European allies and the European Union can all be faulted for either ineffective or insufficient contributions to the effort in Afghanistan, the United States carries part of the blame for not making Afghanistan a higher priority. There is plenty of blame to go around, and the "failures" in this effort may unite the allies as much as dividing them. For its part, the United States does not want the Afghan problem to be "Americanized," and the formal involvement of NATO and NATO allies in helping shape an acceptable outcome helps ensure that the conflict remains internationalized. NATO's involvement, even as flawed as it may be, provides a critical link to international legitimacy for US policy objectives. That link runs through NATO directly to the United Nations, hopefully (from the US point of view) ensuring that the broader international community will share responsibility for ensuring that Afghanistan does not return to a failed state that offers a welcoming habitat for future terrorist operations. As far as the European allies are concerned, most if not all governments appear to recognize that the future of Afghanistan does hold the key to the level of threat likely to be posed by international terrorism in the coming years. They also recognize that bailing out of responsibility for the outcome in Afghanistan would call into question the vitality of the security links among them and to the United States. They too want the broader international community to remain committed to a positive outcome in Afghanistan, and the NATO role provides and important link to international legitimacy and assistance for the European allies as well. The bottom line, therefore, is that the transatlantic bargain will survive Afghanistan. The alliance has already shown its resilience during the early 21st century when decisions by the Bush administration put alliance cooperation under severe pressure.66

nato alliance resilient

NATO has always recovered from near crisis times

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)

<This view of a NATO apparently perched permanently at the edge of collapse is problematic on at least three counts. First, the narrative of crisis is clouded by imprecision—at what point a crisis becomes terminal and precisely what NATO’s dissolution would look like are rarely, if ever, specified. Second, it falls foul of what might be termed the ‘Peter cried “Wolf!”’ syndrome. NATO has faced imminent collapse so often that it is difficult to take seriously the latest judgement that its days are numbered. Third, and as the list above suggests, NATO seems to possess an inexhaustible capacity for recovery, a characteristic NATO pessimists largely ignore. Of course, mere survival is not enough; what matters equally is how far and how well survival reflects a more thoroughgoing adaptation to new circumstances. NATO’s efforts to do just that, however imperfect or ill-judged, is the real story of the last two decades.>

NATO remains united despite disputes

Oxford Analytica Daily Brief Service ‘10

(Oxford Analytica Daily Brief Service ‘10, 1/15/10, proquest, 6/25/10, EL)
The likely result of the 'Strategic Concept' process is a watered-down document that papers over divergent strategic visions. This will not mean that NATO will start falling apart. Although the allies cannot agree on the alliance's raison d'etre, they remain united on one basic point: replacing NATO with another military structure would create even bigger disputes in Europe.

Aff Answer – Say No Iraq

Iraq increased security integration with NATO allies
Yost, Professor at the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California, and a Consultant for Science Applications International Corporation, a Senior Fellow at the United States Institute of Peace, and a Senior Research Fellow at the NATO Defense College, Rome 2009 (David, July “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs, Volume 85, Issue 4, SP)

Indeed, some NATO allies regarded the Iraq war as an opportunity to demonstrate their reliability to Washington and thereby enhance US appreciation of their standing as security partners. A high-ranking Polish official gave this reason for Poland’s involvement in Iraq: And so, when a US concept arose in 2002–2003 of cooperating with Poland, among other countries, within the framework of the war on terrorism (including the war in Iraq), Polish diplomacy responded affirmatively, perceiving this as an opportunity to bind the United States directly with Poland’s security in our region and to obtain assistance in modernizing the Polish Armed Forces.34 Juri Luik, the Estonian ambassador to the United States, offered a similar argument for his country’s engagement in Iraq: Just like in personal friendships, we value more highly the friends who come to help us in difficult times, so have the nations who have supported the USA after the 11 September catastrophe found a significant place in US political memory … Estonian soldiers who fight in Iraq risking their lives ensure US interest in NATO and secure NATO deterrence capability.35 NATO’s new members in Eastern and Central Europe are also well represented in the Provincial Reconstruction Teams and other operational units in Afghanistan. One of their motives may be to demonstrate their reliability to the United States, and thus reinforce Washington’s sense of moral and political obligation to honour its security commitments in Europe. 

***AT consult necessary****

no link/no solvency---nato only does non binding consult
NATO DOESN’T EXPECT CONSULTATION---THEY’VE AGREED TO KEEP IT INFORMAL AND NON BINDING

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)

Since the end of the Cold War the allies have given NATO three additional

functions:

• opposing the proliferation of WMD;

• supporting EU-led crisis management operations; and

• serving as a general ‘toolbox’ for ad hoc security operations.

The North Atlantic Council first referred to WMD proliferation as one of the ‘new security risks and challenges of a global nature’ facing the alliance in 1990.The Allies referred to WMD proliferation as a risk for ‘Alliance security interests’in the 1991 Strategic Concept, and pointed out in the 1999 Strategic Concept that it ‘can pose a direct military threat to the Allies’ populations, territory, and forces’. In the same document the Allies stated that ‘The Alliance will enhance its political efforts to reduce dangers arising from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.’ The Allies added that, ‘By deterring the use of NBC [nuclear, biological and chemical] weapons’, NATO’s forces ‘contribute to Alliance efforts aimed at preventing the proliferation of these weapons and their delivery means’. The main institutional consequences have been the alliance’s WMD Centre and the committees at NATO Headquarters that deal with WMD proliferation. Despite the political and strategic importance

that the allies accord to addressing WMD proliferation, they have not attempted to coordinate their positions on nuclear non-proliferation matters either in the UN or in the review conferences of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of

Nuclear Weapons (NPT). As Roberto Zadra, the deputy head of NATO’s WMD Centre, wrote in 2007:

The Allies have agreed to limit themselves to the monitoring of developments, to informal information exchanges, and to non-binding consultations … NATO’s role in terms of non-proliferation efforts, i.e. political and diplomatic efforts, remains relatively small.

Declarations from NATO Summits and Communiqués from Foreign and Defense Ministers’ meetings usually emphasize the Alliance’s support for the NPT and its goals, but there is little measurable follow-up in terms of concrete action. These Communiqués

are nonetheless important as they demonstrate the Alliance’s overall commitment to the principles and objectives of the NPT.

consult cp =  delays

Requirement for consensus=delays with CP 

 Albright, former US Secretary of State and head of Expert Panel for Nato Strategic Concept, 2010.
(Madeleine, assured security; dynamic engagement,  17 MAY 2010, http://www.nato.int/nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf_2010_05/20100517_100517_expertsreport.pdf, 6/25/10, CF)

.

Decision-making procedures. There is an inherent tension between a multimember organisation that works by consensus and a military/political Alliance operating in a fluid and fast-paced security environment. This tension has not been diminished by NATO’s larger membership or by the proliferation of its committees. In 2009, the Secretary General put forward some initial ideas for streamlining the decision-making process. The challenge for Alliance leaders will be to identify further steps that do not, in themselves, become a source of division. The consensus rule has always been a fundamental principle in NATO and Allies are strongly attached to its preservation. However, the need to achieve agreement among twenty-eight states (and more in the future) can prove arduous, sometimes leading to delays that serve no constructive purpose. In addition, the Alliance needs to prepare for situations where rapid (indeed almost instantaneous) decision-making may be required.
NATO CAN NOT BE CONSULTED ON EVERYTHING DUE TO LIMITED SOURCES—means delays
 Albright, former US Secretary of State and head of Expert Panel for Nato Strategic Concept, 2010.
(Madeleine, assured security; dynamic engagement,  17 MAY 2010, http://www.nato.int/nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf_2010_05/20100517_100517_expertsreport.pdf, 6/25/10, CF)

< For all its assets, NATO is by no means the sole answer to every problem affecting international security. NATO is

a regional, not a global organisation; 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. Accordingly, the new Strategic Concept>
AT: Consult Afghanistan

No solvency, Consult Doesn’t Work, Not consulting is Not the Reasons for Problems

McNamara is Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom,09

(Sally, Heritage Foundation, 12-3, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/12/nato-allies-in-europe-must-do-more-in-afghanistan, 6/29/10, AU)
Despite the change in tone and style from his predecessor, President Obama has experienced exactly the same conspiracy of reluctance that President Bush faced in seeking more equitable burden sharing for the Afghanistan mission. Since October 2006, when NATO assumed full responsibility for Afghanistan's security, the U.S. has repeatedly attempted to secure greater European input for both military and civilian operations in Afghanistan. The contributing nations have had ample opportunity to make their voices heard through the countless NATO summits, ministerial meetings, bilateral discussions, strategy sessions, speeches, conferences, and compacts.

It is therefore disingenuous to attribute the problems that ISAF is experiencing in Afghanistan to too few opportunities for the allies to consult. Rather, NATO has repeatedly agreed to strategies for Afghanistan but then failed to provide adequate resources. The comprehensive approach, which was endorsed at the heads-of-state level in Bucharest in April 2008, is a striking example of this disconnect.[9] The alliance endorsed a strategy for a greater civilian-military footprint in Afghanistan, but after a short-term surge of largely American and British troops to combat the Taliban's spring offensive, ISAF's overall strength was almost the same in October as it had been in April. No additional Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) have been created since April 2008.[10]

AT: NATO NB- No Consultation now
N/U Obama will not consult NATO on Afghanistan

McNamara is Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom,09

(Sally, Heritage Foundation, 12-3, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/12/nato-allies-in-europe-must-do-more-in-afghanistan, 6/29/10, AU)
President Obama came to power pledging that his cooperation and consultation with America's allies would be greater than his predecessor's.[6] However, he has quickly found that President George W. Bush's inability to secure greater Continental European contributions to the mission in Afghanistan was not because of his supposed "unilateralism," but because of Europe's lack of political will to fight long wars abroad. In spite of President Obama's high personal approval ratings among Europeans, he did not receive the much-needed additional commitment of combat troops at the Strasbourg-Kehl summit in April, and he did not unify the alliance around his "spring surge" strategy for Afghanistan.[7]
Stung and frustrated by NATO's lack of commitment, President Obama has excluded the NATO allies almost entirely from his decision on General McChrystal's strategy for Afghanistan. British Defense Secretary Bob Ainsworth recently took the unusual step of publicly criticizing the President for his lack of decisiveness on this matter.[8]
rising expectation turn 
Turn—rising expectations—one time consultation sets a precedental hope for future consultation—but the one-time nature of the consultation in the counterplan—especially on this issue—hold the potential to undermine relations when we ignore NATO on another issue 

The National Journal 2002

(Clive Crook, “One thing that did not change: how the world sees america” vol 34 no 37, sept 14)

President Clinton’s support for the Kyoto accord on global warming was a  much-praised instance of international cooperation.  He took foreigners’ concerns seriously.  He backed the agreement, knowing it was unworkable and would never be implemented, to appease critics at home an abroad and to affirm his multilateralist outlook.  Did the pretense serve America’s longer-term insterests? Just the opposite.  IN due course, when American stepped back from its commitments under the plan-as it was bound to do-it was reviled all the more furiously for reneging on its promises.  

constitutionality turn

Constitutionality turn

a. allowing foreign entities to dictate American foreign policy would dismantle constitutional balance and invade sovereignty

Edwards, Jr adjunct fellow with the Hudson Institute, 2002 

(james r, Washington Times, “homeland security in Konts” sept 4 lexis )

In other words, Congress would lose much of its constitutional ability to check the executive branch.  And foreign governments unelected supranational bodies and bureaucrats would be free to dictate to Americans what our laws are.  The courts have consistently upheld the right of Congress to determine who to admit, exclude and expell and on what basis.  This is a right of sovereignty.  And exercising this right belongs to Congress alone among its plenary powers.  To pawn off this exclusive congressional power to the executive branch or foreign entities would upset the constitutional balance.  It would give noncitizens of the United States the ability to dictate our own laws, even if the Senate had never ratified a related treaty.  
b. the judge should act as all policymakers should and uphold the constitution

Carter, 1987

(Brigham Young University Law Review No. 3, p. 751-2)

But constitutionalism assigns enormous importance to process, and consequently assigns costs, albeit perhaps intangible ones, to violating the constitutional process.  For the constitutionalist, as for classical liberal democratic theory, the autonomy of the people themselves no the achievement of some well-intentioned government policy is the ultimate end of which the government exists.  As a consequence, no violation of the means the people have approved for the pursuit of policy—here, the means embodied in the structural provisions of the Constitution—can be justified through reference to the policy itself as the end. 
say no—general 
NATO won’t solve challenges it faces---won’t say yes
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) 

<Taken together, these reforms promise to reinforce each element of NATO’s enduring purpose, while repositioning the Alliance within a broader, reinvigorated Atlantic partnership that is more capable of responding to the opportunities and challenges of the new world rising. To succeed in this new world, Europeans and Americans must define their partnership in terms of common security rather than just common defense, at home and away. This will require the Alliance to stretch. Depending on the contingency at hand, NATO may be called to play the leading role, be a supporting actor, or simply join a broader ensemble. Even so, NATO alone -- no matter how resilient -- simply cannot stretch far enough to tackle the full range of challenges facing the Euro-Atlantic community. It must also be able to connect and work better with others, whether they are nations or international governmental or non-governmental organizations. And if NATO is to both stretch and connect, it will need to generate better expeditionary capabilities and change the way it does business.>

No solvency- no consensus within NATO on priorities means they will say no 

Ullman, UPI Outside View Commentator, 2010 

(Harlan, Outside View: NATO’s future – backbone is needed, February 24, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Analysis/2010/02/24/Outside-View-NATOs-future-backbone-is-needed/UPI-60831267016940/ , accessed: 6/23/10, TS)

<The easier political course is to assume the former. Unfortunately, merely assuming that the alliance is as or even more relevant to the future needs of its members will not sit well with a public that is skeptical and even cynical about the need for NATO in the light of Afghanistan and so-called out-of-area operations against enemies that possess no armies, navies or air forces. The decision by the Netherlands to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan this summer underscores these reservations. Whether relic or relevant very much depends on whether NATO can continue as a military alliance conceived to counter a military threat that no longer exists or whether it will expand further to conform with security threats and dangers that exceed these traditional military boundaries. Given the current economic crisis that now must deal with possible financial insolvency in Greece, Spain, Portugal and perhaps Italy, defense is not the first priority of NATO's members. And, as some members fear Russia above all, NATO must reconcile often powerfully conflicting and opposite perceptions of threat that make gaining consensus very difficult. Hence, the absence of an agreed-upon threat such as the old Soviet Union greatly confounds and impedes winning consensus among each member state required for approval by the alliance as a whole. >
Will say no—

Kolko, research professor emeritus at York Univeristy, 2003 

(Gabriel, counter punch “A geopolitical earthquake”, feb 18 www.counterpunch.org/kolko02182003.html )

The furious American response to Germany, France, and Belgium’s refusal, under article 4 of the NATO treaty, to protect Turkey from an Iraqi counterattack because that would prejudge the Security Council’s decision on war and peace is only a contrived  reason for confronting fundamental issues that have simmered for many years.  The dispute was far more about symbolism than substance, and the point has been made:  some NATO members refuse to allow the organization to serve as a rubber stamp for American policy, whatever it may be.
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