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2AC AT: consult X country [generic]

1. Permute – Do the counterplan – The counterplan isn’t textually competitive which is the most objective method to evaluate competition 
2. Permutation – do both – Non-binding consultation can solve the net benefit and our turns

Daily Oklahoman - 6-12-2001
WITH his arrival in Spain this morning, President Bush begins a five-day trip to European countries, many of whose leaders are eager to lecture him on missile defense, global warming and - following the execution of Timothy McVeigh - the death penalty. We hope the president will listen politely but stay the course. The United States always should consult with its allies. But consultation doesn't mean conformity with a raft of liberal-to-socialist views now popular in a number of European capitals. "You can go through the motions of consulting as long as you don't ask and do tell," Kenneth Adelman, a veteran of the Reagan administration, told the New York Times. "You can ask opinions, but the fact is Europeans don't like change and Americans like change."
3. Country/Organization Says No [Insert] 

4. Turn – Hegemony 

A. Consultation devastates leadership

Charles Krauthammer, The National Interest, Winter, 2003

America must be guided by its independent judgment, both about its own interest and about the global interest. Especially on matters of national security, war-making and the deployment of power, America should neither defer nor contract out decision-making, particularly when the concessions involve permanent structural constrictions such as those imposed by an International Criminal Court. Prudence, yes. No need to act the superpower in East Timor or Bosnia. But there is a need to do so in Afghanistan and in Iraq. No need to act the superpower on steel tariffs. But there is a need to do so on missile defense. The prudent exercise of power allows, indeed calls for, occasional concessions on non-vital issues if only to maintain psychological good will. Arrogance and gratuitous high-handedness are counterproductive. But we should not delude ourselves as to what psychological good will buys. Countries will cooperate with us, first, out of their own self-interest and, second, out of the need and desire to cultivate good relations with the world's superpower. Warm and fuzzy feelings are a distant third. Take counterterrorism. After the attack on the u.s.s. Cole, Yemen did everything it could to stymie the American investigation. It lifted not a finger to suppress terrorism. This was under an American administration that was obsessively accommodating and multilateralist. Today, under the most unilateralist of administrations, Yemen has decided to assist in the war on terrorism. This was not a result of a sudden attack of good will toward America. It was a result of the war in Afghanistan, which concentrated the mind of heretofore recalcitrant states like Yemen on the costs of non-cooperation with the United States.14 Coalitions are not made by superpowers going begging hat in hand. They are made by asserting a position and inviting others to join. What "pragmatic" realists often fail to realize is that unilateralism is the high road to multilateralism. When George Bush senior said of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, "this will not stand", and made it clear that he was prepared to act alone if necessary, that declaration-and the credibility of American determination to act unilaterally-in and of itself created a coalition. Hafez al-Asad did not join out of feelings of good will. He joined because no one wants to be left at the dock when the hegemon is sailing. Unilateralism does not mean seeking to act alone. One acts in concert with others if possible. Unilateralism simply means that one does not allow oneself to be hostage to others. No unilateralist would, say, reject Security Council support for an attack on Iraq. The nontrivial question that separates unilateralism from multilateralism-and that tests the "pragmatic realists"-is this: What do you do if, at the end of the day, the Security Council refuses to back you? Do you allow yourself to be dictated to on issues of vital national-and international-security? The new unilateralism argues explicitly and unashamedly for maintaining unipolarity, for sustaining America's unrivaled dominance for the foreseeable future. It could  be a long future, assuming we successfully manage the single greatest threat, namely, weapons of mass destruction in the hands of rogue states. This in itself will require the aggressive and confident application of unipolar power rather than falling back, as we did in the 1990s, on paralyzing multilateralism. The future of the unipolar era hinges on whether America is governed by those who wish to retain, augment and use unipolarity to advance not just American but global ends, or whether America is governed by those who wish to give it up-either by allowing unipolarity to decay as they retreat to Fortress America, or by passing on the burden by gradually transferring power to multilateral institutions as heirs to American hegemony. The challenge to unipolarity is not from the outside but from the inside. The choice is ours. To impiously paraphrase Benjamin Franklin: History has given you an empire, if you will keep it.
2AC AT: consult X country [generic]

B. Heg solves global nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
5. Permute – Do the plan and consult 
6. Consultation causes delays – language disputes and layers of intra-nation bureaucracy – risks hurting relations 
Grieb ‘2 (Kenneth J. Grieb is Professor and Coordinator of International Studies at the University of Wisconsin Oshkosh. His is a author of several books dealing with Modern Latin American and United States Diplomatic History -- Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy – available via: http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_gx5215/is_2002/ai_n19132358.)
International relations involve negotiations between the governments of nation-states, which are conducted by their executive branches under the auspices of their heads of government. Since each state is sovereign, agreement is reached only when the parties involved in an issue reach unanimous agreement among themselves. Those nations that do not agree with the consensus among the participants do not sign the resulting agreement and hence are not bound by its provisions. Diplomatic negotiations are difficult and time-consuming, since all those involved must agree on every aspect and word of the agreement. When the General Assembly of the United Nations (UN) adopted the Universal Declaration on Human Rights in 1948 amid the tensions following the Second World War, over 1,400 separate votes were required before the full declaration was adopted. Achieving unanimous consensus requires extensive, constant, and precise communications between the heads of government of the nations involved. Such communications are conducted through a variety of representatives. The number and types of such representatives have proliferated throughout history and in particular during the twentieth century, when rapid communications increased the need for speedy and ongoing contacts. The end of colonialism during the second half of the twentieth century meant that many more nations and peoples were involved in global and regional issues. 
7. The CP’s Fiat is a Voting Issue – 
A. Infinitely regressive – no advocate for consulting on the plan, they have a card about consulting or the net benefit –makes it possible to consult any agent or organization – predictable counterplans have literature that compare the plan to the counterplan 
B. Conditional fiat – multiple words of outcomes kills 2AC strategy and allow the neg to change advocacy in the block or 2nr
C. Timeframe fiat – CP fiats the outcome of consultation after consultation takes place – justifies timeframe fiat and terrible CPs like delay
D. CPs that have the possibility of doing the entire plan are bad – crush aff ground, can’t read offense against our own plan, and they’re plan plus 

E. International fiat – the CP fiats _______ comes to the table – there are 195 countries and countless other international agencies that they can consult, making the research burden impossible for the aff.

8. Permute – Do the plan and then the CP

9. Permute – Do the CP and then the plan 
2AC AT: consult X country [generic]

10. Turn – Constitution

A. Allowing foreign entities to dictate American foreign policy would dismantle constitutional balance and democracy

James R. Edwards Jr., Adjunct fellow with the Hudson Institute, 2002 [The Washington Times, “Homeland Security in Konts,” 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 expel 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. The Senate should keep the homeland security bill free of these substantive changes in immigration policy. The House should insist that these be dropped from the bill. And the White House should include these in its reasons for a veto.

B. Constitutional violations come first – under any framework

Daryl Levinson, Professor of law at University of Virginia, 2000  [University of Chicago Law Review, Spring, Lexis]

Extending a majority rule analysis of optimal deterrence to constitutional torts requires some explanation, for we do not usually think of violations of constitutional rights in terms of cost-benefit analysis and efficiency. Quite the opposite, constitutional rights are most commonly conceived as deontological side-constraints that trump even utility-maximizing government action.  69 Alternatively, constitutional rights might be understood as serving rule-utilitarian purposes. If the disutility to victims of constitutional violations often exceeds the social benefits derived from the rights-violating activity, or if rights violations create long-term costs that outweigh short-term social benefits, then constitutional rights can be justified as tending to maximize global utility, even though this requires local utility-decreasing steps. Both the deontological and rule-utilitarian descriptions imply that the optimal level of constitutional violations is zero; that is, society would be better off, by whatever measure, if constitutional rights were never violated.

C. Democracy solves everything including extinction 

Larry Diamond, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, 1995
Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associates with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. 
11. No Spillover – Consultation on the plan will not create consultation on all other future issues

12. Diplomatic Capital – 

A. Focus on Nagorno-Karabakh now – Clintons investing energy and putting off other major diplomatic initiatives
Panorama, 6-26-2010

[“Clinton intends to prod Azerbaijan and Armenia to make progress on Nagorno-Karabakh: Crowley,” http://www.panorama.am/en/politics/2010/06/26/cowley-about-visit/]

The State Department said Friday Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will visit Poland, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia in a trip starting next week and spanning six days. She will try to ease lingering political conflicts in the Caucasus region, Voice of America writes. Officials here are cautioning against expectations of any major U.S. diplomatic initiatives on what will be Clinton's first trip to the Caucasus region as secretary. But they say she intends to try to build on ongoing U.S. efforts to ease regional problems including the Armenia-Azerbaijan dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh, and the troubled aftermath of the armed conflict between Russia and Georgia in 2008. State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said Clinton intends to try to prod Azerbaijan and Armenia to make progress on Nagorno-Karabakh and to advance the process of normalizing relations between Armenia and Turkey. Turkey is not on the secretary's itinerary but a senior official here said it is not a snub and that Clinton, who visited Ankara last year, has a limited "window" and packed agenda for upcoming trip.
2AC AT: consult X country [generic]

B. Diplomatic capital is finite – CP prevents focus on more important issues 

Anderson & Grewell, 2001

[Terry and Bishop, “The Greening of Foreign Policy,” http://www.perc.org/pdf/ps20.pdf]

Greater international environmental regulation can increase international tension. Foreign policy is a bag of goods that includes issues from free trade to arms trading to human rights. Each new issue in the bag weighs it down, lessening the focus on other issues and even creating conflicts between issues. Increased environmental regulations could cause countries to lessen their focus on international threats of violence such as the sale of ballistic missiles or border conflicts between nations. As countries must watch over more and more issues arising in the international policy arena, they will stretch the resources necessary to deal with traditional international issues. As Schaefer (2000, 46) writes, “Because diplomatic currency is finite . . . it is critically important that the United States focus its diplomatic efforts on issues of paramount importance to the nation. 

C. Tensions are on the brink – diplomatic capital key to a resolution
De Waal, 7-5-2010
[Thomas, senior associate in the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, specializing primarily in the South Caucasus region comprising Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia and their breakaway territories, as well as the wider Black Sea region, acknowledged expert on the unresolved conflicts of the South Caucasus, “A Forever Smoldering Conflict in the Caucasus,” http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/a-forever-smoldering-conflict-in-the-caucasus/409707.html]

As U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton travels to Baku and Yerevan on July 4-5, an old issue will again dominate her discussions: the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Former Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev will have a wry smile if he watches the media reports. He was the first leader to fail to solve this conflict in 1988. Since his day, the dispute has escalated into full-scale war and then degraded into a miserable deadlock, but its fundamentals have not changed. For years, the broad international consensus is that the competing Armenian and Azeri claims over Nagorno-Karabakh are still so extreme and contradictory that it did not merit a high-level peace initiative. The perception has been that the conflict — halted by a cease-fire but not resolved — is at least being managed and that the risks of a new war are negligible. But recent developments are pushing Nagorno-Karabakh up the agenda again. First the good news. Since the end of 2008, President Dmitry Medvedev has surprised skeptics by personally working on a peace agreement. It is gruelling work. In Sochi this past January, Medvedev spent most of a day with Azeri President Ilham Aliyev and Armenian President Serzh Sargsyan and got absolutely nowhere. In St. Petersburg last month, he spent more than two hours with them and made a little more progress. This top-level Russian initiative has not received much attention outside Russia. The default position of many in Washington, for example, is that Moscow wants to “keep the conflict smoldering.” But that does not jibe with the facts. No sane senior politician of Medvedev’s rank would work so hard on this if he did not want genuinely to see success. The Russians have also been scrupulous in involving their co-mediators, inviting the U.S. and French Nagorno-Karabakh envoys to St. Petersburg to join in the discussions with the two presidents. It looks as though Medvedev has made peace in Nagorno-Karabakh a personal project, and his government sees a peaceful initiative with Armenia and Azerbaijan as a good PR response to the damage Russia suffered internationally in Georgia in 2008. This is one area where, at the moment at least, Medvedev and Clinton are pushing in the same direction. The bad news is that this latest push for peace comes at a time when more and more people are talking war. On June 18, only a few hours after the St. Petersburg meeting, one of the worst incidents in years occurred on the Nagorno-Karabakh ceasefire line. Four Armenian soldiers and one Azeri were killed. The circumstantial evidence points more to this having been an Azeri attack than an Armenian one — the bodies were on the Armenian side of the line — but the true picture will probably never be known. Clashes like this threaten the equilibrium that has held since 1994, when the ceasefire deal ended fighting. They reflect an overall hardening of positions on both sides. Many Armenians talk more openly about history ratifying the victory they won in 1994 in the hope that Nagorno-Karabakh will follow Kosovo down the path of international legitimacy. For its part, oil-rich Azerbaijan now spends more than $2 billion a year on its military and many Azeris adopt a more belligerent tone, calling for a war to recapture Nagorno-Karabakh from the Armenians. The international mechanism designed to deal with the conflict, the Minsk Process of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, is still extremely modest. There are just six European monitors in charge of observing the ceasefire — basically a token presence given that there are more than 20,000 soldiers on each side facing each other along more than 175 kilometers of trenches. The chief work of mediation falls on three Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe ambassadors representing France, Russia and the United States, who keep up the tortuous negotiations over a compromise document in a climate of almost total distrust in Armenia and Azerbaijan. Naturally suspicious, neither government offers the offer anything constructive. To be precise, the Armenians offer constructive engagement on small issues such as sharing water over the ceasefire line, but the Azeris reject these gestures, worrying that this is “doing business with the enemy.” The Armenian side rejects all proposals to give up even an inch of Armenian-held land, before pledges on the status of Nagorno-Karabakh are made up front. The Azeris, saying that they are in a state of war, even reject the proposal made by the French, Russia and U.S foreign ministers in Helsinki in 2008 to remove snipers from the front line. The result is that, even when Medvedev is pushing them, the two presidents lack the will to put their signatures on a piece of paper that will set their countries down a path of historic compromise with each other. To do so would unleash a storm of domestic criticism, while the international reward for taking this step is much less certain. So the leaders calculate that they will not pay a high price for doing nothing — and that other bilateral issues, such as Armenian diaspora concerns, gas pipelines and Afghanistan-bound flights over Azerbaijan will keep their relations with Moscow, Washington and Brussels on an even footing. The bloodshed on the ceasefire line should focus minds and be a reminder that a new conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh would be catastrophic for everyone, not just Armenians and Azeris. More positive relationships between Moscow, Washington, Paris and Brussels makes this a good moment to have a conversation about what each of these capitals can offer to underpin a post-conflict settlement in terms of funding and peacekeepers. If the world’s top leaders send a signal to the Armenians and Azeris that they are more serious about a lasting peace, then the local actors may finally have to accept that the day of peaceful reckoning has come. 

2AC AT: consult X country [generic]

D. Nuclear war
Blank, 2000 

[Stephen, 9-22, U.S. Army War College, World Affairs]

Russia's warnings about U.S. efforts to obtain military-political-economic leverage in the Transcaspian and the Russian elite's extreme sensitivity regarding the region show that Moscow will resolutely contest expanded U.S. presence. The war in Chechnya shows that Russia is willing to do so forcefully, if necessary. Russia's new draft military doctrine suggests that Moscow will threaten even World War III if there is Turkish intervention, yet the new Russo-Armenian and Azeri-Turkish treaties suggest just such a possibility.(75) Conceivably, the two larger states could then be dragged in to rescue their allies from defeat. The Russo-Armenian treaty is virtually a bilateral military alliance against Baku. It reaffirms Russia's lasting military presence in Armenia, commits Armenia not to join NATO, and could justify further fighting in Nagomo-Karabakh or further military pressure against Azerbaijan that will impede energy exploration and marketing.(76) It also reconfirms Russia's determination to resist U.S. presence and to remain the regional hegemon. Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia's declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.(77)
13. [Answer the net-benefit in other ways – Please please don’t concede it or you could lose]
1AR Ext #1 – Permuation do the counterplan

Extend #1 – Perm do the counterplan – 

The counterplan isn’t textually competitive. Counterplans should compete both textually and functionally otherwise the negative could win a host of unpredictable counterplans compete based on normal means. The counter-interpretation solves all their reasons why textual competition is bad because it needs to functionally compete as well.

And – Textual Competition is 

Key to CP ground – tests specific claims of the affirmative - clarification isn't enough

Key to DA links - Budget tradeoff and politics link evidence are contingent on lac advocacy
Most objective way to determine competition 
And – their view 
Justifies Vague plan texts - their interpretation allows for aff ambiguity throughout the 1AC - this destroys debate and education

CX can't check - their interpretation has skewed the 1nc strategy and CP ground - clarification justifies affirmative conditionality

***AT: SHOULD*** 

1. Not severance – aff chooses what the plan does, we never committed to immediacy or unconditionality 
2. Doesn’t destroy ground – the CP changed the world of how normal means operates, if they defend the SQ they can still win uniqueness 

3. Should isn’t mandatory

Words and Phrases, 2002

[“Words and Phrases: Permanent Edition”  Vol. 39 Set to Signed. Pub. By Thomson West, p. 369]

C.A.6 (Tenn.) 2001.  Word “should,” in most contexts, is precatory, not mandatory.----U.S. v. Rogers, 14 Fed.Appx. 303.----Statut227
4. Resolution says “should,” not “shall” – means it’s not unconditional

Atlas Collaboration, 1999, “Use of shall, should, may can,” http://rd13doc.cern.ch/Atlas/DaqSoft/sde/inspect/shall.html

shall 'shall' describes something that is mandatory. If a requirement uses 'shall', then that requirement _will_ be satisfied without fail. Noncompliance is not allowed. Failure to comply with one single 'shall' is sufficient reason to reject the entire product. Indeed, it must be rejected under these circumstances.  Examples:    # "Requirements shall make use of the word 'shall' only where compliance is mandatory."      This is a good example.   # "C++ code shall have comments every 5th line."      This is a bad example. Using 'shall' here is too strong.  should 'should' is weaker. It describes something that might not be satisfied in the final product, but that is desirable enough that any noncompliance shall be explicitly justified. Any use of 'should' should be examined carefully, as it probably means that something is not being stated clearly. If a 'should' can be replaced by a 'shall', or can be discarded entirely, so much the better.  Examples:    # "C++ code should be ANSI compliant."      A good example. It may not be possible to be ANSI compliant on all platforms, but we should try.   # "Code should be tested thoroughly."      Bad example. This 'should' shall be replaced with 'shall' if this requirement is to be stated anywhere (to say nothing of defining what 'thoroughly' means).

5. We don’t need to defend certainty, just desirability

American Heritage, 2009, “should,” http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should

Like the rules governing the use of shall and will on which they are based, the traditional rules governing the use of should and would are largely ignored in modern American practice. Either should or would can now be used in the first person to express conditional futurity: If I had known that, I would (or somewhat more formally, should) have answered differently. But in the second and third persons only would is used: If he had known that, he would (not should) have answered differently. Would cannot always be substituted for should, however. Should is used in all three persons in a conditional clause: if I (or you or he) should decide to go. Should is also used in all three persons to express duty or obligation (the equivalent of ought to): I (or you or he) should go. On the other hand, would is used to express volition or promise: I agreed that I would do it. Either would or should is possible as an auxiliary with like, be inclined, be glad, prefer, and related verbs: I would (or should) like to call your attention to an oversight. Here would was acceptable on all levels to a large majority of the Usage Panel in an earlier survey and is more common in American usage than should. · Should have is sometimes incorrectly written should of by writers who have mistaken the source of the spoken contraction should've. See Usage Notes at  if,  rather,  shall.
1AR Ext #1 – Permuation do the counterplan

***AT: RESOLVED***
1. The plan is resolved – the US initiates adoption in the world of the permutation, it then conditions that on agreement

2. DA can check resolved, they don’t need consult CPs 

3. Grammar means don’t defend resolved

Webster’s Guide to Grammar and Writing – 2000
[http://ccc.commnet.edu/grammar/marks/colon.htm]

Use of a colon before a list or an explanation that is preceded by a clause that can stand by itself. Think of the colon as a gate, inviting one to go on… If the introductory phrase preceding the colon is very brief and the clause following the colon represents the real business of the sentence, begin the clause after the colon with a capital letter.
4. Resolved can be an opinion not necessarily a determination 
Webster’s Revised Unabridged Dictionary, 1998 [dictionary.com]
Resolved:

5. To express, as an opinion or determination, by resolution and vote; to declare or decide by a formal vote; -- followed by a clause; as, the house resolved (or, it was resolved by the house) that no money should be apropriated (or, to appropriate no money).
1AR Ext #4 – Hegemony

Extend #4 – Consultation devastates leadership – it puts foreign policy in the hands of other countries/organizations. The impact is global nuclear war – that’s Krauthammer and Khalilzad

A. We have a better internal link to heg – we can have alliances absent [country/organization] collapse

B. We solve their offense – unilateralism is a prerequisite to multilateral action – that’s Krauthammer

C. Our link outweighs all their turns – the greatest threat to heg is not a lapse of soft power, but a failure to contain rogue states with WMD precipitated by adherence to multilateralism

Charles Krauthammer, The National Interest, Winter, 2003
"The most crucial new element in the post-Cold War world [is] the emergence of a new strategic environment marked by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. . . . The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery will constitute the greatest single threat to world security for the rest of our lives. That is what makes a new international order not an imperial dream or a Wilsonian fantasy but a matter of the sheerest prudence. It is slowly dawning on the West that there is a need to establish some new regime to police these weapons and those who brandish them. . . . Iraq . . . is the prototype of this new strategic threat."-The Unipolar Moment The American hegemon has no great power enemies, an historical oddity of the first order. Yet it does face a serious threat to its dominance, indeed to its essential security. It comes from a source even more historically odd: an archipelago of rogue states (some connected with transnational terrorists) wielding weapons of mass destruction. The threat is not trivial. It is the single greatest danger to the United States because, for all of America's dominance, and for all of its recently demonstrated resilience, there is one thing it might not survive: decapitation. The detonation of a dozen nuclear weapons in major American cities, or the spreading of smallpox or anthrax throughout the general population, is an existential threat. It is perhaps the only realistic threat to America as a functioning hegemon, perhaps even to America as a functioning modern society.

And – Only a risk of a turn – the scope of US power means that it can bypass constraining consultations

Stewart Patrick, Research Associate, Center for International Cooperation, NYU, 2001
[World Policy Journal, Fall]

As a rule, multilateral cooperation is more attractive to the weak than to the strong. Embodying principles of equal treatment and self-restraint, it gives lesser countries diplomatic leverage lacking in bilateral relationships. In contrast, great powers are apt to find multilateralism constraining. Possessing extensive policy options-including unilateralism, bilateral arrangements, or temporary coalitions-a dominant nation like the United States can bypass consultations, enforce its will, or absorb the costs of acting alone. 

Plus, empirically, consultation constrains US foreign policy without bandwagoning allied support

Charles Krauthammer, The National Interest, Winter, 2003
This was not surprising from a president whose first inaugural address pledged American action when "the will and conscience of the international community is defied." Early in the Clinton years, Madeleine Albright formulated the vision of the liberal internationalist school then in power as "assertive multilateralism." Its principal diplomatic activity was the pursuit of a dizzying array of universal treaties on chemical weapons, biological weapons, nuclear testing, global environment, land mines and the like. Its trademark was consultation: Clinton was famous for sending Secretary of State Warren Christopher on long trips (for example, through Europe on Balkan policy) or endless shuttles (uncountable pilgrimages to Damascus) to consult; he invariably returned home empty-handed and diminished. And its principal objective was good international citizenship: It was argued on myriad foreign policy issues that we could not do X because it would leave us "isolated." 

And – Consultation handcuffs heg
Charles Krauthammer, The National Interest, Winter, 2003
This liberal internationalist vision-the multilateral handcuffing of American power-is, as Robert Kagan has pointed out, the dominant view in Europe.9 That is to be expected, given Europe's weakness and America's power. But it is a mistake to see this as only a European view. The idea of a new international community with self-governing institutions and self-enforcing norms-the vision that requires the domestication of American power-is the view of the Democratic Party in the United States and of a large part of the American foreign policy establishment. They spent the last decade in power fashioning precisely those multilateral ties to restrain the American Gulliver and remake him into a tame international citizen.10 The multilateralist project is to use-indeed, to use up-current American dominance to create a new international system in which new norms of legalism and interdependence rule in America's place-in short, a system that is no longer unipolar.
1AR Ext #4 – Hegemony

Multilateralism undermines effective decision-making and ability to respond to conflicts- kills hegemony

Kirkpatrick, 2

Sr. Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Jean, 9/1, “The Shackles of Consensus”, www.aei.org)

The need to maintain a consensus in multilateral arenas often forces the powerful to make concessions they would not otherwise offer. Building and maintaining a consensus may become the focus of attention in multilateral arenas, displacing the substantive decision that the consensus serves. A commitment to multilateral decision making thus renders it extremely difficult for actors to make decisions with dispatch, as the possibility of rapid reaction becomes tangled in bureaucratic red tape and groupthink dominates the problem-solving process. The irony is that collective action and collective security do not necessarily require multilateral action. Peacekeeping, for example, does not require decision making by countries beyond the participants in the conflict. Indeed, those who need defending are more vulnerable to the delays and ineffectiveness of a multilateral team than are those who are attacking; aggressors are not required to coordinate their actions and policies with anyone. But even in matters of life and death, multilateralism wrests the problem of survival away from those most directly and intensely concerned and assigns it to others. Recall how the U.N. Security Council imposed an arms embargo that effectively denied Bosnians the capacity to defend themselves, even though no one else was so ardently interested in defending Bosnians or had as much at stake in doing so. Similarly, no one has as great a stake as Israelis in the various anti-Israel and anti-Zionist actions that are common in U.N. bodies. Ultimately, the result of multilateral processes is often war by committee and peace by committee. Neither works very well. 

Consultation decreases American credibility

Betts, 5  Professor of political science and Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies, Columbia University, Sr. Fellow @ CFR (Richard, “The Political Support System for American Primacy”, International Affairs, 81.1)
The US government has little reason, moreover, to assume that real attempts to share power would be welcomed. Early in the Clinton administration Washington did make a notable attempt at genuine consultation of allies, as opposed to demands that they simply follow US policy. Secretary of State Warren Christopher was dispatched to Europe to ask countries there what they thought should be done about Bosnia. This undomineering initiative did not get a good response. Christopher was met with confusion and chagrin that Washington was too passive in failing to propose a plan and lead the alliance. Nor did US allies resist the project that most reflected American indifference to balance of power considerations and extended US influence in Europe: the expansion of NATO to Russia’s doorstep. On one level NATO expansion represented a collective dominance by the West, washing away any remnant of bipolarity to which Russia might have hoped to cling after the collapse of the USSR. In this sense Europe was complicit in hegemonism, even if it was a collective sort of western hegemony. But on another level, the more pertinent one, NATO expansion ratified US military domination of Europe. Expansion of the European Union might be seen as an alternative to this, but NATO is a military alliance which has always been led by a US commander. Given the unanimity rule for NATO decisions to admit new members, any single European member could have prevented this extension of American primacy if it had wanted to do so. None exercised the option. Nor do allies seem to object consistently to attacking bad states even if those states are not threatening to attack other states. Although many objected to the assault on Iraq, most allies signed up to the war over Kosovo in 1999, although Milosevic’s regime was less threatening and less atrociously repressive than Saddam Hussein’s. Objections to US war-making seem to flow more from concerns about principles of procedure (consultation and collective authoriza- tion) than about consistent principles of substance. From the vantage point of realist analysis it seems that most major states object not so much to US primacy as to impolite primacy, and are willing to be pulled along on American projects if Washington asks for blessing through multilateral forms. If so, there is no strong reason why the actual impact of American power on the world should have been expected to differ substantially under a Kerry administration, given that the advisers around him suggested that the new team in foreign policy would be more or less a Clinton restoration. The likelihood of other countries constraining Washington would be somewhat greater if views on a specific case were irreconcilable, but this circumstance is unlikely to arise unless the US administration again perceived a link between terrorism and other threats that allied governments did not see—in which case even a Democratic president would be unlikely to wait for international approval. Indeed, Kerry affirmed strenuously that he would never give allies a veto over US action. Neither allies nor adversaries, moreover, have made any significant attempt to balance American power. Among major allies, only France, and to a lesser degree Germany, have been vocal in opposing US policies, and among other major states there has been no collaboration yet to resist Washington. Russia and China have been critical of US policy in their diplomatic rhetoric, but not energetic or coordinated in opposition. Since September 11 both have sub- merged differences and moved closer to Washington. Judging from the behaviour of others, then, the problem seems to be less American primacy in principle than its most extreme manifestations in practice, most particularly the invasion of Iraq. In this, US allies seem close to the multi- lateralist brand of American primacy that dominates the Democratic party’s foreign policy establishment. This stance unites many of the elites on both sides of the Atlantic in celebration of international institutions, cooperation and globalization. It also provides the facade of equality, even if the alliance usually winds up dancing to the American tune.

1AR Ext #4 – Hegemony

Multilateralism is used to restrain US primacy, smaller states use it to constrain power.

Walt 9 (Stephen, January 1, “Alliances in a Unipolar World”, ) M. ; ;  Volume 6, Number 1, ;  professor of international affairs at Harvard University. Lexis 
Unipolarity is a new phenomenon in world politics, and it is not surprising that scholars and policymakers are just beginning to grasp its essential characteristics. It is equally unsurprising that there is as yet no clear consensus on its implications. With respect to alliance relations, however, the main features of unipolarity are gradually becoming clear. First, the alliance structures inherited from the cold war are now in flux and are unlikely to persist in their present form. Instead of relying on fixed, multilateral, and highly institutionalized structures that depend on permanent overseas deployments, the United States, as the unipolar power, is likely to rely more heavily on ad hoc coalitions, flexible deployments, and bilateral arrangements that maximize its own leverage and freedom of action. Efforts to constrain U.S. power will occur but will not take the form of formal countervailing coalitions unless the United States adopts an extremely aggressive approach to several different parts of the world. Given the debacle in Iraq, such a course seems unlikely in the near-to-medium term. When states do balance U.S. power, they will do so through internal effort (such as the acquisition of wmd) or through various forms of soft balancing or leash-slipping. Medium and small powers will compete for influence in Washington, either to prevent U.S. power from being used against them or to encourage its deployment on their behalf. The record of the past fifteen years also underscores the limits of purely structural explanations. Although unipolarity inevitably heightens concerns about the preferences and actions of the unipole, the distribution [End Page 119] of capabilities does not dictate how other states will respond. It matters who the unipole is, where it is located, and how it chooses to use its power. If the unipole is geographically distant, reasonably restrained in its ambitions and conduct, and, most importantly, does not try to conquer others, it is likely to face no more than occasional episodes of soft balancing and may still attract many allies who appreciate the order that the unipole provides and want to use its power to address their own concerns. Their desire for protection will give the unipole considerable influence—including the capacity to restrain others—especially if it shows a decent respect for the interests and amour propre of its weaker partners. 

Multilateralism kills heg, countries use it to tie the US down.

Walt 5 – Professor of foreign affairs at Harvard (Stephen, October, “Taming American Power”, ) M. ,  , Foreign Affairs, . Lexis. 

Weaker states typically rely on some combination of three broad options. First, they develop conventional military capabilities specifically designed to neutralize U.S. strengths. In the 1999 Kosovo war, Serbia used surface-to-air missiles as well as camouflage and other deceptive tactics to blunt NATO's air offensive. Facing a vastly stronger coalition, the Serbs eventually lost, but they performed far better than NATO expected. Similarly, China is now acquiring military capabilities -- including anti-ship cruise missiles, ballistic missiles, and electronic countermeasure technologies -- that could hinder U.S. forces if they tried to operate in China's neighborhood. Second, adversaries sometimes depend on terrorism, the classic "weapon of the weak." Terrorists win by attacking the stronger side's resolve and forcing it to take actions that alienate potential supporters. Al Qaeda and the Iraqi insurgency use terrorism because it allows them to attack vulnerable targets while avoiding direct confrontation with superior U.S. forces. Terrorism can also provoke the United States into overreacting in ways that could increase opposition to the U.S. presence in the Middle East. Sometimes, the strategy works: terrorism helped bin Laden drive much of the U.S. presence out of Saudi Arabia -- and it may still defeat the U.S. mission in Iraq. Third, to balance U.S. primacy, some countries attempt to obtain weapons of mass destruction (WMD), especially nuclear arms. The current nuclear powers developed these weapons to deter their enemies, and that is why Iran and North Korea want them today. As one Iranian reformer stated, "It is basically a matter of equilibrium. If I don't have [nuclear weapons], I don't have security." Instead of forming such a direct counterpoise to U.S. dominance, many states hope to constrain the United States by binding it within powerful international institutions. Binding works best in areas in which U.S. primacy is not so pronounced, such as international economic affairs. It is not, however, an effective strategy for restraining U.S. action in core areas of national security. The United States failed to obtain Security Council authorization for the wars in Kosovo and Iraq, but that did not stop it from waging them. Nor could Washington keep other states from establishing an International Criminal Court, even though it has refused to acknowledge the court's authority over the United States. Binding works in economics because the United States is less dominant in that area and because international trade and finance cannot occur without commonly accepted rules. For example, although the rules of the World Trade Organization generally favor U.S. interests, Washington cannot prevent the organization from issuing unfavorable rulings when the United States violates its principles. Nor can Washington ignore these rulings without jeopardizing the trading order on which U.S. prosperity depends. Moreover, the United States cannot simply dictate the terms of multilateral trade agreements -- which also helps explain Washington's propensity to negotiate bilateral deals with individual states. The United States can thus be partly bound in this arena, but less easily than other states 
1AR Ext #5 – Permutation – Do Plan and Consult
Extend #5 – Permutation do the plan and consult – 
This permutation does the plan no matter what and consults on something that is not the plan. 

It’s not severance because it does the whole plan
It’s not intrinsic because it does not specific what the permutation consults on but still solves the net-benefit because they have no evidence that consultation on the plan is key
1AR Ext #6 – Delay
Extend #6 – Consultation takes forever – Grieb says parties must agree on every aspect and word of specific agreements as well go through many representatives at different level – They impact to the affirmative is so large that any delay outweighs the net-benefit 
Delay allows risks hurting relations – regardless of liking the plan fights will occur during consultation 
And – Consultation is slow

Touval ’94 (Saadia Touval is currently a Peace Fellow at the United States Institute of Peace in Washington. Foreign Affairs, September/October -- http://fullaccess.foreignaffairs.org/19940901faessay5137-p10/saadia-touval/why-the-u-n-fails-it-cannot-mediate.html)
Yet pursuing mediation through the United Nations carries serious disadvantages. The intervening state in effect relinquishes control over the proposed policy. A state’s desired course of action may not win the support of others, or it may be modified until it no longer suits the state’s interests. Multilateral negotiations, moreover, require a time-consuming and uncertain process of consultation and coordination among a large number of actors. If reducing a conflict is considered urgent, a state may prefer to act alone rather than submit to the uncertainties and delays of multilateral diplomacy. Also, the benefits of success, taking credit for a settlement, winning the goodwill of disputants, or excluding a rival from a region, may be lost.

Plus – International Consultation is time consuming

de Beer ‘2 (Patrice de Beer is former London and Washington correspondent for Le Monde. Open Democracy – Nov 20th -- http://www.opendemocracy.net/conflict-americanpower/article_769.jsp)
To push too hard could only be counterproductive; not too push hard enough would be irrelevant. The only remaining option was patient, step-by-step, poker diplomacy – the weapon of the weak. Nevertheless, what some saw as a time-consuming, perhaps pointless, debate on semantics, could not have been more serious; its purpose, to ensure that the international community was involved in a process which could otherwise have been conducted by President Bush, single-handed.
1AR Ext #7 – Consult CPs are a Voting Issue
Consult CPs are a voting issue – 
A. Fairness- Thousands of actors to consult with which ruins aff ground – There is no literature comparing the plan to the CP – makes it impossible to be aff
B. Turn and Outweigh Education – They shift debate to consultation, instead the topic – we can gain consultation education anytime, topic education only once 
*** based on what they say extend some or all of the following ****

1. Infinitely regressive – CPs need to have a solvency advocate otherwise they kill predictability and fairness

2. Conditional fiat – the CP creates multiple worlds based on <X> saying yes or no which kills 2AC strategy and aff ground

3. Timeframe fiat – the plan isn’t enacted until <X> says yes or no justifies Delay CP and timeframe perms 

4. PICs are fine, but not CPs the do the WHOLE plan – they leave us with nothing to defend crushes 2AC strategy and ground 

5. International fiat – there’s 195 countries plus other agencies, the research burden is impossible 

AT: Counter Interpretation 

1. Their counter interpretations is arbitrary because it’s not based on the resolution – reject it because it’s self-serving 
2. Even if they limit the amount of consultation CPs it only answers one of our theoretical objections 
AT: Predictable on the Topic

1. It’s not – having one card about the country and military presence is not enough – they need evidence that talks about consultation over the exact plan
2. Aff Ground outweighs – there are few affs and tons of negative arguments on this topic 
AT: Real World

1. It’s not – their own claim is genuine consultation is not normal means 
2. Debate isn’t real world – side constraints, time limits, and fairness do not exist 
AT: Lit Solves Infinite Regression 

1. The only literature that solves is having a card about consulting on the plan, absent that they cannot prove it’s predictable 
AT: Offense Against NB

1. Can’t predict the net-benefit because too many actors they can consult 

2. Not enough – they get the block to overpower turns and we have a right a research a solvency deficit against the CP

AT: Neg Flex

1. Other ground allows flex – Various CPs, DA, Ks

2. Justifies multiple contradictory advocacies 
3. Justifies non-topical affirmatives 
AT: Best Policy Option

1. No comparative literature means we can’t determine if it is the best policy option

2. Fairness outweighs, it’s key to in-depth education of the topic which is key to engaged citizens

AT: Not a Voting Issue 
1. Must be a voting issue or it’s a no risk option for the negative; it would give them an incentive to read consult CP to skew the affirmative 
2. Set a precedent against consult – if they lose on this people will stop running these CPs

3. There is In Round Abuse ________________________________________
1AR Ext #7 – Consult CPs are a Voting Issue

AT: Tests Resolved/Should
1. DAs check – they don’t need a consult CP to test either 
Should isn’t mandatory

Words and Phrases, 2002

[“Words and Phrases: Permanent Edition”  Vol. 39 Set to Signed. Pub. By Thomson West, p. 369]

C.A.6 (Tenn.) 2001.  Word “should,” in most contexts, is precatory, not mandatory.----U.S. v. Rogers, 14 Fed.Appx. 303.----Statut227
Resolution says “should,” not “shall” – means it’s not unconditional

Atlas Collaboration, 1999, “Use of shall, should, may can,” http://rd13doc.cern.ch/Atlas/DaqSoft/sde/inspect/shall.html

shall 'shall' describes something that is mandatory. If a requirement uses 'shall', then that requirement _will_ be satisfied without fail. Noncompliance is not allowed. Failure to comply with one single 'shall' is sufficient reason to reject the entire product. Indeed, it must be rejected under these circumstances.  Examples:    # "Requirements shall make use of the word 'shall' only where compliance is mandatory."      This is a good example.   # "C++ code shall have comments every 5th line."      This is a bad example. Using 'shall' here is too strong.  should 'should' is weaker. It describes something that might not be satisfied in the final product, but that is desirable enough that any noncompliance shall be explicitly justified. Any use of 'should' should be examined carefully, as it probably means that something is not being stated clearly. If a 'should' can be replaced by a 'shall', or can be discarded entirely, so much the better.  Examples:    # "C++ code should be ANSI compliant."      A good example. It may not be possible to be ANSI compliant on all platforms, but we should try.   # "Code should be tested thoroughly."      Bad example. This 'should' shall be replaced with 'shall' if this requirement is to be stated anywhere (to say nothing of defining what 'thoroughly' means).

We don’t need to defend certainty, just desirability

American Heritage, 2009, “should,” http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should

Like the rules governing the use of shall and will on which they are based, the traditional rules governing the use of should and would are largely ignored in modern American practice. Either should or would can now be used in the first person to express conditional futurity: If I had known that, I would (or somewhat more formally, should) have answered differently. But in the second and third persons only would is used: If he had known that, he would (not should) have answered differently. Would cannot always be substituted for should, however. Should is used in all three persons in a conditional clause: if I (or you or he) should decide to go. Should is also used in all three persons to express duty or obligation (the equivalent of ought to): I (or you or he) should go. On the other hand, would is used to express volition or promise: I agreed that I would do it. Either would or should is possible as an auxiliary with like, be inclined, be glad, prefer, and related verbs: I would (or should) like to call your attention to an oversight. Here would was acceptable on all levels to a large majority of the Usage Panel in an earlier survey and is more common in American usage than should. · Should have is sometimes incorrectly written should of by writers who have mistaken the source of the spoken contraction should've. See Usage Notes at  if,  rather,  shall.
Grammar means don’t defend resolved

Webster’s Guide to Grammar and Writing – 2000
[http://ccc.commnet.edu/grammar/marks/colon.htm]

Use of a colon before a list or an explanation that is preceded by a clause that can stand by itself. Think of the colon as a gate, inviting one to go on… If the introductory phrase preceding the colon is very brief and the clause following the colon represents the real business of the sentence, begin the clause after the colon with a capital letter.
Resolved can be an opinion not necessarily a determination 
Webster’s Revised Unabridged Dictionary, 1998 [dictionary.com]
Resolved:

5. To express, as an opinion or determination, by resolution and vote; to declare or decide by a formal vote; -- followed by a clause; as, the house resolved (or, it was resolved by the house) that no money should be apropriated (or, to appropriate no money).
1AR Ext #8 – Permutation plan then CP

Extend #8 – Permutation Plan then CP
It solves the net-benefit better – If they say no the plan gets rolled back which is a much stronger signal for relations because the world sees the US will change policy based on the desires of other countries

It’s not severance – nothing in the plan commits the affirmative to be durable – this also increases negative ground by allowing them to access rollback and no enforcement arguments

It’s not timeframe or intrinsic – they delay in the permutation is the same delay in the CP, they fiat the result of consultation after it occurs the permutation does that part of the CP

1AR Ext #9 – Permutation CP then Plan

Extend #9 – Permutation CP then Plan 
This solves the net-benefit because if they are correct about say yes the country will never find out consultation was not genuine 

It’s not severance – 

A. We never committed to immediacy and do the entire plan –aff gets to choose what the plan does 
B. Doesn’t destroy ground – the CP changed the world of how normal means operates, if they defend the SQ they can still win uniqueness to DAs because the plan would be immediate 
C. It’s justified because the CP delays – they fiat the result of consultation after it occurs which justifies aff timeframe fiat

1AR Ext #10 – Constitution/Democracy DA

Extend #10 – Consultation crushes the constitution and democracy – Edwards says giving say to unelected foreign governments undermines the very notion of everything our country was founded on
And – Levinson says under any framework constitutional violations come first which outweighs their net-benefit  

Plus – Democracy outweighs the net-benefit – Diamond says Global Democracy makes war less likely and prevents the escalation of conflict as well as proliferation and ecosystem destruction
And – Counterplan hurts democracy-unaccountable policymakers are acting instead of representative democracy
Hulsman and Schmitt 2001

(John Hulsman is research fellow in Euopean affairs at the Heritage Foundation. Greg Schmitt also works in the foundation’s European Affairs Department. Washington times August 21. 
In addition to Kyoto, Mr. Bush refused to send the Rome treaty that established the International Criminal Court (ICC) to the Senate for ratification. The Europeans, following the Wilsonian ideology of sign now and perfect later, castigated Mr. Bush for his lack of vision on international justice. But is the treaty in U.S. interest? As it stands, the proposed ICC would be the beginning of a supranational justice system, which sets itself as the highest court on Earth with an unlimited jurisdiction. The treaty would infringe on the sovereignty of the national court system and give more power to a supranational organization that has no democratic claim over U.S. citizens, and is thus politically unaccountable. Obviously, such a system undermines the legitimacy of the U.S. Constitution and the rights of each citizen. 
The relations created by consultation sacrifice US national interests and power politics on the altar of the international community, destroying democracy and leading to isolationism and war

Rodman, 98 Director of National Security Studies at the Nixon Center (Peter, "Overview of the Clinton Foreign Policy" Remarks Prepared for the Committee on International Relations U.S. House of Representatives Thursday, October 8, 1998)
Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee: The Clinton Administration came into office in 1993 confident that, with the Cold War over, they could spend most of their time on domestic affairs. They were also confident that they could refocus the foreign-policy agenda away from traditional national- security concerns and toward "New Age" issues like economics, promoting democracy, and the environment. "My premise was," President Clinton told interviewers in October 1993, "that the American people were hungry for a President who showed that he knew that something had to be done here to address our problems at home that had been long neglected 1 ." "Economic policy stands at the center of our foreign policy," then-Secretary of State Warren Christopher proclaimed 2 ." But history has played a cruel trick on them. It has confronted them with a series of traditional, hard-ball challenges in the national-security realm that put a premium on military power and strategic judgment - challenges for which they have seemed psychologically ill-prepared. The result is an administration that - predictably 3 - has been highly accident-prone. But the problems are really less a matter of accident than of philosophy. The Administration's philosophy is a version of Wilsonian liberal internationalism. This has meant a major emphasis on humanitarianism (including military interventions justified on humanitarian rather than strategic grounds); a faith in multilateral institutions (to the point that U.S. military intervention has never been exercised in the absence of UN blessing); and an emphasis on global functional issues like disarmament (especially non-proliferation and delegitimation of nuclear weapons), international law (as in the pursuit of an International Criminal Court), environmentalism (the Kyoto treaty), and other transnational challenges. The idea of the American national interest is submerged in a notion of wider community. In 1994, when 15 GI's died from friendly fire over Iraq, Vice President Gore extended "condolences to the families of those who died in the service of the United Nations 4 . "There is an aversion to geopolitical thinking and great-power politics as such. President Clinton in private discussions is said to dismiss these concepts as "Old-Think 5 ." The weaknesses of this approach are the weaknesses of classical Wilsonianism the futility of reliance on an international consensus when all that produces is paralysis (as when the UN Security Council blocks strong action against Iraq); a penchant for humanitarian interventions, in the absence of a strong showing of U.S. national interest, that risks public disillusionment at home; a residual guilt about the morality of military power that inhibits its use as a decisive tool for coercing or defeating adversaries (as in Bosnia and Iraq); and the appearance of naivete about major-power relations when the other powers persist in their own traditional, more self- interested, and nationalistic approaches that sometimes even define themselves in contradistinction to American prescriptions. It is this last topic that I wish to elaborate on. Relations among the Major Powers Relations among the major powers are the most important pillars of the international structure. It is not that other issues (like the environment or economics) are not important; it is that, in the absence of reasonable relations among the major powers, the chances of international collaborative action on any other topic are nil. Some equilibrium or sense of peaceful coexistence among the major powers is a sine qua non of international peace and progress. By the same token, in today's world of post-Cold War turbulence, as we see the resurgence of long-dormant nationalistic and ethnic antagonisms, it is not 1914 all over again - provided that the major powers are able to maintain their own dialogue and possible cooperation. (Fortunately, this has been the case so far in the Balkans.) A strategic-minded foreign policy would focus on this realm of political relations as the highest priority. It is my thesis that relations among the world's major powers today are more precarious than when President Clinton inherited them. Perhaps the euphoric moment of the early 1990s was never sustainable; history never stops evolving. But the Administration's allergy to geopolitical thinking has not helped matters.
1AR Ext #11 – No Spillover
Extend #11 – They read no evidence that consultation on the plan creates future prior-binding consultation on all future issues – absent this is takes out the net-benefit because one time action cannot sustain the alliance or relations 
And – One multilateral concession can’t overcome Anti-Americanism

Krauthammer, 3

Washington Post columnist (2002/2003, Charles, “The Unipolar Moment Revisited,” The National Interest, Winter, Lexis)

A third critique comes from what might be called pragmatic realists, who see the new unilateralism I have outlined as hubristic, and whose objections are practical. They are prepared to engage in a pragmatic multilateralism. They value great power concert. They seek Security Council support not because it confers any moral authority, but because it spreads risk. In their view, a single hegemon risks far more violent resentment than would a power that consistently acts as primus inter pares, sharing rule-making functions with others.12 I have my doubts. The United States made an extraordinary effort in the Gulf War to get un support, share decision-making, assemble a coalition and, as we have seen, deny itself the fruits of victory in order to honor coalition goals. Did that diminish the anti-American feeling in the region? Did it garner support for subsequent Iraq policy dictated by the original acquiescence to the coalition? The attacks of September 11 were planned during the Clinton Administration, an administration that made a fetish of consultation and did its utmost to subordinate American hegemony and smother unipolarity. The resentments were hardly assuaged. Why? Because the extremist rage against the United States is engendered by the very structure of the international system, not by the details of our management of it.
And – if win this it turns the net-benefit because rising expectations 

Edwards, 89 

Center of International Studies at Cambridge (Geoffrey, The Atlantic Alliance and the Middle East p. 227)

Ringing declarations and exhortations to consult closely and to develop more harmonious if not harmonized positions have regularly emerged from the multilateral fora of Western Europe and the Atlantic.  In 1951, for example, it was declared that:  There is a continuing need . . . for effective consultation at an early stage on current problems, in order that national policies may be developed and action taken on the basis of a full awareness of the activities and interests of all members of NATO.  While all members of NATO have a responsibility to consult with their partners on appropriate matters, a large share of responsibility for such consultation rests on the more powerful members of the community.   Much of the same could be, and is being, said today both on matters coming within the NATO area and especially on matters that fall outside it.  And yet the channels of multilateral consultation have grown considerably, not only between those countries that make up the European Community but also between Western Europe and the United States.  Such multilateral channels are, of course, in addition to those bilateral links that the countries of Western Europe have maintained with the United States.  The existence of such a multitude of channels raises expectations that consultation will take place.  Disappointment and some resentment is often the result when it does not.  Equally, perhaps, when consultations do take place, they raise expectations that the views of those being discussed will be taken into account.  Again, resentment is caused when they are not.

Plus – Even if they win spillover they cannot solve relations – the CP would be viewed with mistrust which stops credibility of consultation

Clark ‘4 (Pat – editor and partner for the Parr Partnership -- GREEN BUSINESS STRATEGIES ASSISTANCE -- http://www.sust.org/pdf/housing.pdf)
The problem with consultation is that where it has not been carried out before it will often raise initial suspicion about motives and the commitment to follow through. Also where consultation has been begun, people will become used to being involved and will come to expect ongoing consultation as a matter of course. So while engaging with people and groups can be valuable, it is not a short-term process and it is not something that is easy to simply switch on and off. 
