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Hypochondriasis or hypochondria (sometimes referred to as health phobia or health anxiety) refers to excessive preoccupation or worry about having a serious illness. This debilitating condition is the result of an inaccurate perception of the body’s condition despite the absence of an actual medical condition.[1] 

*Accidents
No accidental launch

Quinlan ‘09 [Michael, Former Permanent Under-Sec. State – UK Ministry of Defense, “Thinking about Nuclear Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects”, p. 63-69]

Even if initial nuclear use did not quickly end the fighting, the supposition of inexorable momentum in a developing exchange, with each side rushing to overreaction amid confusion and uncertainty, is implausible. It fails to consider what the situation of the decisionmakers would really be. Neither side could want escalation. Both would be appalled at what was going on. Both would be desperately looking for signs that the other was ready to call a halt. Both, given the capacity for evasion or concealment which modem delivery platforms and vehicles can possess, could have in reserve significant forces invulnerable enough not to entail use-or-lose pressures. (It may be more open to question, as noted earlier, whether newer nuclearweapon possessors can be immediately in that position; but it is within reach of any substantial state with advanced technological capabilities, and attaining it is certain to be a high priority in the development of forces.) As a result, neither side can have any predisposition to suppose, in an ambiguous situation of fearful risk, that the right course when in doubt is to go on copiously launching weapons. And none of this analysis rests on any presumption of highly subtle or pre-concerted rationality. The rationality required is plain. The argument is reinforced if we consider the possible reasoning of an aggressor at a more dispassionate level. Any substantial nuclear armoury can inflict destruction outweighing any possible prize that aggression could hope to seize. A state attacking the possessor of such an armoury must therefore be doing so (once given that it cannot count upon destroying the armoury pre-emptively) on a judgement that the possessor would be found lacking in the will to use it. If the attacked possessor used nuclear weapons, whether first or in response to the aggressor's own first use, this judgement would begin to look dangerously precarious. There must be at least a substantial possibility of the aggressor leaders' concluding that their initial judgement had been mistaken—that the risks were after all greater than whatever prize they had been seeking, and that for their own country's , survival they must call off the aggression. Deterrence planning such as that of NATO was directed in the first place to preventing the initial misjudgement and in the second, if it were nevertheless made, to compelling such a reappraisal. The former aim had to have primacy, because it could not be taken for granted that the latter was certain to work. But there was no ground for assuming in advance, for all possible scenarios, that the chance of its working must be negligible. An aggressor state would itself be at huge risk if nuclear war developed, as its leaders would know. It may be argued that a policy which abandons hope of physically defeating the enemy and simply hopes to get him to desist is pure gamble, a matter of who blinks first; and that the political and moral nature of most likely aggressors, almost ex hypothesi, makes them the less likely to blink. One response to this is to ask what is the alternative—it can only be surrender. But a more positive and hopeful answer lies in the fact that the criticism is posed in a political vacuum. Real-life conflict would have a political context. The context which concerned NATO during the cold war, for example, was one of defending vital interests against a postlated aggressor whose own vital interests would not be engaged, or would be less engaged. Certainty is not possible, but a clear asymmetry of vital interest is a legitimate basis for expecting an asymmetry, credible to both sides, of resolve in conflict. That places upon statesmen, as page 23 has noted, the key task in deterrence of building up in advance a clear and shared grasp of where limits lie. That was plainly achieved in cold-war Europe. If vital interests have been defined in a way that is dear, and also clearly not overlapping or incompatible with those of the adversary, a credible basis has been laid for the likelihood of greater resolve in resistance. It was also sometimes suggested by critics that whatever might be indicated by theoretical discussion of political will and interests, the military environment of nuclear warfare—particularly difficulties of communication and control—would drive escalation with overwhelming probability to the limit. But it is obscure why matters should be regarded as inevitably .so for every possible level and setting of action. Even if the history of war suggested (as it scarcely does) that military decision-makers are mostly apt to work on the principle 'When in doubt, lash out', the nuclear revolution creates an utterly new situation. The pervasive reality, always plain to both sides during the cold war, is `If this goes on to the end, we are all ruined'. Given that inexorable escalation would mean catastrophe for both, it would be perverse to suppose them permanently incapable of framing arrangements which avoid it. As page 16 has noted, NATO gave its military commanders no widespread delegated authority, in peace or war, to launch nuclear weapons without specific political direction. Many types of weapon moreover had physical safeguards such as PALs incorporated to reinforce organizational ones. There were multiple communication and control systems for passing information, orders, and prohibitions. Such systems could not be totally guaranteed against disruption if at a fairly intense level of strategic exchange—which was only one of many possible levels of conflict— an adversary judged it to be in his interest to weaken political control. It was far from clear why he necessarily should so judge. Even then, however, it remained possible to operate on a general fail-safe presumption: no authorization, no use. That was the basis on which NATO operated. If it is feared that the arrangements which 1 a nuclear-weapon possessor has in place do not meet such standards in some respects, the logical course is to continue to improve them rather than to assume escalation to be certain and uncontrollable, with all the enormous inferences that would have to flow from such an assumption. The likelihood of escalation can never be 100 per cent, and never zero. Where between those two extremes it may lie can never be precisely calculable in advance; and even were it so calculable, it would not be uniquely fixed—it would stand to vary hugely with circumstances. That there should be any risk at all of escalation to widespread nuclear war must be deeply disturbing, and decision-makers would always have to weigh it most anxiously. But a pair of key truths about it need to be recognized. The first is that the risk of escalation to large-scale nuclear war is inescapably present in any significant armed conflict between nuclear-capable powers, whoever may have started the conflict and whoever may first have used any particular category of weapon. The initiator of the conflict will always have physically available to him options for applying more force if he meets effective resistance. If the risk of escalation, whatever its degree of probability, is to be regarded as absolutely unacceptable, the necessary inference is that a state attacked by a substantial nuclear power must forgo military resistance. It must surrender, even if it has a nuclear armoury of its own. But the companion truth is that, as page 47 has noted, the risk of escalation is an inescapable burden also upon the aggressor. The exploitation of that burden is the crucial route, if conflict does break out, for managing it, to a tolerable outcome--the only route, indeed, intermediate between surrender and holocaust, and so the necessary basis for deterrence beforehand. The working out of plans to exploit escalation risk most effectively in deterring potential aggression entails further and complex issues. It is for example plainly desirable, wherever geography, politics, and available resources so permit without triggering arms races, to make provisions and dispositions that are likely to place the onus of making the bigger, and more evidently dangerous steps in escalation upon the aggressor volib wishes to maintain his attack, rather than upon the defender. (The customary shorthand for this desirable posture used to be 'escalation dominance'.) These issues are not further discussed here. But addressing them needs to start from acknowledgement that there are in any event no certainties or absolutes available, no options guaranteed to be risk-free and cost-free. Deterrence is not possible without escalation risk; and its presence can point to no automatic policy conclusion save for those who espouse outright pacifism and accept its consequences. Accident and Miscalculation Ensuring the safety and security of nuclear weapons plainly needs to be taken most seriously. Detailed information is understandably not published, but such direct evidence as there is suggests that it always has been so taken in every possessor state, with the inevitable occasional failures to follow strict procedures dealt with rigorously. Critics have nevertheless from time to time argued that the possibility of accident involving nuclear weapons is so substantial that it must weigh heavily in the entire evaluation of whether war-prevention structures entailing their existence should be tolerated at all. Two sorts of scenario are usually in question. The first is that of a single grave event involving an unintended nuclear explosion—a technical disaster at a storage site, for example, Dr the accidental or unauthorized launch of a delivery system with a live nuclear warhead. The second is that of some event—perhaps such an explosion or launch, or some other mishap such as malfunction or misinterpretation of radar signals or computer systems—initiating a sequence of response and counter-response that culminated in a nuclear exchange which no one had truly intended. No event that is physically possible can be said to be of absolutely zero probability (just as at an opposite extreme it is absurd to claim, as has been heard from distinguished figures, that nuclear-weapon use can be guaranteed to happen within some finite future span despite not having happened for over sixty years). But human affairs cannot be managed to the standard of either zero or total probability. We have to assess levels between those theoretical limits and weigh their reality and implications against other factors, in security planning as in everyday life. There have certainly been, across the decades since 1945, many known accidents involving nuclear weapons, from transporters skidding off roads to bomber aircraft crashing with or accidentally dropping the weapons they carried (in past days when such carriage was a frequent feature of readiness arrangements----it no longer is). A few of these accidents may have released into the nearby environment highly toxic material. None however has entailed a nuclear detonation. Some commentators suggest that this reflects bizarrely good fortune amid such massive activity and deployment over so many years. A more rational deduction from the facts of this long experience would however be that the probability of any accident triggering a nuclear explosion is extremely low. It might be further noted that the mechanisms needed to set off such an explosion are technically demanding, and that in a large number of ways the past sixty years have seen extensive improvements in safety arrangements for both the design and the handling of weapons. It is undoubtedly possible to see respects in which, after the cold war, some of the factors bearing upon risk may be new or more adverse; but some are now plainly less so. The years which the world has come through entirely without accidental or unauthorized detonation have included early decades in which knowledge was sketchier, precautions were less developed, and weapon designs were less ultra-safe than they later became, as well as substantial periods in which weapon numbers were larger, deployments more widespread and diverse, movements more frequent, and several aspects of doctrine and readiness arrangements more tense. Similar considerations apply to the hypothesis of nuclear war being mistakenly triggered by false alarm. Critics again point to the fact, as it is understood, of numerous occasions when initial steps in alert sequences for US nuclear forces were embarked upon, or at least called for, by, indicators mistaken or misconstrued. In none of these instances, it is accepted, did matters get at all near to nuclear launch--extraordinary good fortune again, critics have suggested. But the rival and more logical inference from hundreds of events stretching over sixty years of experience presents itself once more: that the probability of initial misinterpretation leading far towards mistaken launch is remote. Precisely because any nuclear-weapon possessor recognizes the vast gravity of any launch, release sequences have many steps, and human decision is repeatedly interposed as well as capping the sequences. To convey that because a first step was prompted the world somehow came close to accidental nuclear war is wild hyperbole, rather like asserting, when a tennis champion has lost his opening service game, that he was nearly beaten in straight sets. History anyway scarcely offers any ready example of major war started by accident even before the nuclear revolution imposed an order-of-magnitude increase in caution.  It was occasionally conjectured that nuclear war might be triggered by the real but accidental or unauthorized launch of a strategic nuclear-weapon delivery system in the direction of a potential adversary. No such launch is known to have occurred in over sixty years. The probability of it is therefore very low. But even if it did happen, the further hypothesis of it initiating a general nuclear exchange is far-fetched. It fails to consider the real situation of decision-makers as pages 63-4 have brought out. The notion that cosmic holocaust might be mistakenly precipitated in this way belongs to science fiction. 

Accidental launch would land in the ocean
Walter B. Slocombe, J.D. Harvard Law, Former Under Secretary of Defense for Policy and Senior advisor for the Coalition Provisional Authority in Baghdad, 21-23 June 2009, “De-Alerting: Diagnoses, Prescriptions, and Side-Effects*” Discussion paper presented at the seminar on “Re-framing De-Alert: Decreasing the Operational Readiness of Nuclear Weapons Systems in the U.S.-Russia Context” in Yverdon, Switzerland http://www.ewi.info/system/files/Slocombe.pdf
Moreover, in recent years, both the US and Russia, as well as Britain and China, have modified their procedures so that even if a nuclear-armed missile were launched, it would go not to a “real” target in another country but – at least in the US case - to empty ocean. In addition to the basic advantage of insuring against a nuclear detonation in a populated area, the fact that a missile launched in error would be on flight path that diverged from a plausible attacking trajectory should be detectable by either the US or the Russian warning systems, reducing the possibility of the accident being perceived as a deliberate attack. 
Nuclear accidents wouldn’t escalate  

Waltz 95
Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 93-94

 “Love is like war,” the chaplain says in Bertolt Brecht’s Mother Courage, “it always finds a way.” For half a cen​tury, nuclear war has not found a way. The old saying, “accidents will happen,” is translated as Murphy’s Law holding that anything that can go wrong will go wrong. Enough has gone wrong, and Scott Sagan has recorded many of the nuclear accidents that have, or have nearly, taken place. Yet none of them has caused anybody to blow anybody else up. In a speech given to American scientists in 1960, C. P. Snow said this: “We know, with the certainty of statistical truth, that if enough of these weapons are made—by enough different states—some of them are going to blow up. Through accident, or folly, or madness—but the motives don’t matter. What does mat​ter is the nature of the statistical fact.” In 1960, statistical fact told Snow that within “at the most, ten years some of these bombs are going off.” Statistical fact now tells us that we are twenty-five years overdue. But the novelist and scientist overlooked the fact that there are no “statistical facts.”’ Half a century of nuclear peace has to be explained since divergence from historical experience is dramatic. Never in modern history, conventionally dated from 1648, have the great and major powers of the world en​joyed such a long period of peace. Scott Sagan empha​sizes the problems and the conditions that conduce to pessimism. I emphasize the likely solutions and the conditions that conduce to optimism, bearing in mind that nothing in this world is ever certain.  

*CBWs

1. US and global initiatives solve WMD threats now

Matishak 9-9-11 [Martin, Global Security Newswire, “Terrorist WMD Strike Remains a Threat 10 Years After 9/11, Experts Say,” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110909_9306.php]

President Obama identified countering WMD threats as a top national security goal shortly after taking office. Last year, the White House issued a National Security Strategy that dubbed nuclear weapons and other unconventional arms the "gravest danger to the American people and global security" (see GSN, May 27, 2010). Since the attacks that killed nearly 3,000 people a broad range of government efforts to ward off a WMD-linked catastrophe have kicked into high-gear, notably with the establishment of the Homeland Security Department in 2003. Washington has also stepped up efforts to identify the movement or use of a WMD agent through programs such as the installation of radiation detectors within the United States and abroad and deployment of pathogen monitors at more than 30 major U.S. cities. The White House last spring convened the first Global Nuclear Security Summit in Washington. Leaders and dignitaries form nearly 50 countries pledged at the event to secure their stocks of vulnerable nuclear material within four years and agreed to convene a follow-up meeting next year in South Korea. While an exact dollar figure is unknown, it is widely believed that the United States has spent at least tens of billions of dollars on WMD defense and response across a number of government agencies, including the Defense, Homeland Security, State and Energy departments. Homeland Security alone has awarded $36 billion to states to carry out counter-terrorism training and to purchase special response equipment, including decontamination suits, the radio show Marketplace reported this week. The department's national security efforts, including on WMD defense, remain a work in progress, according to a new Government Accountability Office audit (see GSN, Sept. 8). A significant unconventional attack has not occurred in the last decade for a variety of reasons besides beefed up domestic and international security efforts by Washington and its partners, experts argue. 

2. No risk of an attack - US monitoring solves terrorism

Matishak 9-9-11 [Martin, Global Security Newswire, “Terrorist WMD Strike Remains a Threat 10 Years After 9/11, Experts Say,” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20110909_9306.php]

"In a homeland security sense, vis-a-vis [Sept. 11] we're better off than we were in 2001," said former Assistant Homeland Security Secretary Randy Beardsworth. In particular, the United States has improved its screening capabilities at the nation's air- and seaports for individual or material threats, he said. Washington has also greatly enhanced its ability to track terrorists anywhere around the globe, a capacity highlighted through the May killing of terrorist leader Osama bin Laden by U.S. commandos, according to Beardsworth. Observers further believe that U.S. efforts to dismember the group have greatly diminished its ability, and that of other extremist organizations, to successfully accomplish an attack that incorporates an unconventional system (see related GSN story, today). 

3. Any US retaliation will be conventional:

SANGER and SHANKER 07
[DAVID E. THOM , 5/8/20 http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/08/washington/08nuke.html?_r=3&pagewanted=all&oref=slogin]
Among the subjects of the meeting last year was whether to issue a warning to all countries around the world that if a nuclear weapon was detonated on American soil and was traced back to any nation’s stockpiles, through nuclear forensics, the United States would hold that country “fully responsible” for the consequences of the explosion. The term “fully responsible” was left deliberately vague so that it would be unclear whether the United States would respond with a retaliatory nuclear attack, or, far more likely, a nonnuclear retaliation, whether military or diplomatic.

4. Terrorist won’t get make bioweapons – they lack the ability to – empirical evidence proves 

Zalman 2008
 (Amy, Ph.D. from New York University's Department of Middle Eastern Studies, July 23, “Bioterrorism Threat Disputed”, http://terrorism.about.com/b/2008/07/23/bioterror-threat-is-hotly-debated.htm) 

William R. Clark, the chair emeritus of immunology at the University of California, doesn't think that bioterrorism is a serious threat, right now. He just wrote a book on the politics of bioterrorism called Bracing for Armegeddon? In an interview with Matt Palmquist in May, Professor Clark explained how he really feels about reports of a bioterrorism threat:

The more I looked into it, I thought, "Jeez, what are these guys talking about?" What are the odds that a terrorist group, no matter how well financed, would be able to create a bioterror weapon? I began looking into what it takes to really make a successful bioterrorism agent, and I just became very skeptical of this whole thing. The (United States ) military gave up bioweapons 30 years ago. They're too undependable; they're too hard to use; they're too hard to make. Then I started checking around, and I found there's a whole literature out there of people who've been screaming for years that this whole bioterrorism thing is really overblown; it's not practical; it's never going to work. Aum Shinrikyo couldn't get it to work; those guys put millions and millions of dollars into it. So you think of a bunch of guys sitting in a cave in Afghanistan — they're sure as hell not going to do it. Is any government going to do it? No. So that made me very skeptical, and I went back to Oxford and said, "This whole thing's a crock.

*Competitiveness

Alt Causes to competitiveness loss – 

A. domestic education system sucks

Runningen and Brower 10. (Roger and Kate, Obama to Say Lag in College Grads Imperils U.S. Economic Competitiveness. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-08-09/obama-to-say-lag-in-college-grads-imperils-u-s-economic-competitiveness.html) 

President Barack Obama will say in a speech today that a lag in the number of college graduates imperils U.S. economic competitiveness and that his education programs will close the gap. In remarks at the University of Texas in Austin, Obama will highlight a report last month from the College Board that said the U.S., which once led the world in college degrees for people ages 25-34, now ranks 12th among 36 developed nations. “We’re flat-lined while other countries have passed us by,” Education Secretary Arne Duncan told reporters in a conference call yesterday to preview Obama’s remarks. “The country that out-educates us today will out-compete us tomorrow.” Obama has set a national goal that the U.S. should have the highest rate of college graduates in the world by 2020. Duncan said that means 60 percent of the population between the ages of 25-34, compared with 40 percent now. To reach the 2020 goal, the U.S. must graduate 10 million students with two- or four-year degrees, 8 million more than population increases would add, Duncan said. Obama will use the education theme today to reinforce a broader White House message for the congressional elections in November: “Whether we’re going to keep going forward and build on the progress we’ve made, or go back to the policies that got us into this mess,” Dan Pfeiffer, the White House director of communications, told reporters on the conference call. 

B. taxes, deficits, and social security

Carey 10. (W.P., Will the U.S. Stay Globally Competitive? It Depends. http://knowledge.wpcarey.asu.edu/article.cfm?articleid=1893
As with tax policies, Owens said that he is concerned about the negative effects of future fiscal policy actions (or lack thereof) on the ability of the U.S. to remain globally competitive. It was clearly necessary, he said, for the federal government to spend hundreds of billions of dollars on stimulus programs to keep the U.S. economy out of a depression. But over the long term, policymakers must align the government's expenditures with its income. "Deficits do matter," he said, and those that the U.S. has already run up will only get far worse. "Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, and the new health care program are largely unfunded entitlement programs that, coupled with the coming wave of retiring Baby Boomers, will push the deficit to untenable levels," Owens said. He called those programs "train wrecks" that will become increasingly difficult to fix. Owens said that with the exception of desperate-times measures like the most recent stimulus bills, the U.S. should not run deficits. And instead of pouring money into and racking up debt on unfunded entitlement programs, Owens said that the government should focus its efforts on investing in infrastructure. He called high-quality infrastructure the "backbone" of America's ability to compete in the global economy. Yet roads, bridges, dams, power lines, water treatment plants and telecommunications systems across the U.S. are in desperate need of repair. "In 10 years China will have better infrastructure than the U.S.," Owens said. It's another example of how the U.S. is falling behind while developing nations are moving rapidly forward.

C. Healthcare tanks US competitiveness in the long-term – plan can’t counteract this drain

Smith 3/18/10. Charles Hugh, Skyrocketing Health Care Costs Hamper U.S. Competitiveness. 
See full article from DailyFinance: http://www.dailyfinance.com/story/skyrocketing-health-care-costs-hamper-u-s-competitiveness/19405879/?icid=sphere_copyright
It's no secret that the U.S. outspends other countries on health care. Health insurance alone, including premiums and employee contributions, averaged $12,680 per family in 2008, according to the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, a respected health-care nonprofit. Overall, the U.S. spent 17.6% of its gross domestic product on health care in 2009, more than double the percentages spent by Japan, Britain, Spain, Italy or Australia. But health-care costs are far more than just a health issue; they're also an economic problem. The skyrocketing bill for health care, including both public and private expenses, is reducing America's competitiveness as a global producer of goods and services. Want proof? Take General Motors. Health-care costs added between $1,500 and $2,000 to the sticker price of every GM automobile, the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), noted in a recent report called "Healthcare Costs and U.S. Competitiveness." Even back in 2005, a GM vehicle's price tag included more health care than steel. Runaway Costs Accelerate The problem is only getting worse as all attempts to rein in runaway health-care costs have failed. Since 1999, employer contributions have soared 119% while employee contributions have jumped 117%, according to the Kaiser Family Foundation. As a share of the GDP, total U.S. spending also has more than doubled over the past 30 years, the Congressional Budget Office has reported. And the office expects the percentage of the GDP that America spends on health care will double again from 2009 by 2035, reaching a whopping 31 percent. We can't afford health care now, so how will we be able to afford it when it doubles? Clearly, health-care costs in the U.S. are on a fiscally unsustainable course, and just as clearly, the competitiveness of America's economy is at stake. Without reform that lowers the costs for U.S. employers and employees alike, U.S. competitiveness will continue to suffer. Considering the national health-care discussion in Congress, it doesn't appear that reform is on the way. Because while the Congressional debate over the national health-care plan focuses on reforming America's employer-based insurance system and adding a "public option" of Government-provided health insurance, these debates are akin to rearranging the deck chairs on the Titanic if our total health costs don't drop dramatically, and soon. No Relief in Sight. While supporters of the health-care bill claim it will eventually lead to costs savings, analysts have questioned these projections. The federal Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services found that the proposed legislation would do little to stem the rise in health-care expenditures, according to the CFR report. Critics such as Fred Barnes of the Weekly Standard claim that the highly complex plan "low-balls costs and exaggerates the means for paying for it." The bill purports to cut the $1.5 trillion Federal budget deficit by $118 billion, but actually will end up borrowing. hundreds of billions of dollars more, Barnes says. Regardless of whether the current proposal passes or not, many of the underlying strains on U.S. competitiveness will remain unchanged. As the CFR report observes, American businesses labor under a "triple tax" of health care costs. First, they pay for their employees' health insurance, which is skyrocketing in cost. Second, businesses indirectly subsidize Medicare and Medicaid, the federal health-insurance programs for poor and elderly Americans, via income taxes. Third, businesses also subsidize the cost of treating America's uninsured through higher insurance premiums. High Costs = Slow Growth. While some economists cited in the CFR report see health costs as only modest drags on international competitiveness, one of the few detailed studies on the topic reached a much more sobering conclusion. A June 2009 study published in the Health Services Research Journal found that U.S. industries with the highest levels of employer-paid healthcare – manufacturing, education and finance -- showed the slowest amounts of growth between 1987 and 2005 compared to industries with the lowest level of employer-paid insurance, when they were lined up against their competitors in Canada. What's more, the extra money being lavished on health care isn't even making Americans healthier than their global counterparts. Even though the U.K., Canada, France, Germany and Japan each spent less than two-thirds of what the U.S. spent on health care, the health of the U.S. workforce lags behind these other nations by 10%, according to a Business Roundtable study released last year. Brazil, China, and India spent just 15 cents for each U.S. dollar spent, yet the health of the U.S. workforce lags behind those three countries by 5%, according to the study. And the high health-care costs are indirectly affecting the economy as well. American workers say they are increasingly basing career decisions on their employers' insurance coverage and copay costs, the CFR report noted. This skewing of employee decisions could also hurt U.S. competitiveness as workers shun innovation-rich startups which have historically acted as engines of growth in the U.S. economy. From the point of view of the nation's GDP, which represents the entire output of our economy, it doesn't really matter if we pay for health care through taxes or employer-provided insurance. If we're paying twice as much as our international competitors for health care, and ending up less healthy despite that extraordinary expense, then we are at a competitive disadvantage.

US competitiveness in the long term is guaranteed – fertility, immigration, and exports prove

Brooks 4/7/10. (David, The International Herald Tribune. Relax. America's future is exceedingly bright. LexisNexis. 
Over the next 40 years, Kotkin argues, urban downtowns will continue their modest (and perpetually overhyped) revival, but the real action will be out in the compact, self-sufficient suburban villages. Many of these places will be in the sunbelt - the drive to move there remains strong - but Kotkin also points to surging low-cost hubs on the Plains, like Fargo, Dubuque, Iowa City, Sioux Falls, and Boise. The demographic growth is driven partly by fertility. The American fertility rate is 50 percent higher than Russia, Germany or Japan, and much higher than China. Americans born between 1968 and 1979 are more family-oriented than the boomers before them, and are having larger families. In addition, the United States remains a magnet for immigrants. Global attitudes about immigration are diverging, and America is among the best at assimilating them (while China is exceptionally poor). As a result, half the world's skilled immigrants come to the U.S. As Kotkin notes, between 1990 and 2005, immigrants started a quarter of the new venture-backed public companies. The United States already measures at the top or close to the top of nearly every global measure of economic competitiveness. A comprehensive 2008 Rand Corporation study found that the U.S. leads the world in scientific and technological development. The U.S. now accounts for a third of the world's research-and-development spending. Partly as a result, the average American worker is nearly 10 times more productive than the average Chinese worker, a gap that will close but not go away in our lifetimes. This produces a lot of dynamism. As Stephen J. Rose points out in his book "Rebound: Why America Will Emerge Stronger From the Financial Crisis," the number of Americans earning between $35,000 and $70,000 declined by 12 percent between 1980 and 2008. But that's largely because the number earning over $105,000 increased by 14 percent. Over the past 10 years, 60 percent of American adults made more than $100,000 in at least one or two of those years, and 40 percent had incomes that high for at least three. As the world gets richer, demand will rise for the sorts of products Americans are great at providing - emotional experiences. Educated Americans grow up in a culture of moral materialism; they have their sensibilities honed by complicated shows like "The Sopranos," "The Wire" and "Mad Men," and they go on to create companies like Apple, with identities coated in moral and psychological meaning, which affluent consumers crave.

*Cloud Computing

1. New Open Networking Foundation solves every internal link to cloud computing or bandwidth—this initiative was announced this week after 6 years of research to deploy it—any older evidence should be disregarded

Markoff, New York Times, 3/22/11

John, “Open Networking Foundation Pursues New Standards,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/22/technology/internet/22internet.html?src=busln

Acknowledging that so-called cloud computing will blur the distinctions between computers and networks, about two dozen big information technology companies plan to announce on Tuesday a new standards-setting group for computer networking. The group, to be called the Open Networking Foundation, hopes to help standardize a set of technologies pioneered at Stanford and the University of California, Berkeley, and meant to make small and large networks programmable in much the same way that individual computers are. The changes, if widely adopted, would have implications for global telecommunications networks and large corporate data centers, but also for small household networks. The benefits, proponents say, would be more flexible and secure networks that are less likely to suffer from congestion. Someday, they say, networks might even be less expensive to build and operate. The new approach could allow for setting up on-demand “express lanes” for voice and data traffic that is time-sensitive. Or it might let big telecommunications companies, like Verizon or AT&T, use software to combine several fiber optic backbones temporarily for particularly heavy information loads and then have them automatically separate when a data rush hour is over. For households, the new capabilities might let Internet service providers offer remote services like home security or energy control. The foundation’s organizers also say the new technologies will offer ways to improve computer security and could possibly enhance individual privacy within the e-commerce and social networking markets. Those markets are the fastest-growing uses for computing and network resources. While the new capabilities could be crucial to network engineers, for business users and consumers the changes might be no more noticeable than advances in plumbing, heating and air-conditioning. Everything might work better, but most users would probably not know — or care — why or how. The members of the Open Networking Foundation will include Broadcom, Brocade, Ciena, Cisco, Citrix, Dell, Deutsche Telekom, Ericsson, Facebook, Force10, Google, Hewlett-Packard, I.B.M., Juniper, Marvell, Microsoft, NEC, Netgear, NTT, Riverbed Technology, Verizon, VMWare and Yahoo. “This answers a question that the entire industry has had, and that is how do you provide owners and operators of large networks with the flexibility of control that they want in a standardized fashion,” said Nick McKeown, a professor of electrical engineering and computer science at Stanford, where his and colleagues’ work forms part of the technical underpinnings, called OpenFlow.

2. Start ups aren’t key to cloud computing—Oracle dominates the market newest profits show—their evidence is three years that is a lifetime in technology cycles

Bass, Bloomberg, 3/25/11
Dina, “Oracle Rises as Forecast, Results Top Estimates on Cloud Computing Demand,” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-03-25/oracle-rises-as-forecast-results-top-estimates-on-cloud-demand.html

Oracle Corp. (ORCL) rose in Nasdaq trading after forecasting fourth-quarter profit that topped analysts’ predictions, a sign of growing demand for database software as well as hardware added by the Sun Microsystems Inc. purchase. Profit excluding acquisition costs and some other expenses will be 69 cents to 73 cents this quarter, surpassing the 66- cent average estimate of analysts surveyed by Bloomberg, Oracle said on a conference call yesterday. Earnings on that basis were 54 cents a share in the period that ended Feb. 28, also exceeding analysts’ projections. Chief Executive Officer Larry Ellison is phasing out lower- margin products from Sun, acquired last year, to wring more profit from high-end hardware. A boom in demand for Oracle’s databases used in cloud computing -- the delivery of software and storage over the Internet -- also contributed to a 29 percent gain in new license sales, a predictor of revenue. “The future looks bright,” said Patrick Walravens, an analyst at JMP Securities in San Francisco, who rates Oracle “market outperform.” Ellison “has focused on making the Sun business smaller and much more profitable.”

*Cyber terror

No risk of a cyber attack- the US is far ahead of any hackers

Borchgrave ’09 [Arnaud de, editor at large of The Washington Times and of United Press International, February 19, “Silent Cyberwar” lexis]

The United States is keeping well ahead of potential adversaries in cyberspace. Last year, a U.S. military computer reached the astronomic processing power of more than 1 quadrillion calculations per second. That's 1,000 trillion. To count to 1 quadrillion at the rate of $1 per second would take 32 million years. And if 6 billion people used calculators 24 hours a day, seven days a week, it would take them 46 years to do what Roadrunner covers in a day. Built by IBM for the U.S. Energy Department's Los Alamos National Laboratory, the $133 million "Roadrunner" can test the very first fraction of a second in a nuclear explosion, as well as extrapolate climate change scores of years ahead.

 (--) Zero risk of cyber-terrorism:  literally never occurred:
Garry Boulard, 2003 (http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Cyber+terrorism:+no+longer+fiction%3B+the+threat+of+cyber+terrorism...-a0101449564)

NO SUCH THING   Similarly, Washington Monthly magazine explored the sometimes alarmist talk about the advent of cyber terrorism, and noted, "There is no such thing as cyber terrorism--no instance of anyone ever having been killed by a terrorist or anyone else using a computer." 

Cyber Terror is not a major threat, backup’s and security is in place

Bronk, Medlock, and Wallach, 9 (Chris, Ken, and Dan, May 3, The Houston Chronicle, INFRASTRUCTURE Is U.S. vulnerable to a cyber attack? THE GRID: Few facts available in talk of cyber attacks much rhetoric, fewer facts in debate over likelihood of penetration of America's grid, Section:B, Pg. 10, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docv iew.do docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T6876348738&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey= 29_T6876348741&cisb=22_T6876348740&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=8380&docNo=7)

For at least a decade, rumors have swirled around major electricity outages in the United States that malicious computer hackers, possibly based overseas, are responsible for turning out the lights. Recent news reports allege, "Cyberspies have penetrated the U.S. electrical grid and left behind software programs that could be used to disrupt the system." Invariably such charges are attributed to a usual set of suspects, chiefly Russia and the People's Republic of China, and largely hinge upon the contribution of an anonymous source working somewhere inside the U.S. intelligence community. From those who coined the term "Electronic Pearl Harbor" we are informed of a falling sky in cyberspace, which will destroy the financial system, cripple air traffic control and crash out the energy grid. Disappointingly, this debate is largely informed by rumors, anonymous sources or wild conjecture without much basis in verifiable fact. So has the power grid been hacked and can criminal elements, terrorists or agents of the People's Liberation Army bring it down? Possibly. But we are aware of but a handful of cyber attacks responsible for disabling a computerized critical infrastructure management system. On this topic we are trending through a precious few data points. One particular case is interesting. In April 2000, Vitek Boden, a computer programmer, compromised the computer software managing the wastewater control system in the Australian resort town of Maroochy Shire, releasing millions of liters of raw sewage onto parks, rivers and the grounds of the Hyatt Regency. "Marine life died, the creek water turned black and the stench was unbearable for residents," observed Australia's environmental agency. Boden knew what he was doing, but likely because he worked for the company that had designed and installed the system. And he was disgruntled. Maroochy Shire had rejected his application to work for the municipality. Boden was arrested and jailed. Sewage spills aside, and with the Internet virus of the moment, conficker, still an issue, it is worth thinking about the computers that manage our critical infrastructure, including the energy grid. Electrical power systems (and, for that matter, oil refineries) are often controlled with SCADA (Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition) gear, and SCADA was never designed with security in mind. Despite this, some SCADA systems are apparently reachable from the Internet. Others are simply reachable if you're within radio range. After 9/11, this issue became a topic of conversation. There are plenty of people working on the problem. Meanwhile, the problem persists in fielded equipment. The reality of our electric power system is that, in point of fact, it is vulnerable to outages in a multitude of ways. Some of these are not even the result of malevolent acts, such as improperly maintained trees near power lines. In fact, some of these vulnerabilities could likely be much more debilitating than the threat presented by cyber terrorism or cyber espionage. In a matter of hours an individual could easily disable power flows to large numbers of consumers by causing physical damage to vital transmission links, power relay stations or generation facilities. Moreover, such damage could take extended periods to repair. A cyber attack, on the other hand, would likely be reparable in a relatively short period of time, unless the attack damaged physical hardware. The point being that there are personnel at power stations that monitor critical systems and there are personnel at independent system operators that monitor load flow patterns. Thus, any problem would in practice be identified very quickly and a remedy would be forthcoming. As nice as it might be to imagine we live in a world where vital systems are completely automated, they are not. In addition, most of our nation's critical services, such as hospitals, are served with their own sources of back-up generation. As we in Houston observed in the wake of Hurricane Ike, hospitals, police and even large data centers remain powered and in operation during blackouts or times of large scale power outages. Most of us need not worry about losing hospital and emergency services as long as those back- up systems remain fueled and operable. Even our industrial facilities would be able to continue to operate in many cases as cogeneration capabilities allow them to generate, and even dispatch, their own power. The key point in this is that our power grid is incredibly flexible precisely because it is designed to overcome many problems in the interest of reliability. A more pressing worry we should have is the age of our transmission network, and the serious investments that are needed for upgrades. Finally, statements indicating a wave of cyber attacks on the nation's power systems would be forthcoming if we were to "go to war" are simply fearful rhetoric
The Impacts of Cyber Terrorism are Exaggerated

 Morozov 09 (Evgeny, July/August, “The exaggerated fears over digital warfare”, http://bostonreview.net/BR34.4/morozov.)
The age of cyber-warfare has arrived. That, at any rate, is the message we are now hearing from a broad range of journalists, policy analysts, and government officials. Introducing a comprehensive White House report on cyber-security released at the end of May, President Obama called cyber-security “one of the most serious economic and national security challenges we face as a nation.” His words echo a flurry of gloomy think-tank reports. The Defense Science Board, a federal advisory group, recently warned that “cyber-warfare is here to stay,” and that it will “encompass not only military attacks but also civilian commercial systems.” And “Securing Cyberspace for the 44th President,” prepared by the Center for Strategic and International Studies, suggests that cyber-security is as great a concern as “weapons of mass destruction or global jihad.” Unfortunately, these reports are usually richer in vivid metaphor—with fears of “digital Pearl Harbors” and “cyber-Katrinas”—than in factual foundation. Consider a frequently quoted CIA claim about using the Internet to cause widespread power outages. It derives from a public presentation by a senior CIA cyber-security analyst in early 2008. Here is what he said: We have information, from multiple regions outside the United States, of cyber-intrusions into utilities, followed by extortion demands. We suspect, but cannot confirm, that some of these attackers had the benefit of inside knowledge. We have information that cyber-attacks have been used to disrupt power equipment in several regions outside the United States. In at least one case, the disruption caused a power outage affecting multiple cities. We do not know who executed these attacks or why, but all involved intrusions through the Internet. So “there is information” that cyber-attacks “ have been used.” When? Why? By whom? And have the attacks caused any power outages? The CIA may have some classified information, but very little that is unclassified suggests that such cyber-intrusions have occurred. Or consider an April 2009 Wall Street Journal article entitled “Electricity Grid in U.S. Penetrated By Spies.” The article quotes no attributable sources for its starkest claims about cyber-spying, names no utility companies as victims of intrusions, and mentions just one real cyber-attack, which occurred in Australia in 2000 and was conducted by a disgruntled employee rather than an external hacker. It is alarming that so many people have accepted the White House’s assertions about cyber-security as a key national security problem without demanding further evidence. Have we learned nothing from the WMD debacle? The administration’s claims could lead to policies with serious, long-term, troubling consequences for network openness and personal privacy. Cyber-security fears have had, it should be said, one unambiguous effect: they have fueled a growing cyber-security market, which, according to some projections, will grow twice as fast as the rest of the IT industry. Boeing, Raytheon, and Lockheed Martin, among others, have formed new business units to tap increased spending to protect U.S. government computers from cyber-attacks. Moreover, many former government officials have made smooth transitions from national cyber-security policy to the lucrative worlds of consulting and punditry. Speaking at a recent conference in Washington, D.C., Amit Yoran—a former cyber-security czar in the Bush administration and currently the C.E.O. of NetWitness, a cyber-security start-up—has called hacking a national security threat, adding that “cyber-9/11 has happened over the last ten years, but it’s happened slowly, so we don’t see it.” One way for the government to protect itself from this cyber-9/11 may be to purchase NetWitness’s numerous software applications, aimed at addressing both “state and non-state sponsored cyber threats.” From a national security perspective, cyber-attacks matter in two ways. First, because the back-end infrastructure underlying our economy (national and global) is now digitized, it is subject to new risks. Fifty years ago it would have been hard—perhaps impossible, short of nuclear attack—to destroy a significant chunk of the U.S. economy in a matter of seconds; today all it takes is figuring out a way to briefly disable the computer systems that run Visa, MasterCard, and American Express. Fortunately, such massive disruption is unlikely to happen anytime soon. Of course there is already plenty of petty cyber-crime, some of it involving stolen credit card numbers. Much of it, however, is due to low cyber-security awareness by end-users (you and me), rather than banks or credit card companies. Second, a great deal of internal government communication flows across computer networks, and hostile and not-so-hostile parties are understandably interested in what is being said. Moreover, data that are just sitting on one’s computer are fair game, too, as long as the computer has a network connection or a USB port. Despite the “cyber” prefix, however, the basic risks are strikingly similar to those of the analog age. Espionage has been around for centuries, and there is very little we can do to protect ourselves beyond using stronger encryption techniques and exercising more caution in our choices of passwords and Wi-Fi connections. To be sure, there is a war-related caveat here: if the military relies on its own email system or other internal electronic communications, it is essential to preserve this capability in wartime. Once more, however, the concern is not entirely novel; when radio was the primary means of communication, radio-jamming was also a serious military concern; worries about radio go back as far as the Russo-Japanese War of 1904.

No Impact - Cyber attacks would be limited in scale

 Morozov 09 (Evgeny, July/August, “The exaggerated fears over digital warfare”, http://bostonreview.net/BR34.4/morozov)

Although there is a continuous spectrum of attacks, running from classified memos to nuclear buttons, we have seen no evidence that access to the latter is very likely or even possible. Vigilance is vital, but exaggeration and blind acceptance of speculative assertions are not. So why is there so much concern about “cyber-terrorism”? Answering a question with a question: who frames the debate? Much of the data are gathered by ultra-secretive government agencies—which need to justify their own existence—and cyber-security companies—which derive commercial benefits from popular anxiety. Journalists do not help. Gloomy scenarios and speculations about cyber-Armaggedon draw attention, even if they are relatively short on facts. Politicians, too, deserve some blame, as they are usually quick to draw parallels between cyber-terrorism and conventional terrorism—often for geopolitical convenience—while glossing over the vast differences that make military metaphors inappropriate. In particular, cyber-terrorism is anonymous, decentralized, and even more detached than ordinary terrorism from physical locations. Cyber-terrorists do not need to hide in caves or failed states; “cyber-squads” typically reside in multiple geographic locations, which tend to be urban and well-connected to the global communications grid. Some might still argue that state sponsorship (or mere toleration) of cyber-terrorism could be treated as casus belli, but we are yet to see a significant instance of cyber-terrorists colluding with governments. All of this makes talk of large-scale retaliation impractical, if not irresponsible, but also understandable if one is trying to attract attention. Much of the cyber-security problem, then, seems to be exaggerated: the economy is not about to be brought down, data and networks can be secured, and terrorists do not have the upper hand. But what about genuine cyber-warfare? The cyber-attacks on Estonia in April-May 2007 (triggered by squabbling between Tallinn and Moscow over the relocation of a Soviet-era monument) and the cyber-dimension of the August 2008 war between Russia and Georgia have reignited older debates about how cyber-attacks could be used by and against governments.
*Democracy
Democratic peace theory is a farce

Layne ’07 [Christopher, Professor @ TX A&M, American Empire: A Debate, pg. 94]
﻿
Wilsonian ideology drives the American Empire because its proponents posit that the United States must use its military power to extend democracy abroad. Here, the ideology of Empire rests on assumptions that are not supported by the facts. One reason the architects of Empire champion democracy promotion is because they believe in the so-called democratic peace theory, which holds that democratic states do not fight other democracies. Or as President George W. Bush put it with his customary eloquence, "democracies don't war; democracies are peaceful."136 The democratic peace theory is the probably the most overhyped and undersupported "theory" ever to be concocted by American academics. In fact, it is not a theory at all. Rather it is a theology that suits the conceits of Wilsonian true believers-especially the neoconservatives who have been advocating American Empire since the early 1990s. As serious scholars have shown, however, the historical record does not support the democratic peace theory.131 On the contrary, it shows that democracies do not act differently toward other democracies than they do toward nondemocratic states. When important national interests are at stake, democracies not only have threatened to use force against other democracies, but, in fact, democracies have gone to war with other democracies.
Global Democracy Impossible

Dixon 10 [Dr. Patrick Dixon, PhD Foreign Policy, “The Truth About the War With Iraq”, http://www.globalchange.com/iraqwar.htm]
And so we find an interesting fact: those who live in democratic nations, who uphold democracy as the only honourable form of government, are not really true democrats after all. They have little or no interest in global democracy, in a nation of nations, in seeking the common good of the whole of humanity.

And it is this single fact, more than any other, this inequality of wealth and privilege in our shrinking global village, that will make it more likely that our future is dominate by terror groups, freedom fighters, justice-seekers, hell-raisers, protestors and violent agitators.

Democracy doesn't prevent wars—history and theory prove

Schwartz and Skinner '01 Thomas and Kiron K (Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, associate professor of history and political science at Carnegie Mellon University); December 22, 2001; “The Myth of Democratic Peace”; JAI Press; ORBIS


Here we show that neither the historical record nor the theoretical arguments advanced for the purpose provide any support for democratic pacifism. It does not matter how high or low one sets the bar of democracy. Set it high enough to avoid major exceptions and you find few, if any, democracies until the Cold War era. Then there were no wars between them, of course. But that fact is better explained by NATO and bipolarity than by any shared form of government. Worse, the peace among the high-bar democracies of that era was part of a larger pacific pattern: peace among all nations of the First and Second Worlds. As for theoretical arguments, those we have seen rest on implausible premises. Why, then, is the belief that democracies are mutually pacific so widespread and fervent? The explanation rests on an old American tendency to slip and slide unawares between two uses of the word "democracy": as an objective description of regimes, and as a term of praise--a label to distinguish friend from foe. Because a democracy (term of praise) can do no wrong--or so the thinking seems to run--at least one side in any war cannot be a democracy (regime description). There lies the source of much potential mischief in foreign policy. The Historical Problem Democratic pacifism combines an empirical generalization with a causal attribution: democracies do not fight each other, and that is because they are democracies. Proponents often present the former as a plain fact. Yet regimes that were comparatively democratic for their times and regions have fought each other comparatively often--bearing in mind, for the purpose of comparison, that most states do not fight most states most of the time. The wars below are either counter-examples to democratic pacifism or borderline cases. Each is listed with the year it started and those combatants that have some claim to the democratic label. American Revolutionary War, 1775 (Great Britain vs. U.S.)  Wars of French Revolution (democratic period), esp. 1793, 1795 (France vs. Great Britain)  Quasi War, 1798 (U.S. vs. France)  War of 1812 (U.S. vs. Great Britain)  Texas War of Independence, 1835 (Texas vs. Mexico)  Mexican War, 1846 (U.S. vs. Mexico)  Roman Republic vs. France, 1849  American Civil War, 1861 (Northern Union vs. Southern Confederacy)  Ecuador-Columbia War, 1863  Franco-Prussian War, 1870  War of the Pacific, 1879 (Chile vs. Peru and Bolivia)  Indian Wars, much of nineteenth century (U.S. vs. various Indian  nations)  Spanish-American War, 1898  Boer War, 1899 (Great Britain vs. Transvaal and Orange Free State)  World War I, 1914 (Germany vs. Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and U.S.)  Chaco War, 1932 (Chile vs. Argentina)  Ecuador-Peru, 1941  Palestine War, 1948 (Israel vs. Lebanon)  Dominican Invasion, 1967 (U.S. vs. Dominican Republic)  Cyprus Invasion, 1974 (Turkey vs. Cyprus)  Ecuador-Peru, 1981  Nagorno-Karabakh, 1989 (Armenia vs. Azerbaijan)  Yugoslav Wars, 1991 (Serbia and Bosnian-Serb Republic vs. Croatia and Bosnia; sometimes Croatia vs. Bosnia)  Georgia-Ossetia, 1991 (Georgia vs. South Ossetia)  Georgia-Abkhazia, 1992 (Georgia vs. Abkhazia and allegedly Russia)  Moldova-Dnestr Republic, 1992 (Moldova vs. Dnestr Republic and  allegedly Russia)  Chechen War of Independence, 1994 (Russia vs. Chechnya) Ecuador-Peru, 1995  NATO-Yugoslavia, 1999  India-Pakistan, 1999

Democracies start more wars

Henderson 2
Errol Henderson 2, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, 2002, Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 146

Are Democracies More Peaceful than Nondemocracies with Respect to Interstate Wars? The results indicate that democracies are more war-prone than non-democracies (whether democracy is coded dichotomously or continu​ously) and that democracies are more likely to initiate interstate wars. The findings are obtained from analyses that control for a host of political, economic, and cultural factors that have been implicated in the onset of interstate war, and focus explicitly on state level factors instead of simply inferring state level processes from dyadic level observations as was done in earlier studies (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997). The results imply that democratic enlargement is more likely to increase the probability of war for states since democracies are more likely to become involved in—and to ini​tiate—interstate wars.

Transitions to democracy lead to war

Manfield and Snyder 2
Edward D. Mansfield, Hum Rosen Professor of Political Science and Co-Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics at the University of Pennsylvania, and Jack Snyder, Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of International Relations at Columbia University, Spring 2002, International Organization

In previous research, we reported that states undergoing democratic transitions were substantially more likely to participate in external wars than were states whose regimes remained unchanged or changed in an autocratic direction. 6 We argued that elites in newly democratizing states often use nationalist appeals to attract mass support without submitting to full democratic accountability and that the institutional weakness of transitional states creates the opportunity for such war-causing strategies to succeed. However, these earlier studies did not fully address the circumstances under which transitions are most likely to precipitate war, and they did not take into account various important causes of war. Equally, some critics worried that the time periods over which we measured the effects of democratization were sometimes so long that events occurring at the beginning of a period would be unlikely to influence foreign policy at its end. 7 Employing a more refined research design than in our prior work, we aim here to identify more precisely the conditions under which democratization stimulates hostilities. We find that the heightened danger of war grows primarily out of the transition from an autocratic regime to one that is partly democratic. The specter of war during this phase of democratization looms especially large when governmental institutions, including those regulating political participation, are especially weak. Under these conditions, elites commonly employ nationalist rhetoric to mobilize mass support but then become drawn into the belligerent foreign policies unleashed by this process. We find, in contrast, that transitions that quickly culminate in a fully coherent democracy are much less perilous. 8 Further, our results refute the view that transitional democracies are simply inviting targets of attack because of their temporary weakness. In fact, they tend to be the initiators of war. We also refute the view that any regime change is likely to precipitate the outbreak of war. We find that transitions toward democracy are significantly more likely to generate hostilities than transitions toward autocracy.

*Economy

The economy is resilient – GDP, employment, personal income, and inflation prove. Prefer our evidence, it assumes skeptics that don’t put the economy into perspective.

Hamilton, CEO, Sageworks Inc., 9 (Brian, January, Texas Society of Certified Public Accountants, “The United States Will be Just Fine”, http://www.tscpa.org/Currents/EconomyCommentary.asp)
There is probably something in humans and in every generation that makes us think that the problems we face are uniquely difficult. Much has been written about the economy and, if you accept certain assumptions from what you read, you might think that we are in the midst of a global depression. Yet, it is important to put the current economy in perspective. We might even try reviewing and analyzing some objective data.  Last quarter, GDP fell at a rate of 0.5%, which means that the total value of goods and services produced in the U.S. fell by a half of one percentage point last quarter over the previous quarter. (1) For the first two quarters of this year, GDP grew by 0.9% and 2.8%, indicating that economic growth is relatively flat this year, but that it is not falling off a cliff. This isn’t the first time GDP has fallen and it won’t be the last. A decrease in GDP after almost 6 years of increases is not positive, but almost predictable. No economy grows indefinitely and consistently; there are always temporary lapses. In fact, if you consider the media coverage of the economy over the past year and the consequent way people have been scared, it is remarkable that anyone is buying anything.  Some would say that we cannot only look at GDP, so let’s look at other factors. Interest rates remain at historically low levels. (2) This means that if you want to borrow money, you can borrow money inexpensively as a bus iness or as a person. Loan volume in the country, according to the FDIC and contrary to what you read about the credit crisis, actually increased last quarter compared to the same quarter last year. (3) Someone is getting loans and they are not paying excessive interest rates for them.  How about employment?  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, unemployment sits at 6.7%. At this time last year, unemployment was 4.7%. The decrease in employment is not favorable, but historically an unemployment rate of 6.7% is not close to devastating. The 50-year historical rate of unemployment is 5.97%. (4) Most economists agree that the natural rate of unemployment, which is the lowest rate due to the fact that people change jobs or are between jobs, is around 4%. So, today we sit at 2.7% above that rate. Once again, the very recent trend is not good but it is certainly not horrifying. I have noticed many recent media references to the Great Depression (the period of time between late 1929 and around 1938 or so, depending upon the definitions used and personal inclinations). It might be illuminating to note that by 1933, during the height of the Depression, the unemployment rate was 24.9%. During that same time period, GDP was falling dramatically, which created a devastating impact on the country. Americans have good hearts and empathize (as they should) with those who are unemployed, yet it would be easy to go too far in our assumptions on how the working population is currently affected in aggregate. If 6% of the people are unemployed, approximately 94% of the people are working. We should always shoot for full employment, but why would we view our efforts as poor when we don’t quite make that mark? A good student might try to get straight A’s, but getting an occasional “B” or “C” won’t end the world.  Look at personal income today  Personal income is income received by individuals from all sources, including employers and the government. Personal income rose last quarter compared to a year ago according to the Bureau of Economic Analysis. Compared to five years ago, personal income has risen by 32.1% . Even considering that inflation was 18.13% over this period, people are generally making more money than they used to. This is another one of those statistics that can easily get bent to fit a story. You often hear things like “personal income fell last month by 23%”, but writers tend to leave larger and more important statistics out. In this case, wouldn’t you be more interested in trends over a quarter or a year? using isolated statistics to fit your view is something that has become accepted and rarely challenged.  Next, there is inflation  The inflation rate measures the strength of the dollar you hold today as compared to a year ago. The inflation rate is currently 3.66%. Over the past 50 years, the inflation rate has averaged about 4.2% . Inflation remains well within control. Yet, would you be surprised to read a story next month citing an X% jump in inflation over the last day, month? I wouldn’t be. (Ironically, the one thing about the economy that is alarming from a historical standpoint is our national debt, which gets some but not enough media coverage. We now owe $10.6 trillion and have become a debtor nation over the past several decades. We now depend on the goodwill and investments of outside countries, while we continue to spend more than we make).  Now, the skeptics reading this will undoudebtly point to other (I believe, far lesser) statistics that validate their gloomy view of the economy and the direction of the country. I ask the reader: if people are employed, are making good wages, can borrow inexpensively, hold a dollar that is worth largely what it was worth a year or five years ago, and live in a country where the value of goods and services is rising, tell me exactly where the crisis is? There is no doubt that the economy has slowed, but slowness does not equal death. It is true that the financial markets are a mess (and the depreciation of the value of equities is both scary and bad), but analysts typically go too far in ascribing the fall of the financial markets with the fall of a whole economy. The markets are an important component of the economy, but the markets are not the totality of the economy. No one can say whether conditions will worsen in the future.  However, we have learned that the United States economy has been tremendously resilient over the past 200 years and will probably remain so, as long as the structural philosophies that it has been built upon are left intact. Americans are hard-working and innovative people and the country will be just fine.

Economic decline doesn’t cause war-09 Crisis proves
Barnett 9—senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC (Thomas, The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis, 25 August 2009, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx)
When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: *No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); *The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); *Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); *No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); *A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and *No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.
*EMP

Their impact is science fiction- no real threat of EMPs, and the impact would be containable

Weinberger 2-17 [Sharon, Foreign Policy writer, “The Boogeyman Bomb” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/17/the_boogeyman_bomb?page=0,0]

If the primary threat is from a crudely constructed EMP weapon launched from a Scud-type missile, that sort of weapon wouldn't have nearly the capabilities needed to take out U.S. infrastructure, he argues. Butt estimates that such a device, with a one-kiloton yield, would have to be launched much lower in the atmosphere, and thus would have more localized effects. "Serious long-lasting consequences of a one-kiloton EMP strike would likely be limited to a state-sized region of the country," he writes. True, an EMP that affected even a single state would be, no doubt, traumatic and disruptive, but it would also be recoverable, and more importantly, fall far short of a "continental-scale time machine." In the end, advocates for EMP preparation could end up being their own worst enemy. The unlikely scenarios they peddle lend themselves to caricature. And though there are certainly some intellectual heavyweights among those who have warned about the effects of EMP -- like Johnny Foster, the former head of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory -- critics have derided EMP defense supporters for relying on the likes of science fiction writer William R. Forstchen to help bolster their case. By talking about "time machines" and turning the EMP bomb into something that goes bump in the night, those advocating for better defenses risk pushing the issue further into the margins of science fiction.

No EMP threat- not even the most well-equipped rogues can make them

Butt 2-1 [Yousef, writer for The Space Review, “The EMP threat: fact, fiction, and response (part 2)” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1553/1]

What appears to be of particular concern to the EMP commission is the scepter of terrorist groups or so-called “rogue” nations carrying out such an attack. As outlined by Dr. Pry, one of the commissioners, before a 2005 Senate Subcommittee on Terrorism, Technology and Homeland Security, “[a] nuclear missile concealed in the hold of a freighter would give Iran, or terrorists, the capability to perform an EMP attack against the United States homeland, without developing an ICBM, and with some prospect of remaining anonymous. Iran’s Shahab-3 medium-range missile… is a mobile missile, and small enough to be transported in the hold of a freighter.” However, as mentioned above, such missiles have a payload capacity of approximately 1,000 kilograms corresponding to a crude U-based warhead of ~1 kiloton yield [22]—if, and when, the Iranians eventually develop nuclear weapons. Even the North Koreans, who are much further along in their weapons program, have had great difficulty reaching even a ~5 kiloton yield from their Pu-based devices in carefully orchestrated ground-tests, and their 2009 test was likely a fizzle. Thus, it is not at all a simple matter, even for countries with considerable resources and focused decades-long effort, to build such weapons, let alone pair them to reliable delivery systems. As carefully argued by John Mueller in his new book, Atomic Obsession, it is virtually impossible for a terrorist cell to obtain the raw materials needed for a nuclear device and assemble it correctly themselves [Ref 22, p. 172–198]. Even a “crude” U-type device is not all that “crude” and requires the concerted effort of skilled scientists and engineers. Any weapon produced by a terrorist cell would likely be a one of a kind and would have to remain untested. For a terrorist group to then mate this weapon to a ballistic missile and successfully carry out an EMP strike beggars belief. As John Pike, director of GlobalSecurity.org has said, “It is just very difficult to imagine how terrorists are going to be able to lay hands on a nuclear-tipped missile, and launch it and reprogram it in such a way that it would be a high-altitude burst like that.”

And, any EMP attack won’t be big enough to matter

Butt 2-1 [Yousef, writer for The Space Review, “The EMP threat: fact, fiction, and response (part 2)” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1553/1]

If a terrorist cell miraculously built such a weapon, they are likely to explode their “crown jewel” in a simple spectacular ground-burst that will destroy a large part of a city, and not risk the complications—and likely failure—of a lofted EMP strike that will, if all goes according to their plan, cause casualties via unpredictable secondary effects upon a limited part of some of the nation’s infrastructure. The risk versus reward calculation for both terrorists cells and so-called “rogue” states would almost certainly force their hand to a spectacular and direct ground burst in preference to a unreliable and uncertain EMP strike. A weapon of mass destruction is preferable to a weapon of mass disruption.

No one will launch an EMP- it’s too risky

Butt 2-1 [Yousef, writer for The Space Review, “The EMP threat: fact, fiction, and response (part 2)” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1553/1]

A state would be highly unlikely to launch an EMP strike from their own territory because the rocket could be traced to the country of origin and would probably result in nuclear or massive conventional retaliation by the US. The EMP commission also considers adversarial nations carrying out a shipborne EMP attack that would be less traceable. However, even so, there would some small risk of trace-back that would give the leadership in such nations pause. While nuclear forensics are not well enough developed to assuredly ascribe the origin of a nuclear explosion, even their current state of development would, in some measure, dissuade the leaders of a nation from seriously contemplating such an attack. Furthermore, the US certainly has data, via its DSP satellites, on the infrared (IR) signatures of the rocket exhausts from the missiles of various countries. Though these signatures are probably virtually identical for the Scud/Shahab/No-dong family of missiles, the nations which may entertain such attacks do not necessarily know whether, e.g., the DSP data can discriminate between a NK Nodong versus an Iranian Shahabs, perhaps due to differences in fuel and/or subtle design idiosyncrasies. This is data only the US has, and it has an inherent deterrent value to nations thinking about launching an EMP strike via a ship-launched ballistic missile. This is almost certainly the case if, say, Iran were to use its solid rocket motor technology to launch such a strike—if and when Iran obtains nuclear weapons, of course. In such a case, the burn time-profile and solid-motor IR signatures could probably be used to tie the missile to a nation. Furthermore, the leaders of a nation contemplating such an attack would have to carefully consider what would happen in case the warhead was not delivered properly. If it fell short and/or did not explode, it may be possible for US engineers and scientists to ascribe a national origin given the forensic material. For the leadership of any nation to chance such an attack they must be almost suicidally optimistic: they would have to presume that everything would go perfectly. Even so, it may still be possible to identify the country of origin, which would invite massive US retribution.

*Disease
No chance viruses will kill us all – too many die out AND medical tech solves
Posner in ‘5  Judge 7th Circuit Court of Appeals (Richard, , Skeptic, “Catastrophe”, 11:3, Proquest)

Another great twentieth-century pandemic, AIDS, which has already killed more than 20 million people,4 illustrates the importance to the spread of a disease of the length of the infectious incubation period. The longer a person is infected and infectious-yet either asymptomatic or insufficiently ill to be isolated from the healthy population-the farther the disease will spread before effective measures, such as quarantining, are taken. What has proved to be especially pernicious about AIDS is that its existence was not discovered until millions of people had been infected by and were transmitting the AIDS virus (HTV), which has an average infectious incubation period of 10 years. Given the length of that period, the only thing that may have prevented AIDS from wiping out the human race is that it is not highly infectious, as it would be if HIV were airborne rather than being transmissible only by being introduced into a victim's bloodstream. Even by unsafe sex it is "generally poorly transmitted. For example, the probability of transmission from a single anal receptive sexual contact with an infected partner is estimated at 1 in 100 to 1 in 500."5 However, the length of HIVs infectious incubation period and the difficulty of transmission may be related; for, given that difficulty, were the virus unable to "hide" from its host's immune system for a considerable time, it would be detected and destroyed before it had a chance to replicate itself in another host.6  AIDS illustrates the further point that despite the progress made by modern medicine in the diagnosis and treatment of diseases, developing a vaccine or cure for a new (or newly recognized or newly virulent) disease may be difficult, protracted, even impossible. Progress has been made in treating ATDS, but neither a cure nor a vaccine has yet been developed. And because the virus's mutation rate is high, the treatments may not work in the long run.7 Rapidly mutating viruses are difficult to vaccinate against, which is why there is no vaccine for the common cold and why flu vaccines provide only limited protection.8 Paradoxically, a treatment that is neither cure nor vaccine, but merely reduces the severity of a disease, may accelerate its spread by reducing the benefit from avoiding becoming infected. This is an important consideration with respect to AIDS, which is spread mainly by voluntary intimate contact with infected people.   Yet the fact that Homo sapiens has managed to survive every disease to assail it in the 200,000 years or so of its existence is a source of genuine comfort, at least if the focus is on extinction events. There have been enormously destaictive plagues, such as the Black Death, smallpox, and now AIDS, but none has come close to destroying the entire human race. There is a biological reason. Natural selection favors germs of limited lethality; they are fitter in an evolutionary sense because their genes are more likely to be spread if the germs do not kill their hosts too quickly. The AIDS virus is an example of a lethal virus, wholly natural, that by lying dormant yet infectious in its host for years maximizes its spread. Yet there is no danger that AIDS will destroy the entire human race.  The likelihood of a natural pandemic that would cause the extinction of the human race is probably even less today than in the past (except in prehistoric times, when people lived in small, scattered bands, which would have limited the spread of disease), despite wider human contacts that make it more difficult to localize an infectious disease. The reason is improvements in medical science. But the comfort is a small one. Pandemics can still impose enormous losses and resist prevention and cure: the lesson of the AIDS pandemic. And there is always a first time.

Lethal diseases will burnout

Lederberg ’99 Joshua, Prof. Genetics @ Stanford,  (Epidemic: The World of Infectious Disease, p. 13)

The toll of the fourteenth-century plague, the "Black Death," was closer to one third. If the bugs' potential to develop adaptations that could kill us off were the whole story, we would not be here. However, with very rare exceptions, our microbial adversaries have a shared interest in our survival. Almost any pathogen comes to a dead end when we die; it first has to communicate itself to another host in order to survive. So historically, the really severe host- pathogen interactions have resulted in a wipeout of both host and pathogen. We humans are still here because, so far, the pathogens that have attacked us have willy-nilly had an interest in our survival. This is a very delicate balance, and it is easily disturbed, often in the wake of large-scale ecological upsets. 

Quarantine solves the impact 

Altman 2k5 (Lawrence, NYT Staff Writer, " C.D.C. Proposes New Rules in Effort to Prevent Disease Outbreak," Nov 23, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?sec=health&res=9802E7DF1631F930A15752C1A9639C8B63, AD: 6/30/09) 
Federal officials yesterday proposed the first significant changes in quarantine rules in 25 years in an effort to broaden the definition of reportable illnesses, to centralize their reporting to the federal government and to require the airline and shipping industries to keep passenger manifests electronically for 60 days. The proposals would also clarify the appeals process for people subjected to quarantines to allow for administrative due process and give health officials explicit authority to offer vaccination, drugs and other appropriate means of prevention on a voluntary basis to those in quarantine. The proposals could cost the beleaguered airline industry hundreds of millions of dollars, officials of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention said. The officials are inviting public comment on the proposals, which are to be published in the Federal Register on Nov. 30, they told reporters in a telephone news conference. The proposals are part of a broader Bush administration plan to improve the response to current and potential communicable disease threats that may arise anywhere in the world. If adopted, the new regulations ''will allow the C.D.C. to move more swiftly'' when it needs to control outbreaks, said Dr. Martin Cetron, who directs the agency's division of global migration and quarantine. The outbreak of severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) in 2003 underscored how fast a disease could spread through the world and the need to modernize and strengthen quarantine measures by pointing out gaps in health workers' ability to respond quickly and effectively, Dr. Cetron said. 

-AIDS
No Scenario for HIV causing extinction – burnout, antiretroviral treatment, and international efforts prevent escalation

Ferris 10. (Meg Gwynne, PhD, MPH. Epidemology of HIV. http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:6_QYuMgeg_8J:scholar.google.com/+disease+burnout+pandemic+prevention&hl=en&num=50&as_sdt=200&as_ylo=2009&as_yhi=2010 ) 

HIV is clearly a preventable disease. If everyone who is currently infected did not transmit the virus to anyone else, the disease would eventually burn out and disappear. Stopping transmission through behavior change is a complicated challenge, but data indicate that HIV prevention and counseling efforts can be effective. A longitudinal study in Zambia of about 12,000 heterosexual couples evaluated the effect of prevention education and counseling on disease transmission. At baseline, 57% of the couples were concordant (both partners) HIV negative, 23% were concordant HIV positive, and 20% were serodiscordant (one partner was HIV negative; the other, HIV positive). All couples were counseled about HIV prevention and provided with condoms. Long-term follow-up showed reduced HIV acquisition rates among concordant negative couples, from approximately 3% to approximately 0.5% per year, and among sero discordant couples, from about 23% to less than 10% per year. Uganda, which has a strong prevention and control campaign, has reduced rates of HIV transmission, in part because of the ABC (Abstain, Be faithful, and use Condoms) campaign. TREATMENT AND ITs INFLUENcE ON THE EpIDEMIc. Fortunately, antiretroviral therapy is becoming increasingly available to people in developing countries. Some health professionals believe that treatment itself can help eliminate stigma. When treatment is available and AIDS is no longer considered a death sentence, more people may be motivated to seek counseling and testing. Knowing one’s status is more acceptable when treatment can improve and prolong life. We have seen evidence of this across the Baylor International Pediatric AIDS Initiative’s Children’s Clinical Centers of Excellence Network. Prior to the establishment of this network, some members of the community were concerned that the Centers of Excellence would be labeled as “AIDS clinics” and that families would be reluctant to bring their children for treatment for fear of being recognized and stigmatized. After several years of operation in countries across Africa, the network is providing comprehensive health services to more than 27,000 HIV-infected children and families (at the time of this printing), and the number is growing daily. In this case, access to treatment overshadowed concerns about stigma. As more treatment centers can offer highly active antiretroviral therapy, this phenomenon may be repeated throughout the developing world.
No Impact – human evolutionary changes are outpacing virus mutation

Smith 2k6 

(Stephen, Reporter at Health and Science Desk for Boston Globe, “A Darwinian view of AIDS”, March, http://www.boston.com/news/science/articles/2006/03/13/a_darwinian_view_of_aids/?page=full, AD: 6/30/09) 

As researchers unlocked the secrets of HIV, they found a gene mutation they suspect may protect against the virus that causes AIDS. Human cells have locks on their surface -- scientists call them receptors -- and a virus must insert its key into these locks to gain entry. One of those is called CCR5, and HIV needs to unlock it to be able to infect cells. But scientists in recent years discovered that 5 to 10 percent of people in northern Europe don't have CCR5 receptors. ''And that's where the story gets interesting," said Dr. Calvin Cohen, research director for Community Research Initiative of New England, which conducts trials of AIDS drugs. In contrast, people in Africa and Asia universally possess CCR5. So researchers theorized that lower HIV rates in northern Europe might be due in part to some people lacking the cellular lock. But why don't they have it? Right now, it's only an informed hunch, but scientists suspect that the mutation exhibited by northern Europeans may be an artifact of the bubonic plague. The theory goes like this: As the plague swarmed Europe starting in the 14th century, it wiped out people who possessed CCR5 but spared those who lacked it. ''What we're talking about is a Darwinian process," Harmit Malik, who specializes in the study of genetic conflict at the Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center in Seattle. ''What was a really rare mutation was what survived. Everyone else had fallen prey to this particular pathogen."

New drugs solve AIDS

Smith 2k6 

(Stephen, Reporter at Health and Science Desk for Boston Globe, “A Darwinian view of AIDS”, March, http://www.boston.com/news/science/articles/2006/03/13/a_darwinian_view_of_aids/?page=full, AD: 6/30/09) 

And the thing is, people who lack CCR5 receptors appear not to suffer any consequences. ''So we have an ideal combination," Calvin Cohen said. ''HIV needs it, but we don't. What an ideal target for drug development." That's why drug companies have developed experimental medications designed to block CCR5 so that HIV cannot enter cells. Cohen's Community Research Initiative is currently involved in a study of a Pfizer Inc. medication, with several patients enrolled in Boston. This and other efforts to use evolution as a weapon against HIV are an acknowledgment that even with more than two-dozen AIDS medications now available, that's still not enough. The AIDS virus is especially adept at evolving to escape drugs -- an evolutionary process that can take place in weeks and months. ''It is essentially an organism that is an example of evolution at light speed, constantly, constantly changing," said Warner C. Greene, director of the Gladstone Institute of Virology and Immunology at the University of California at San Francisco. Bringing the evolution story full circle, scientists continue to explore the history of the viral cousin of HIV carried by other primates. They know that HIV is an example of a virus that leaped from animals -- monkeys, in this case -- to humans. They also know that, with the passage of time, the virus ceased to harm monkeys, in part to allow its own survival. (So did the virus that attacked the Australian rabbits, by the way, evolving to be less harmful so more of its hosts could survive.) ''HIV coming fairly recently into the human population has not had a chance to evolve that way," said John M. Coffin, a leading AIDS researcher at Tufts University.

AIDS can’t cause extinction 

Sullivan, Editor New Republic, 98
Andrew Sullivan, editor of The New Republic, Love Undetectable, 1998, p.8 

You could see it in the papers. Almost overnight, toward the end of 1996, the obituary pages in the gay press began to dwindle. Soon after, the official statistics followed. Within a year, AIDS deaths had plummeted 60 percent in California, 44 percent across the country as a whole. In time, it was shown that triple combination therapy in patients who had never taken drugs before kept close to 90 percent of them at undetectable levels of virus for two full years. Optimism about actually ridding the body completely of virus dissipated; what had at one point been conceivable after two years stretched to three and then longer. But even for those who had developed resistance to one or more drugs, the future seemed tangibly brighter. New, more powerful treatments were fast coming on- stream, month after month. What had once been a handful of treatment options grew to over twenty. In trials, the next generation of AZT packed a punch ten times as powerful as its original; and new, more focused forms of protease inhibitor carried with them even greater promise. It was still taboo, of course, to mention this hope—for fear it might encourage a return to unsafe sex and a new outburst of promiscuity. But, after a while, the numbers began to speak for themselves.  (  )  Can’t solve AIDS – Stigma and Condoms Peggy B. Sherman and Ellwood F. Oakley, Professors of Legal Studies at Georgia State University. “Pandemics and Panaceas: The World Trade Organization's Efforts to Balance Pharmaceutical Patents and Access to AIDS Drugs,” American Business Law Journal Winter/Spring, 2004 Social and traditional practices create great hurdles to making medicines accessible to all. The availability of low-cost antiretrovirals will not impact social customs. In many developing nations, there is an incredible social stigma attached to the AIDS disease, which causes those infected to keep it hidden and not seek testing or treatment, for fear of losing jobs, families, and friends. 226 Even prevention programs suffer because of the stigma associated with the disease. 227 Many religious groups oppose the use of condoms and believe in abstinence as the only acceptable form of prevention. For this reason and issues related to cost, condom usage in many African nations is extremely low. Although the average South African has their initial sexual encounter at approximately fourteen or fifteen years old, if such a teenager were to ask for condoms in an average clinic, let alone anti-AIDS drugs, he or she would be chastised and told to practice abstention. 228  Lack of education about the disease is also a contributing factor to people not seeking treatment. Many women in rural African villages do not know the names or symptoms of many sexually transmitted diseases. 229 This is particularly disturbing when compounded with the fact that in many cultures, women are not educated and are illiterate. Finally, armed conflict and political unrest in parts of Africa also undermine the ability to provide access to anti-AIDS medicines. 230   [*404]  Clearly, reducing the price of drugs alone is not the sole solution to the problem of access to medicines in developing countries. A holistic approach that addresses all the relevant hurdles is required. Without such efforts, the recent concessions by the United States and the pharmaceutical companies are not liable to impact the AIDS pandemic significantly.   Claims About AIDS Epidemic Are Wildly Overstated Wandera Ojanji, Staff Writer, The Nation (Nairobi), , Africa News, November 16, 2000, p. np.  Statistics quoted by most development agencies suggest millions of  Kenyans are sick and dying. Expert opinion is questioning the authenticity of these figures. About thirty per cent of all Kenyans (8.4 million) are infected with tuberculosis, with about 16,700 dying every year.     Seventy per cent or 20 million are exposed to malaria every year with 26,000  children below five years dying every year (or 72 children a day).     More than 2.2 million Kenyans are infected with HIV, with 240,000 dying every year from Aids     Between 20 and 30 per cent of Kenyans are either suffering from typhoid or are carriers of the disease, of which a third (over 1.9million) eventually die even after seeking medical treatment.     The figures are far much above the official figures given by the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS).     Take for instance Aids. According to the estimates, it is said to be killing  182,500 people annually. The total reported deaths, from all causes, by CBS were 185,576 in 1997 and 221,543 in 1998. Consequently this would mean only about 3000 people died from other causes than Aids in 1997.     The head of Health Information Systems at the Ministry of Health Mr. Godfrey  M Baltazar says of the quoted HIV/Aids cases: "These estimates are subject to wide margins of error. They are based on blood samples taken from pregnant women attending antenatal clinics in a few sentinel sites, all of which are in urban areas and assumed to be representative of the entire Kenyan population, which they are not.     Their extrapolation to non-pregnant women, males and the rural population are based on assumptions which have little empirical foundation."     Until mid this year, Mr. Baltazar was an epidemiological officer at National  Aids and STI Control Council ( NASCOP) .     He argued that in the absence of a population or community survey, these figures cannot be accepted as credible. Kenya has not done any. "Such surveys are very critical as this is the only way to validate the data."     Health statistics estimated are mainly done by the WHO. It is said that after the ministry forwards the figures to WHO. The latter will then subject the data  to farther mathematical processes, apparently to take care of the 'low under- reporting rates' of government agencies. This has in the past created glaring discrepancies between government figures and those floated by private or non- governmental agencies
Science is making several advances and have even found a way to reverse the deadly impacts of AIDS
Gulf Daily News February 16, 2009
 (“Gene Therapy ‘can cure AIDS’”, http://www.gulf-daily-news.com/Story.asp?Article=243212&Sn=WORL&IssueID=31333) 

 The world's largest experiment using gene therapy to combat the Aids virus has yielded "a major advance," demonstrating that the technique is both beneficial and safe, scientists said yesterday. Data from an advanced phase of the test process confirms that the quest to use transplanted genes to roll back the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV) is valid, they said. Doctors recruited 74 HIV-infected volunteers for the experiment. Half the groups were given blood stem cells that had been infiltrated by a crippled virus containing a key gene, while the other was given a harmless lookalike substance. The gene encodes an RNA enzyme - a small molecule that, like a spanner thrown into a machine, is intended to block HIV from replicating once it infects a cell. The goal was to see whether these novel stem cells, by being shielded from HIV thanks to the ribozyme, would survive the body’s immune defenses and whether HIV, denied a haven for reproduction, would retreat. Forty-eight weeks after the so-called OZ1 experiment began; there was no statistical difference between those who had received the gene and those who were given the placebo. But at the 100-week mark, there was encouraging news: in the gene group, the viral count was significantly lower. And the count of CD4 cells - immune cells that are depleted by HIV - was higher
-Bird Flu

Threat of bird flu low - USAID prevention and surveillance program has been a huge success globally   

Frontline 9 [“Avian Flu Threat Was Reduced by $949M in Aid” http://www.usaid.gov/press/frontlines/fl_jun09/p1_birdflu060902.html]

Just three years after the H5N1 avian influenza virus spread rapidly across Asia, Africa, Europe, and the Middle East, killing dozens of people and sparking fears of a global pandemic, a vigorous global effort led by USAID has apparently helped reverse the geographic spread of the disease.  The virus now has an endemic presence in only five countries: Bangladesh, China, Egypt, Indonesia, and Vietnam. Leading all other international efforts, the U.S. government committed $949 million to combat avian flu globally, including $543 million from USAID.  “USAID’s system has proved extraordinarily efficient— we’ve had substantial progress in 53 countries,” said Dennis Carroll, special advisor to the Acting Administrator on pandemic influenza.  Compared to 55 countries affected by H5N1 outbreaks between 2003 and 2006, only nine countries have reported outbreaks in poultry or humans during 2009.  Bangladesh had a dramatic turnaround. Outbreaks in poultry dropped sharply from 221 in the flu season between October 2007 and March 2008, to just 31 in the 2008-2009 flu season. Despite this progress, the disease is still a threat: more than 60 percent of at least 420 humans who caught the disease have died; and the H5N1 virus continues to mutate, raising the possibility that it could someday trigger an influenza pandemic in humans.  Since 2005, USAID has worked with the Departments of State, Agriculture, Health and Human Services, and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to support national planning, surveillance, response, containment, risk awareness, and pandemic preparedness. These efforts have increased country-level capacities to respond to and limit disease spread.  Three years ago, USAID began working with the United Nations and other partners to strengthen surveillance systems in Vietnam, China, Indonesia, and other countries so that outbreaks of the disease would be quickly reported to health and agriculture officials.  As a result, detection times fell from 12 days in 2006 to five days in 2009. Shorter detection times means that outbreaks can be contained before the disease has a chance to spread further. USAID trained 82,000 people in rapid response to poultry outbreaks and human cases; and provided 700,000 sets of protective clothing to 84 countries to protect response workers. The Agency also stockpiled supplies for disinfection in these countries.  Increased surveillance helped identify how avian flu has spread. In Indonesia, Egypt, and Bangladesh, the disease was likely circulating on commercial farms and spread through the movement of poultry to bird markets and to holding centers where birds are processed for shipment to urban areas. USAID provided training and supplies in these countries and in Vietnam to clean and disinfect holding centers and markets to reduce the amount of H5N1 virus.  To minimize the chances of human infections with H5N1, USAID supported public awareness campaigns—including distribution of posters at public events and TV and radio spots—  to inform people of the risk posed by the disease and the importance of preventing and containing it.  In addition to activities intended to prevent the emergence of a pandemic, USAID has also been working through its Humanitarian Pandemic Preparedness Initiative with the United Nations, international and national NGOs, and militaries to improve pandemic preparedness in developing countries.  About 96 percent of mortality due to an influenza pandemic would be concentrated in developing countries, estimates say. Following its success with H5N1 avian flu, USAID now intends to broaden its efforts to monitor and respond to other zoonotic diseases—illnesses that are spread to humans from animals. Initial focus areas will be the Congo Basin, Southeast Asia, and the Amazon, where there is rich wildlife and increasing human contact and where many diseases have emerged in the past. In fiscal year 2009, Congress appropriated new funding for USAID to build a global early warning surveillance and response network for the next generation of emerging pandemic threats.  

The risk of mutation is extremely low 

Easterbrook 06. [Gregg, visiting fellow at the Brookings Institution, May 8, 2006 Slate http://www.slate.com/id/2141277/]

At the same time, a bird flu pandemic appears extraordinarily unlikely. First, a pandemic would require the worrisome H5N1 strain to mutate significantly. Currently H5N1 is not transmissible from person to person. A bird can transmit the disease to another bird, and a person who is in close contact with an infected bird can catch it from the bird, but an infected person cannot transmit the disease to another person. Since the overwhelming majority of the global population never comes into close physical contact with birds, the existing H5N1 strain poses almost no threat—as evidenced by the low fatality numbers thus far. If bird flu mutated in a way that allowed person-to-person transmission, this would be very dangerous. But the odds of such a mutation appear low, as explained in depth here.  Animal influenzas have become person-to-person transmissible in the past. Many commentators who have looked at the flu pandemic of 1918-19, which the WHO says killed 20 million to 40 million people, projected the same death rate onto today's far larger global population, and gasped. But there were three flu pandemics during the 20th century, and each was less virulent than the last. The 1957 pandemic, caused by the H2N2 virus, killed 1 million to 4 million worldwide, though the global population was significantly higher in 1957 than in 1918-19. The 1968 Hong Kong flu, caused by the H3N2 strain, also killed 1 million to 4 million, but again the global population had increased. (Go here and click "influenza pandemics of the last century.") In other words, the death ratio of flu pandemic declined throughout the century—fewer killed compared to larger numbers of people alive.  Contemporary bird flu panic is most mistaken in overlooking the improvements in global public health made since the pandemics of the past. The 1918-19 pandemic came before antibiotics and sulfa drugs and occurred at a time when public health was poor in many nations owing to five years of brutal war. Post-antibiotics and with most of the world at peace, the 1957 and 1968 pandemics were much less destructive. Today, a person-to-person H5N1 strain would be loosed on a globe where public health has made further gains and which is mostly at peace.  The point isn't that antibiotics could be used against the flu, which is unaffected by the chemical descendants of penicillin. It's that antibiotics, vaccines, and many other public health improvements make today's global population more resistant to all diseases than populations of the past. Whether a person exposed to a pathogen contracts the disease is tremendously influenced by the state of the person's health. The body of a person in good basic health—that is, not already sickened by something else—will fight off most pathogens. This is why hospital patients often contract pneumonia, strep, and staph while doctors and nurses do not contract these diseases. Today the majority of the citizens of the world are in good basic health. If a transmissible H5N1 mutation happens, it likely won't jump wildly from person to person, leaving piles of the dead to be placed upon pyres, because most people's bodies will defeat the pathogen. The global decline in malnutrition will also help us. A malnourished person is far more susceptible to disease than a well-nourished person. "Chronic hunger is on the decline," the latest report from the United Nations' Food and Agriculture Organization states. (Go here and click "United Nations 2005 hunger report.") Today an estimated 17 percent of citizens of developing nations are malnourished. That figure is an outrage. But it is also believed to be the lowest such figure in human history. About a third of the developing world was malnourished when the 1968 pandemic occurred. And perhaps as much as half the developing world was malnourished in 1918-19.  The lack of mention of improved global public health in discussion of bird flu hazards is telling. One reason for it is that the media and politicians often seem uninformed about public health trends. (Quickly, are cancer rates rising or declining? OK, I gave it away.) Another reason is a lack of basic understanding of evolutionary biology; runaway genetic effects are not observed in nature because natural selection has spent eons conditioning living things to resist runaway genetic effects. Then there is science fiction, from Kurt Vonnegut's "ice nine" to Michael Crichton's Andromeda Strain, which has created the illusion that very tiny amounts of something can instantly cause global catastrophe. (In Fatal Contact, one single exposed person rapidly infects much of the population of United States.) Finally, preposterous movies such as Outbreak and best sellers such as The Cobra Event, which depicted an unstoppable super-ultra-plague and which Bill Clinton read while at the White House, have left our collective heads spinning. Right now the ultimate book proposal might be for a plagiarized "memoir" full of invented scenes about someone who contracts bird flu while finding suppressed documents about Jesus. Hmm—excuse me, I gotta call my agent!

Bird flu can’t mutate to human-to-human transmission

Bartlett and Fredrick 5
John G Bartlett, and Frederick G Hayden are medical doctors Sep 20, 2005 Annals of Internal Medice Influenza A (H5N1): Will 

It Be the Next Pandemic Influenza? Are We Ready? . Annals of Internal Medicine. Philadelphia:.Vol.143, Iss. 6; pg. 460, 3 pgs

How concerned should we be? As noted, a flu pandemic requires human-to-human transmission. This currently seems to be the Achilles' heel of H5N1. There is one apparently confirmed case (19), but to date, no human genes indicating reassortment have been detected in the analyses of H5N1 strains and sustained human-to-human transmission has not occurred. Indeed, some would speculate that, with this much disease in poultry over 9 years, if a pandemic were to happen it would have happened already (8). Also, some have reported serologic evidence of avian influenza antibodies (H5, H7, H10, and H11 strains) in 2% to 38% of humans, suggesting that bird flu infections involving multiple strains have gone on for years but have only recently been reported (3, 20, 21).

If they win it can mutate, then it’s totally inevitable

Boston Herald 05
Boston Herald Sunday, 25 September 2005 Attack of the Bird Flu: Experts Say Pandemic Inevitable http://www.rednova.com/news/health/250822/attack_of_the_bird_flu_experts_say_pandemic_inevitable/

 While the deadly Avian flu spreads through Asia, Bay State health officials - who have been "vigorously" planning for a flu pandemic for six years - doubt the state could ever be completely prepared for a full-blown attack. "At some point, the pandemic is going to happen. We're prepared better today than we were last week. We can only prepare so far," said Dr. Alfred DeMaria, head of communicable disease control for the state Department of Public Health. Two million people in Massachusetts alone could become ill in six to eight weeks if a flu pandemic hit, according to the state DPH. One million Bay Staters could need outpatient care; 16,800 could be hospitalized and nearly 5,000 could die. Last century saw three flu pandemics - in 1918, 1957 and 1968. The flu killed half-a-million Americans in 1918. National and local flu experts say it's inevitable that a sweeping flu pandemic - a worldwide outbreak - occurs every 20 to 50 years. The H5N1 strain has killed 64 people in Southeast Asia in two years. People have contracted the virus from birds. Health officials fear the virus eventually will spread from person to person, creating a worldwide outbreak that could kill millions. "It's not a matter of if, but when we might see another pandemic," said Tom Skinner of the federal Centers for Disease Control. 

New studies prove the Avian flu is not drug resistant

Branswell 05
Helen Branswell Canadian Press Thursday, October 06, 2005 Reports of Tamiflu resistance to avian flu based on old data, not new proof 

TORONTO (CP) - It appears a misunderstanding, not a mutation, is behind recent reports suggesting the H5N1 avian flu strain is developing resistance to the drug Tamiflu. The professor of pharmacology from Hong Kong University quoted as warning of an emerging resistant strain of the virus says he was citing old data, not new evidence, when he gave an interview last week. 

-Ebola

Recent outbreak makes cure inevitable 

Mainichi Daily News February 13, 2009
 (“Research Team develops method for disarming Ebola Virus”, http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20090213p2a00m0na007000c.html)  

An international research team has learned how to deactivate the deadly Ebola virus, allowing research that could one day lead to a cure for the lethal tropical disease. The team, led by Yoshihiro Kawaoka, a professor at the Institute of Medical Science at the University of Tokyo, has learned how to excise one of the virus' eight genes, responsible for replication. Without the gene, the virus can only be cultured inside specially-engineered cells, making it much safer to handle and opening avenues towards future research. The technique was demonstrated on laboratory mice. Ten infected with an unmodified strain of Ebola died within six days, but 15 injected with the disarmed strain survived longer than two weeks. Ebola hemorrhagic fever has a fatality ratio of 65 percent. There have been no cases of the virus in Japan.  

-Tuberculosis

No risk of TB spread – new vaccine solves most virulent strands

ScienceDaily 10. (March 19, 2010. New TB Booster Shows Promise. http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/03/100316142515.html ). 

A booster shot appears to improve tuberculosis (TB) resistance in previously vaccinated adults, according to new research in South Africa. The study has been published online ahead of print publication in the American Thoracic Society's American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine."The world urgently needs new, better vaccines against TB," said Willem Hanekom M.B. Ch.B., associate professor and co-director, South African Tuberculosis Vaccine Initiative (SATVI). "It is important to test the safety of these vaccines in settings where TB is very common, such as South Africa." Every year 1.7 million people die from TB, according to the World Health Organization. This study is the first to report results from testing an adenovirus-35-based vaccine in humans. Adenovirus-35 is attractive to vaccine developers because fewer humans have been exposed to this strain of the virus, compared with many other adenoviruses, and the immunity from exposure is therefore less likely to interfere with the vaccine's action. The Aeras-402 vaccine, developed by Aeras Global Tuberculosis Foundation and Crucell, was made by weakening the virus in the lab, so that it can no longer replicate and cause disease. Parts of the TB bacterium that are important to stimulate the immune system (antigens) were then inserted into the virus."We showed that the vaccine was safe in healthy adults who have previously been vaccinated with the current TB vaccine, BCG," said Dr. Hanekom. "Aeras-402 was able to stimulate the immune system in a manner thought to be important for protection against TB. This included activation of both CD4 and CD8 T cells. Potent activation of CD8 T cells by a new TB vaccine has not been demonstrated to date."

-SARS

NO risk of SARS spread – international rapid response and wireless communication solve containment

Goddard et al 5. (N.L. Goddard, V.C. Delpch, J.M. Watson, aHealth Protection Agency Centre for Infections. M. Regan, A. Nicoll, Protection Agency North West. Lessons learned from SARS: The experience of the Health Protection Agency, England. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B73H6-4HK5SV6-2&_user=804065&_coverDate=01%2F31%2F2006&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_acct=C000043840&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=804065&md5=fc0c1b0bd4cc9271a399c4c7ccb6f810) 
Collaboration at an international level was fundamental to the prompt recognition of SARS cases throughout the global outbreak. In response to requests for assistance from WHO and its partner, the Global Outbreak Alert and Response Network (GOARN), field teams were sent to locations in China, Hong Kong SAR, Taiwan, Singapore and Vietnam to assist with the investigation and management of outbreaks. Given the unprecedented speed of electronic communication, continuous international liaison through secured web-sites, email and teleconferencing was essential to ensure that international and national public health agencies disseminated accurate and consistent information throughout the outbreaks. The global response to SARS provided new opportunities for the UK to collaborate with WHO (Geneva and Western Pacific Region), a number of public health organisations in south east Asia, as well as national public health centres such as the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention in the USA and Health Canada. The HPA has subsequently worked with colleagues in Hong Kong to establish a Centre for Health Protection (CHP) in light of recommendations of the Hong Kong SARS Expert Committee Report.3 There was also collaboration with the European Commission (EC), however, this was constrained by the lack of central capacity and experience in the Commission. It is intended that the new European Centre for Communicable Diseases will address this.4 Despite good levels of international collaboration, some aspects, such as global case reporting to WHO were problematic. Some countries did not contribute to the global dataset that was established to inform and refine evidence-based control measures, and there has been no systematic review of super-spreading events that occurred during the outbreak. The revision of the International Health Regulations (IHR) proposed by WHO in January 2004 provides a mechanism for strengthening early and coordinated responses to outbreaks of international public health concern.5 Staff throughout the HPA and the UK Devolved Administrations undertook secondments abroad with WHO Geneva and WHO Western Pacific Region, which provided useful contact points for information and discussion. The HPA Enteric, Respiratory and Neurological Virus Laboratory (ERNVL), contributed staff to the multi-national team that identified the causative agent of SARS as a coronavirus, SARS-CoV, within 1 month of the WHO Global Alert being issued. The ERNVL has had subsequent involvement in the development of diagnostic tests for SARS-CoV. The HPA also contributed to the international surveillance response through the development of guidelines, research priorities and modelling activities. Participation in teleconferences with WHO Geneva and the EC provided prompt access to information as it became available, and was beneficial to the HPA in informing and developing its response. More detailed epidemiology, laboratory and other working groups were also convened by WHO focusing on knowledge and lessons learnt from countries experiencing substantial outbreaks. The HPA played a major role in the international cohort study of the outbreak that occurred in a large Hong Kong hotel believed to have been pivotal to the initial international spread of SARS.6 One hundred and thirty-six UK residents who stayed at this hotel during the early stage of the outbreak were followed up. The convalescent sera of two patients tested positive for SARS-CoV antibodies.

SARS won’t spread – International rapid response and experience from the first breakout prevents widespread contamination

Goddard et al 5. (N.L. Goddard, V.C. Delpch, J.M. Watson, aHealth Protection Agency Centre for Infections. M. Regan, A. Nicoll, Protection Agency North West. Lessons learned from SARS: The experience of the Health Protection Agency, England. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B73H6-4HK5SV6-2&_user=804065&_coverDate=01%2F31%2F2006&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_acct=C000043840&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=804065&md5=fc0c1b0bd4cc9271a399c4c7ccb6f810) 
SARS demonstrated the speed with which a readily transmissible disease could spread around the world during the 21st century, resulting in considerable social, economic and political impact in some countries. International collaboration was fundamental to the rapid identification of the causative agent, and also to the containment of SARS. Despite the UK being assessed as low risk from SARS throughout the first global outbreak the public health response was substantial and provided many challenges. It has provided the opportunity to test many mechanisms already in place so that they will be further strengthened for the future. It has also prompted the drafting of detailed plans to respond to the re-emergence of SARS, or any other newly emergent infectious disease threat based on the lessons learned. Both national and international collaboration proved vital in sharing timely information to inform the UK public health response. The use of electronic communication and teleconferencing was particularly effective in eliciting prompt responses from organisations and facilitating communication between expert groups (e.g. infection control and infectious disease experts) without the need to meet face-to face frequently. The model has been utilised subsequently for assessing the threat to the UK of avian influenza and is due to be adopted more formally as a component of the UK response to future threats. Data from countries with substantial outbreaks demonstrated that basic public health and infection control measures such as contact tracing, infection control procedures, quarantine and voluntary home isolation were effective in controlling the outbreaks in the absence of a rapid diagnostic test, a vaccine or effective treatment. The outbreak highlighted that all levels of the healthcare system in the UK need to be prepared to respond; especially as the level of threat remains ever present in light of the continuing widespread avian influenza outbreaks in south east Asia, and the potential emergence of a strain of the influenza virus with pandemic potential. The ability to respond to any large outbreak in the UK requires substantial surge capacity to develop guidelines, establish robust reporting mechanisms, follow-up large numbers of contacts, respond to enquiries from health care professionals and the public, and to undertake risk assessment. The development of comprehensive contingency plans, clearly outlining the roles and responsibilities of key players has been undertaken at all levels within the UK, from the Health Departments through to NHS acute and primary care trusts in the light of SARS. National surveillance, such as that undertaken by the HPA, is essential for monitoring the spread of an infection, however, the vigilance of primary health care professions is crucial in the early warning response. The UK was spared by not experiencing a substantial outbreak of SARS. Nonetheless, valuable lessons have been learnt which will ensure that it is better prepared in the event of future public health threats.
-New Asia superbug
Fears about new superbug are overblown – abundant screening, lack of lethality, and antibiotics check spread

Maugh 8/13/10. (Thomas H., Fears of a new superbug from Asia may be overblown, experts say

However, experts said there is no evidence that the new resistant organisms, powered by a mutant gene called NDM-1 that confers resistance, is any more dangerous that the methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA) that has become widespread in the United States or any of a number of other carbapenam-resistant organisms that have been observed previously. The new organism is simply "one of a number of very serious bugs we're tracking," Dr. Alexander J. Kallen of the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention told the New York Times. He said the CDC has observed no more new cases in this country since its initial warning in June. Experts also said that there are at least two older antibiotics that can attack carbapenam-resistant organisms: colistin, which may have some side effects, and Tygacil, manufactured by Pfizer. Pharmaceutical companies are also developing a number of other new antibiotics, a market that is currently viewed as potentially lucrative.

-Swine Flu
Vaccine solves

Reuters 9 (“Want to control swine flu? Vaccinate children: If supplies are limited, protecting kids will protect adults, researchers say” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/31424271/ns/us_news-msnbc_wire_services/  June 18 accessed 6/30/09) SC
Targeting children for vaccination may be the best way of using limited supplies of vaccine to control the current H1N1 flu pandemic, British researchers said on Thursday. Drugmakers are racing to make a vaccine against the new flu strain but if the disease increases significantly in the northern hemisphere autumn, as many experts fear, there are unlikely to be enough shots to vaccinate entire populations. Researchers from the University of Warwick said that vaccinating children rather than adults would not only help protect a group at greatest risk of exposure to the virus, but would also offer protection to unvaccinated adults. This so-called "herd immunity" effect would mean significantly less vaccine would be needed to help control the spread of H1N1, also known as swine flu, which was first detected in Mexico in April. "Our models suggest that the larger the household — which in most cases means the more children living at home — the more likely the infection is to spread," said researcher Matt Keeling. "This doesn't mean that everyone in the household needs to be vaccinated but suggests that vaccination programs for children might help control a potential pandemic." Keeling and colleague Thomas House used computer modeling to predict the spread of pandemic influenza and published their findings in the journal Epidemiology and Infection. Leading flu vaccine makers include Sanofi-Aventis, GlaxoSmithKline and Novartis. 

Swine Flu isn’t a big deal vaccines solve

Bruce 9 (David, “Swine-flu vaccine on way” http://www.goerie.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20090612/NEWS02/306129964/-1/NEIGHBORS June 12 accessed 6/30/09) SC
A swine-flu vaccine should be ready this fall, Pennsylvania's top health official said during a visit to Erie on Thursday. Pennsylvania Health Secretary Everette James said the vaccine should offer people at least some protection against the H1N1 virus, the cause of the first worldwide flu epidemic in 41 years. "At this point, it looks like vaccine will go into production and be available in the fall," James said. "Pennsylvanians need to be aware of the flu and be ready to take precautions, like getting a flu shot when it becomes available." Crawford County had its first swine-flu case confirmed Thursday. The only other confirmed cases in northwestern Pennsylvania have occurred in Mercer County. Though no cases have yet been found in Erie County, that will eventually change, said Charlotte Berringer, R.N., director of community health for the Erie County Department of Health. "I would not be surprised if I got a call tomorrow saying that we had a positive (H1N1 sample)," Berringer said. "But right now, we don't have any samples being tested." The Pennsylvania Department of Health, which confirmed the Crawford County case, has not provided any additional information about it. Hospitals in the county are on heightened awareness for the illness, which features the same symptoms as seasonal flu, including fever, body aches and fatigue. "We've been getting more calls from the public, wanting to know more about the virus," said Jane McNierney, director of community relations for Titusville Area Hospital. Most swine-flu cases have been mild and required no medical treatment. That doesn't mean people shouldn't take the illness seriously, James said. "We've had two deaths in Pennsylvania," said James, who was in Erie for a meeting with the Governor's Council on Physical Fitness and Sports at the LECOM Medical Fitness and Wellness Center. "They remind us how serious influenza can be. History has taught us that sometimes a new flu strain can appear in the spring and return more virulent in the fall." James was referring to the 1918 Influenza Pandemic, which caused more than 50 million deaths worldwide. The first wave occurred in March 1918, followed by two more deadly waves of illness the subsequent fall and winter. But Pennsylvania health officials are working with the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention to make sure this pandemic isn't nearly as fatal. "We continue to investigate cases of swine flu," James said. "Our laboratory is busy analyzing samples and confirming cases. About 90 percent of submitted samples are confirmed as H1N1 because there isn't any seasonal flu out there right now." Local residents shouldn't panic just because a swine flu case has been confirmed in Crawford County, Berringer said. "Having this case confirmed and declaring a pandemic doesn't change what we do day to day in Erie County," Berringer said. "If you have influenza-like symptoms, please isolate yourself. Even if you don't have H1N1 virus, you probably have something that you can pass to someone else." 
*Food Security

Weather patterns outweigh- experts agree

Deutsche Bank 1-12-11 [“Food prices on the rise: weather events exacerbate a tight supply-demand balance,” http://www.dbresearch.com/servlet/reweb2.ReWEB?addmenu=false&document=PROD0000000000268155&rdShowArchivedDocus=true&rwobj=ReDisplay.Start.class&rwsite=DBR_INTERNET_EN-PROD]
 

Weather-driven crop failures have been a major driver of recent upswings in food prices. Drought and wildfires in Russia last summer affected wheat supply globally (exacerbated by a ban on exports). Recent record-setting rainfalls in parts of Australia also heavily affected the wheat harvest. Dry weather in South America and the Western US plains may compound the problem. These weather disruptions all appear to be symptoms of the La Nina phenomenon referring to low sea surface temperatures across the equatorial Eastern Pacific Ocean (counterpart of El Nino). There is a vast consensus among climate change experts that extreme weather events are likely to happen with increasing frequency, thus further affecting agricultural (and oil) prices, especially since they occur in the context of a tight supply-demand balance.
 

US can’t solve food security- global efforts are ineffective

Podesta ’10 [John, staff writer at Foreign Policy, “The Coming Food Crisis,” August 26, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/08/26/the_coming_food_crisis?print=yes&hidecomments=yes&page=full]
 

Looking beyond the immediate crisis, the United States and other developed countriesmust renew long-neglected investments in agriculture assistance across the developing world, targeting small farmers as the fundamental drivers of economic growth. In Africa, for example, agriculture employs more than 60 percent of the labor force and accounts for 25 percent of the continent’s economic output. And yet, Africa continues to struggle: Nearly 10 million people in the northern Sahel region are suffering from extreme hunger, and most countries still lack adequate investment in agricultural and road infrastructure to facilitate the development of value-added products and new markets. While the United States provides more than half of the world’s food aid, agriculture assistance today stands at only 3.5 percent of overall U.S. development aid, down from 18 percent in 1979. Not surprisingly,agricultural productivity growth in developing countries is now less than 1 percent annually. We must also improve how this assistance is targeted. We can reap lasting results by focusing on soil and water conservation and improved crop varieties rather than carbon-intensive fertilizers. Scientific research and appropriate biotechnology can deliver significant crop yield gains and water savings if conducted in a safe and transparent manner. We also must invest in women, who represent up to 80 percent of the food producers in many developing countries, but frequently lack the support and services that will allow them to reinvest hard-earned agricultural gains into health and education for their families…. The Group of Twenty leading developed and developing nations must uphold their pledges of $22 billion to enhance global food security by sending real money out the door. The multilateral Global Agriculture and Food Security Program, a new global partnership funded by commitments from the United States, Canada, South Korea, Spain, and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, is to be commended for issuing $224 million in initial grants to help increase food security and reduce poverty in five developing countries. But lasting gains in agricultural productivity will require something more — action to confront climate change.Food shortages resulting from severe crop losses will occur more frequently and take longer to recover from as more people become vulnerable to extreme weather events like the droughts and flooding we see today in Russia and Pakistan. The World Bank predicts that developing countries will require $75 billion to $100 billion a year for the next 40 years to adapt to the effects of climate change on agricultural productivity, infrastructure, and disease.

 

Structural limitations kill solvency

Deutsche Bank 1-12-11 [“Food prices on the rise: weather events exacerbate a tight supply-demand balance,” http://www.dbresearch.com/servlet/reweb2.ReWEB?addmenu=false&document=PROD0000000000268155&rdShowArchivedDocus=true&rwobj=ReDisplay.Start.class&rwsite=DBR_INTERNET_EN-PROD]
 

Structural limitations remain. Indeed, income and population growth, rising energy prices and subsidised biofuel production boost the consumption of agricultural products. At the same time, productivity and output growth are impaired by water and land constraints, underinvestment in rural infrastructure and agricultural science, as well as farmers’ limited access to agricultural inputs. The overall mechanism of price transmission between international and local markets is complex – subject to the level of (managed) trade, exchange rates, transport costs, etc. – and should be further investigated, especially for the most volatile commodities/countries. Given that the current upward movement in prices is mainly due to weather-driven supply-side shocks, it is likely that extreme price levels will recede within a year or so.

 

*Hegemony

1. Hegemony is strong now- US has the innovation lead which is the single determining factor for global influence

Khanna 9-5
 [Parag Khanna is a senior research fellow at the New America Foundation, “America’s Non-Grand Strategy,” http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/09/americas-non-grand-strategy/244367/]

In a time of global economic upheaval and convulsions, exploiting the nexus of technology, sustainability, and economic vitality must also be pillar of American grand strategy. World history is increasingly driven not by geo-politics or geo-economics but geo-technology. The competition to capture the leading sectors of innovation will determine winners and losers. America's infrastructure morass presents a unique opportunity for an investment program that would bring new technologies and skills to the American heartland. The U.S. remains the world's leader in invention, but to keep up it needs far more companies that design, build, and sell high-tech goods and services to the rest of the world. Otherwise, all the world's electric cars and mobile phones will be Indian or Chinese, and all its solar cell units and wind turbines European -- including in America. No single power contains within it the richness and talent of America's government, corporations, academia, civil society groups, churches, diasporas, and more. American companies are still the top brands. American private universities have expanded into the Middle East over the past decade despite official U.S. policy, demonstrating that America can still be welcome around the world in so many diverse ways. But America's vast potential remains haphazardly deployed absent a grand strategy, which would harness this wealth for clearly and consistently articulated and executed domestic or international campaigns through public-private partnerships. Since the White House is currently occupied by experts on process, this would be one process worth getting right. 

2. Heg doesn’t solve war

Mastanduno ‘09 

[Michael, Professor of Government at Dartmouth, World Politics 61, No. 1, Ebsco]

During the cold war the United States dictated the terms of adjustment. It derived the necessary leverage because it provided for the security of its economic partners and because there were no viable alter natives to an economic order centered on the United States. After the cold war the outcome of adjustment struggles is less certain because the United States is no longer in a position to dictate the terms. The United States, notwithstanding its preponderant power, no longer enjoys the same type of security leverage it once possessed, and the very success of the U.S.-centered world economy has afforded America’s supporters a greater range of international and domestic economic options. The claim that the United States is unipolar is a statement about its cumulative economic, military, and other capabilities.1 But preponderant capabilities across the board do not guarantee effective influence in any given arena. U.S. dominance in the international security arena no longer translates into effective leverage in the international economic arena. And although the United States remains a dominant international economic player in absolute terms, after the cold war it has found itself more vulnerable and constrained than it was during the golden economic era after World War II. It faces rising economic challengers with their own agendas and with greater discretion in international economic policy than America’s cold war allies had enjoyed. The United States may continue to act its own way, but it can no longer count on getting its own way.
3. No violent transition away from US hegemony – the lasting effects of the American era are a peaceful and sustainable international system

Ikenberry 11
[John, Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University. “The Future of the Liberal World Order” May/Jun2011, Vol. 90, Issue 3. Foreign Affairs]
But this panicked narrative misses a deeper reality: although the United States' position in the global system is changing, the liberal international order is alive and well. The struggle over international order today is not about fundamental principles. China and other emerging great powers do not want to contest the basic rules and principles of the liberal international order; they wish to gain more authority and leadership within it. Indeed, today's power transition represents not the defeat of the liberal order but its ultimate ascendance. Brazil, China, and India have all become more prosperous and capable by operating inside the existing international order--benefiting from its rules, practices, and institutions, including the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the newly organized G-20. Their economic success and growing influence are tied to the liberal internationalist organization of world politics, and they have deep interests in preserving that system. In the meantime, alternatives to an open and rule-based order have yet to crystallize. Even though the last decade has brought remarkable upheavals in the global system--the emergence of new powers, bitter disputes among Western allies over the United States' unipolar ambitions, and a global financial crisis and recession--the liberal international order has no competitors. On the contrary, the rise of non-Western powers and the growth of economic and security interdependence are creating new constituencies for it. To be sure, as wealth and power become less concentrated in the United States' hands, the country will be less able to shape world politics. But the underlying foundations of the liberal international order will survive and thrive. Indeed, now may be the best time for the United States and its democratic partners to update the liberal order for a new era, ensuring that it continues to provide the benefits of security and prosperity that it has provided since the middle of the twentieth century.
4. No impact to decline – no challengers
Bandow ‘10 
[“Military Spending—For What?”, Japan Times, 1/19, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100119db.html]


WASHINGTON — The United States dominates the globe militarily. The threats facing America pale compared to its capabilities. Why, then, is Washington spending so much on the military? In 2010 the U.S. will spend roughly $700 billion on the military. This is an increase of 2 percent (after inflation) from the Obama administration's original nonwar defense budget of $534 billion. Despite initial plans for zero growth in defense spending in coming years, there are rumors that the Department of Defense will receive a 2 percent increase in real outlays through 2015. Still, some conservatives want to enshrine a military buildup in a law mandating fixed outlays at 4, 5 or even 6 percent of gross domestic product. Hawks focus on the percentage of GDP going to the military — currently about 4.4 percent — since that figure has fallen over the years. America spends more inflation- adjusted dollars on the military today than at any time since the end of World War II. Figured in 2000 dollars, the U.S. devoted $774.6 billion to the military in 1945, the final year of World War II. In 1953, the final year of the Korean War, military outlay ran to $416.1 billion. Expenditure during the Vietnam War peaked at $421.3 billion in 1968. By contrast, in 2010 — even before the Afghan surge and other unplanned expenditure — the administration expected to spend $517.8 billion. That's more than during the lengthy, but often warm, Cold War. Expenditure as a percentage of GDP has fallen because the U.S. economy has grown. GDP in 2010 (in 2000 dollars) will run to about $11.7 trillion. That is almost twice as much as in 1986, more than three times as much as in 1968, and nearly six times as much as in 1953. Military outlay should be tied to threats, not economic growth. Can anyone credibly claim the military threat facing America is two, three, or six times as great today as during those years? Today the U.S. does not face a significant military threat. As Colin Powell famously declared in 1991 when chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: "I'm running out of enemies. I'm down to Castro and Kim Il Sung." The U.S. has no great power enemies. Relations with China and Russia are at times uneasy, but not confrontational, let alone warlike. Washington is allied with every other industrialized state. America possesses the most sophisticated nuclear arsenal and the most powerful conventional force. Washington's reach exceeds that of Rome and Britain at their respective peaks. Other nations, most notably China, are stirring, but it will take years before they match, let alone overtake, the U.S. Even subtracting the costs of the Afghanistan and Iraq wars leaves American military outlay around five times that of China and 10 times that of Russia. Combine a gaggle of adversaries, enemies and rogues — Burma, Cuba, Iran, North Korea, Syria — and the U.S. spends perhaps 25 times as much. The United States is not alone. The European Union has 10 times the GDP and three times the population of Russia. Military outlay by the U.S. plus its NATO allies accounts for about 70 percent of world military spending. Add in America's other allies and friends, such as South Korea, and the total share of global military outlay hits 80 percent. In short, Washington spends what it spends not to defend America but to maintain the ability to overpower other nations. But it will become increasingly expensive for America to preserve the ability to attack countries like China. Terrorism remains a pressing security threat. However, terrorist attacks, though horrid, do not pose an existential danger. Al-Qaida is no replacement for Nazism and Communism, nuclear-topped ICBMs and armored divisions. Nor is traditional military force the best way to combat terrorism. Indeed, foreign intervention often promotes terrorism, like swatting a hornet's nest. America's military spending is determined by its foreign policy. America's commitments are a matter of choice. They don't make sense today. Engagement is good, but military force is not the only form of engagement. And any international involvement must balance costs and benefits. Adjusting commitments would allow a vastly different, and less expensive, force structure. The U.S. could make significant cuts and still maintain the globe's strongest and most sophisticated military — one well able to defend Americans.
5.  Prophecies of the decline of US leadership are always wrong—despite decades of false warnings the US is still the world hegemon.

JOFFE, 2009
(JOSEF (Senior Fellow at Stanford's Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, Foreign Affairs, Sept-October 2009, accessed via Academic One File)

EVERY TEN years, it is decline time in the United States. In the late 1950s, it was the Sputnik shock, followed by the "missile gap" trumpeted by John F. Kennedy in the 1960 presidential campaign. A decade later, Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger sounded the dirge over bipolarity, predicting a world of five, rather than two, global powers. At the end of the 1970s, Jimmy Carter's "malaise" speech invoked "a crisis of confidence" that struck "at the very heart and soul and spirit of our national will." A decade later, academics such as the Yale historian Paul Kennedy predicted the ruin of the United States, driven by overextension abroad and profligacy at home. The United States was at risk of "imperial overstretch," Kennedy wrote in 1987, arguing that "the sum total of the United States' global interests and obligations is nowadays far larger than the country's power to defend them all simultaneously." But three years later, Washington dispatched 600,000 soldiers to fight the first Iraq war--without reinstating the draft or raising taxes. The only price of "overstretch" turned out to be the mild recession of 1991.  Declinism took a break in the 1990s. The United States was enjoying a nice run after the suicide of the Soviet Union, and Japan, the economic powerhouse of the 1980s, was stuck in its "lost decade" of stagnation and so no longer stirred U.S. paranoia with its takeover of national treasures such as Pebble Beach and Rockefeller Center. The United States had moved into the longest economic expansion in history, which, apart from eight down months in 2001, continued until 2008. "Gloom is the dominant mood in Japan these days," one Asian commentator reported in 1997, whereas "American capitalism is resurgent, confident and brash." That year, the New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman wrote that "the defining feature of world affairs" was "globalization" and that if "you had to design a country best suited to compete in such a world, [it would be] today's America." He concluded on a triumphant note: "Globalization is us."  In those days, any declinist harrumph sounded quirky or simply generic. The indictment delivered in 1994 by the Oxford fellow John Gray could have come from any time: "The U.S. no longer possesses any recognizable common culture." It had degenerated into a melee of "warring cultural and ethnic groups," with "ungovernability" just around the corner. For Gray, it all added up to a "spectacle of American decline."  But by the end of the Bush administration, declinism had returned with a vengeance. This year, inspired by the global financial crisis, Paul Kennedy revisited the arguments he had laid out in his book The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers over 20 years ago. "The biggest loser is understood to be Uncle Sam," he wrote. Chronic fiscal deficits and military overstretch--the twin scourge of his 1987 book--were finally doing in the United States, he argued, and the "global tectonic power shift, toward Asia and away from the West, seems hard to reverse."  Roger Altman, a former deputy secretary of the Treasury, has written in these pages that the financial crash "has inflicted profound damage on ... [the United States'] standing in the world." The German finance minister, Peer Steinbruck, has crowed, "The United States will lose its superpower status in the world financial system," which "will become more multipolar." And the historian Niall Ferguson has gone halfway, warning that although "the balance of global power is bound to shift," "commentators should always hesitate before they prophesy the decline and fall of the United States."  No such hesitation has befallen the new crop of declinists. Some of their lore is simply generic, divorced from time and circumstance, and thus achingly familiar to those who remember 50 years of similar boilerplate. Last year, Parag Khanna, a fellow at the New America Foundation, intoned that "America's standing in the world remains in steady decline." This has a familiar ring to it, as does Khanna's announcement that U.S. power is "competing--and losing--in a geopolitical marketplace alongside the world's other superpowers."  Who are these superpowers? From the 1950s through the 1970s, it was the Soviet Union, and in the 1980s, Japan. Now, Khanna fingers the European Union and China. For Europe, it is the second time around the block--the old continent was touted as the multipolar muscleman by the previous generation of doomsters.  Finally, two foreign voices. One is that of Kishore Mahbubani, Singapore's former UN ambassador, whose bid to succeed Kofi Annan as UN secretary-general was thwarted by Washington. As the title of his 2008 book, The New Asian Hemisphere: The Irresistible Shift of Global Power to the East, suggests, he chronicles not the degeneration of the United States as much as the triumph of Asia. His tone is avuncular, if not patronizing: "Sadly, ... Western intellectual life continues to be dominated by those who continue to celebrate the supremacy of the West." So the West, in this case the United States, is losing its grip not only on power but also on reality--going from Chapter 11 straight to the psychiatrist's couch. In contrast, "the rest of the world has moved on. A steady delegitimization of Western power ... is underway." And who shall inherit the earth? Mahbubani suggests China, which "should eventually take over the mantle of global leadership from America." This is a subtly contemptuous version of America perdita--wishful thinking posing as sober analysis.  A second voice is that of Dimitry Orlov, a Russian-born writer who saw the Soviet empire disembowel itself and, in an act of psychic revenge, has projected the same fate onto the United States. "At some point during the coming years," he wrote in his 2008 book, Reinventing Collapse: The Soviet Example and American Prospects, "the economic system of the United States will teeter and fall.... America's economy will evaporate like the morning mist." He calls both the Soviet Union and the United States "evil empires." This brief history of declinism shows that doom arrives in cycles, and what comes and goes, logically, does not a trend make. Today, as after past prophecies of imminent debility, the United States remains first on any scale of power that matters--economic, military, diplomatic, or cultural--despite being embroiled in two wars and beset by the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression.

6. Any resulting conflict after hege collapse will be small

Haas ’08 

[Richard Haass on April 15, 2008 (President of Council on Foreign Affairs, “Ask the Expert: What Comes After Unipolarity?” http://www.cfr.org/publication/16063/ask_the_expert.html)]

Does a non polar world increase or reduce the chances of another world war? Will nuclear deterrence continue to prevent a large scale conflict? Sivananda Rajaram, UK Richard Haass: I believe the chance of a world war, i.e., one involving the major powers of the day, is remote and likely to stay that way. This reflects more than anything else the absence of disputes or goals that could lead to such a conflict. Nuclear deterrence might be a contributing factor in the sense that no conceivable dispute among the major powers would justify any use of nuclear weapons, but again, I believe the fundamental reason great power relations are relatively good is that all hold a stake in sustaining an international order that supports trade and financial flows and avoids large-scale conflict. The danger in a nonpolar world is not global conflict as we feared during the Cold War but smaller but still highly costly conflicts involving terrorist groups, militias, rogue states, etc.

7. US Hegemony is strong and sustainable – structural flaws in China’s economy mean they aren’t a competitor 

Brownfield 11
[Mike,  assistant director of strategic communications for The Heritage Foundation, serves as editor of The Foundry, the think tank’s rapid-response policy blog, and The Morning Bell, one of Washington’s most widely read and influential morning e-newsletters. “Morning Bell:  Is the Age of America Coming to An End”  April 26, 2011. The Heritage Foundation]

The picture of America’s economic house is a dismal one, with its escalating debt and out-of-control entitlement spending. There is a silver lining for America, though. Scissors points out that China has considerable economic weaknesses like low income levels, resource depletion and high unemployment, whereas the U.S. has comparable strengths and is poised to remain a global leader: If we do get our act together, we will stay far ahead of China where it counts most: in wealth, in employment, in technology, and so on. The United States is richer, has far more productive workers, and far more in the way of natural resources than China. The only way we stop being the global economic leader is if we blow it.

# 1 – heg high - 2nc must read

Extend the Khanna evidence- the US is the global leader in innovation which guarantees our status as the hegemon- innovation is the single largest factor in leadership because it causes global cooperation and trade alliances that checks the incentive for anti-Americanism

Hegemony is strong on all fronts- we control NATO and there are no challengers

Chomsky 8-27-11 [Noam, Institute Professor and Professor (Emeritus) at the Department of Linguistics & Philosophy at MIT, where he has worked for over 50 years, “American Decline: Causes and Consequences,” http://en.ammonnews.net/article.aspx?articleNO=13500]
In the 2011 summer issue of the journal of the American Academy of Political Science, we read that it is "a common theme" that the United States, which "only a few years ago was hailed to stride the world as a colossus with unparalleled power and unmatched appeal -- is in decline, ominously facing the prospect of its final decay." It is indeed a common theme, widely believed, and with some reason. But an appraisal of US foreign policy and influence abroad and the strength of its domestic economy and political institutions at home suggests that a number of qualifications are in order. To begin with, the decline has in fact been proceeding since the high point of US power shortly after World War II, and the remarkable rhetoric of the several years of triumphalism in the 1990s was mostly self-delusion. Furthermore, the commonly drawn corollary -- that power will shift to China and India -- is highly dubious. They are poor countries with severe internal problems. The world is surely becoming more diverse, but despite America's decline, in the foreseeable future there is no competitor for global hegemonic power. To review briefly some of the relevant history: During World War II, US planners recognized that the US would emerge from the war in a position of overwhelming power. It is quite clear from the documentary record that "President Roosevelt was aiming at United States hegemony in the postwar world," to quote the assessment of diplomatic historian Geoffrey Warner. Plans were developed to control what was called a Grand Area, a region encompassing the Western Hemisphere, the Far East, the former British empire -- including the crucial Middle East oil reserves -- and as much of Eurasia as possible, or at the very least its core industrial regions in Western Europe and the southern European states. The latter were regarded as essential for ensuring control of Middle East energy resources. Within these expansive domains, the US was to maintain "unquestioned power" with "military and economic supremacy," while ensuring the "limitation of any exercise of sovereignty" by states that might interfere with its global designs. The doctrines still prevail, though their reach has declined. Wartime plans, soon to be carefully implemented, were not unrealistic. The US had long been by far the richest country in the world. The war ended the Depression and US industrial capacity almost quadrupled, while rivals were decimated. At the war's end, the US had half the world's wealth and unmatched security. Each region of the Grand Area was assigned its 'function' within the global system. The ensuing 'Cold War' consisted largely of efforts by the two superpowers to enforce order on their own domains: for the USSR, Eastern Europe; for the US, most of the world. By 1949, the Grand Area was already seriously eroding with "the loss of China," as it is routinely called. The phrase is interesting: one can only 'lose' what one possesses. Shortly after, Southeast Asia began to fall out of control, leading to Washington's horrendous Indochina wars and the huge massacres in Indonesia in 1965 as US dominance was restored. Meanwhile, subversion and massive violence continued elsewhere in the effort to maintain what is called 'stability,' meaning conformity to US demands. But decline was inevitable, as the industrial world reconstructed and decolonization pursued its agonizing course. By 1970, US share of world wealth had declined to about 25%, still colossal but sharply reduced. The industrial world was becoming 'tripolar,' with major centers in the US, Europe, and Asia -- then Japan-centered -- already becoming the most dynamic region. Twenty years later the USSR collapsed. Washington's reaction teaches us a good deal about the reality of the Cold War. The Bush I administration, then in office, immediately declared that policies would remain pretty much unchanged, but under different pretexts. The huge military establishment would be maintained, but not for defense against the Russians; rather, to confront the "technological sophistication" of third world powers. Similarly, they reasoned, it would be necessary to maintain "the defense industrial base," a euphemism for advanced industry, highly reliant on government subsidy and initiative. Intervention forces still had to be aimed at the Middle East, where the serious problems "could not be laid at the Kremlin's door," contrary to half a century of deceit. It was quietly conceded that the problems had always been "radical nationalism," that is, attempts by countries to pursue an independent course in violation of Grand Area principles. These policy fundamentals were not modified. The Clinton administration declared that the US has the right to use military force unilaterally to ensure "uninhibited access to key markets, energy supplies, and strategic resources." It also declared that military forces must be "forward deployed" in Europe and Asia "in order to shape people's opinions about us," not by gentle persuasion, and "to shape events that will affect our livelihood and our security." Instead of being reduced or eliminated, as propaganda would have led one to expect, NATO was expanded to the East. This was in violation of verbal pledges to Mikhail Gorbachev when he agreed to allow a unified Germany to join NATO. Today, NATO has become a global intervention force under US command, with the official task of controlling the international energy system, sea lanes, pipelines, and whatever else the hegemonic power determines. 

Prophecies of hege decline are cyclical and media hype- there are no challengers and hege doesn’t solve war

Joseph Nye, 2010 (Foreign Affairs, Nov/Dec 2010, The Future of American Power, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66796/joseph-s-nye-jr/the-future-of-american-power)

Power today is distributed in a pattern that resembles a complex three-dimensional chess game. On the top chessboard, military power is largely unipolar, and the United States is likely to retain primacy for quite some time. On the middle chessboard, economic power has been multipolar for more than a decade, with the United States, Europe, Japan, and China as the major players and others gaining in importance. The bottom chessboard is the realm of transnational relations. It includes nonstate actors as diverse as bankers who electronically transfer funds, terrorists who traffic weapons, hackers who threaten cybersecurity, and challenges such as pandemics and climate change. On this bottom board, power is widely diffused, and it makes no sense to speak of unipolarity, multipolarity, or hegemony. In interstate politics, the most important factor will be the continuing return of Asia to the world stage. In 1750, Asia had more than half the world's population and economic output. By 1900, after the Industrial Revolution in Europe and the United States, Asia's share shrank to one-fifth of global economic output. By 2050, Asia will be well on its way back to its historical share. The rise of China and India may create instability, but this is a problem with precedents, and history suggests how policies can affect the outcome. HEGEMONIC DECLINE?   It is currently fashionable to compare the United States' power to that of the United Kingdom a century ago and to predict a similar hegemonic decline. Some Americans react emotionally to the idea of decline, but it would be counterintuitive and ahistorical to believe that the United States will have a preponderant share of power resources forever. The word "decline" mixes up two different dimensions: absolute decline, in the sense of decay, and relative decline, in which the power resources of other states grow| or are used more effectively. The analogy with British decline is misleading. The United Kingdom had naval supremacy and an empire on which the sun never set, but by World War I, the country ranked only fourth among the great powers in its share of military personnel, fourth in GDP, and third in military spending. With the rise of nationalism, protecting the empire became more of a burden than an asset. For all the talk of an American empire, the United States has more freedom of action than the United Kingdom did. And whereas the United Kingdom faced rising neighbors, Germany and Russia, the United States benefits from being surrounded by two oceans and weaker neighbors. Despite such differences, Americans are prone to cycles of belief in their own decline. The Founding Fathers worried about comparisons to the Roman republic. Charles Dickens observed a century and a half ago, "If its individual citizens, to a man, are to be believed, [the United States] always is depressed, and always is stagnated, and always is at an alarming crisis, and never was otherwise." In the last half century, belief in American decline rose after the Soviet Union launched Sputnik in 1957, after President Richard Nixon's economic adjustments and the oil shocks in the 1970s, and after the closing of rust-belt industries and the budget deficits in the Reagan era. Ten years later, Americans believed that the United States was the sole superpower, and now polls show that many believe in decline again. Pundits lament the inability of Washington to control states such as Afghanistan or Iran, but they allow the golden glow of the past to color their appraisals. The United States' power is not what it used to be, but it also never really was as great as assumed. After World War II, the United States had nuclear weapons and an overwhelming preponderance of economic power but nonetheless was unable to prevent the "loss" of China, to roll back communism in Eastern Europe, to overcome stalemate in the Korean War, to stop the "loss" of North Vietnam, or to dislodge the Castro regime in Cuba. Power measured in resources rarely equals power measured in preferred outcomes, and cycles of belief in decline reveal more about psychology than they do about real shifts in power resources. Unfortunately, mistaken beliefs in decline--at home and abroad--can lead to dangerous mistakes in policy. CHINA ON THE RISE   For more than a decade, many have viewed China as the most likely contender to balance U.S. power or surpass it. Some draw analogies to the challenge that imperial Germany posed to the United Kingdom at the beginning of the last century. A recent book (by Martin Jacques) is even titled When China Rules the World: The End of the Western World and the Birth of a New Global Order. Goldman Sachs has projected that the total size of China's economy will surpass that of the United States in 2027. Yet China has a long way to go to equal the power resources of the United States, and it still faces many obstacles to its development. Even if overall Chinese GDP passed that of the United States around 2030, the two economies, although roughly equivalent in size, would not be equivalent in composition. China would still have a vast underdeveloped countryside, and it would have begun to face demographic problems from the delayed effects of its one-child policy. Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an economy. Assuming a six percent Chinese GDP growth rate and only two percent American GDP growth rate after 2030, China would probably not equal the United States in per capita income until sometime around the middle of the century. In other words, China's impressive economic growth rate and increasing population will likely lead the Chinese economy to pass the U.S. economy in total size in a few decades, but that is not the same as equality. Moreover, linear projections can be misleading, and growth rates generally slow as economies reach higher levels of development. China's authoritarian political system has shown an impressive capability to harness the country's power, but whether the government can maintain that capability over the longer term is a mystery both to outsiders and to Chinese leaders. Unlike India, which was born with a democratic constitution, China has not yet found a way to solve the problem of demands for political participation (if not democracy) that tend to accompany rising per capita income. Whether China can develop a formula that manages an expanding urban middle class, regional inequality, rural poverty, and resentment among ethnic minorities remains to be seen. Some have argued that China aims to challenge the United States' position in East Asia and, eventually, the world. Even if this were an accurate assessment of China's current intentions (and even the Chinese themselves cannot know the views of future generations), it is doubtful that China will have the military capability to make this possible anytime soon. Moreover, Chinese leaders will have to contend with the reactions of other countries and the constraints created by China's need for external markets and resources. Too aggressive a Chinese military posture could produce a countervailing coalition among China's neighbors that would weaken both its hard and its soft power. The rise of Chinese power in Asia is contested by both India and Japan (as well as other states), and that provides a major power advantage to the United States. The U.S.-Japanese alliance and the improvement in U.S.-Indian relations mean that China cannot easily expel the Americans from Asia. From that position of strength, the United States, Japan, India, Australia, and others can engage China and provide incentives for it to play a responsible role, while hedging against the possibility of aggressive behavior as China's power grows. DOMESTIC DECAY?   Some argue that the United States suffers from "imperial overstretch," but so far, the facts do not fit that theory. On the contrary, defense and foreign affairs expenditures have declined as a share of GDP over the past several decades. Nonetheless, the United States could decline not because of imperial overstretch but because of domestic underreach. Rome rotted from within, and some observers, noting the sourness of current U.S. politics, project that the United States will lose its ability to influence world events because of domestic battles over culture, the collapse of its political institutions, and economic stagnation. This possibility cannot be ruled out, but the trends are not as clear as the current gloomy mood suggests. Although the United States has many social problems--and always has--they do not seem to be getting worse in any linear manner. Some of these problems are even improving, such as rates of crime, divorce, and teenage pregnancy. Although there are culture wars over issues such as same-sex marriage and abortion, polls show an overall increase in tolerance. Civil society is robust, and church attendance is high, at 42 percent. The country's past cultural battles, over immigration, slavery, evolution, temperance, McCarthyism, and civil rights, were arguably more serious than any of today's.

 US hegemony still first globally – assumes new economic events

Sally 3/8 

(Razeen Sally, Director of the European Centre for International Political Economy, now Europe’s leading trade-policy think tank, which he co-founded in 2006. He is also on the faculty of the London School of Economics, where he also received his PhD. He has held adjunct teaching, research and advisory positions at universities and think tanks in the USA, Europe, Africa and Asia.  Razeen Sally’s research and teaching focuses on global trade policy and Asia in the world economy. He has written extensively on the WTO, FTAs, and on different aspects of trade policy in Asia. He has also written on the history of economic ideas, especially the theory of commercial policy. He has consulted for governments, international organisations and businesses in Europe and Asia, comments regularly on international economic issues in the media, “The Crisis and the Global Economy:  A Shifting World Order?”, http://www.ecipe.org/press/PRM%202011-03-08.pdf, March 8, 2011)

The global economic crisis has sparked short-term divergence of economic performance between  the West and emerging markets, and thereby accelerated the longer-run convergence of the latter  on the former, argues Razeen Sally in a new study. That is particularly evident in globalising Asia.  This shift to the East is also even more evident in international trade and FDI than it is in other  channels of globalisation. And it creates very different economic and geopolitical conditions to  those that prevailed under US leadership and a transatlantic-centred world economy in the second  half of the last century. Western and emerging-market elites are only just beginning to recognise  this shift, but they still have little clue how to deal with it. Yet emerging markets’ political and economic institutions, and intra-regional divisions, continue to hold  back their rise. That means the Shift to the East will not translate into Chinese or other emerging-market  leadership for a long time to come – if ever. The USA is still the fulcrum of international relations, and  the world is far from being “post-American”. But the USA is diminished; it is less capable and willing  to exercise global leadership – clearly evident under the Obama administration. Europe is also no  substitute for US leadership. The EU has the world’s biggest unified market. But that is the extent of the  EU’s global power. Its hybrid nature, internal divisions and absence of hard power (a unified military  capacity) will always prevent it from having a serious, coherent foreign policy. Its soft power, outside  the greater European neighbourhood, is mostly postmodern hot air.
Allies make U.S. power unchallengeable 

Joseph Nye, 2010 (Foreign Affairs, Nov/Dec 2010, The Future of American Power, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66796/joseph-s-nye-jr/the-future-of-american-power)

DEBATING DECLINE   Any net assessment of American power in the coming decades will remain uncertain, but analysis is not helped by misleading metaphors of decline. Declinists should be chastened by remembering how wildly exaggerated U.S. estimates of Soviet power in the 1970s and of Japanese power in the 1980s were. Equally misguided were those prophets of unipolarity who argued a decade ago that the United States was so powerful that it could do as it wished and others had no choice but to follow. Today, some confidently predict that the twenty-first century will see China replace the United States as the world's leading state, whereas others argue with equal confidence that the twenty-first century will be the American century. But unforeseen events often confound such projections. There is always a range of possible futures, not one. As for the United States' power relative to China's, much will depend on the uncertainties of future political change in China. Barring any political upheaval, China's size and high rate of economic growth will almost certainly increase its relative strength vis-à-vis the United States. This will bring China closer to the United States in power resources, but it does not necessarily mean that China will surpass the United States as the most powerful country--even if China suffers no major domestic political setbacks. Projections based on GDP growth alone are one-dimensional. They ignore U.S. advantages in military and soft power, as well as China's geopolitical disadvantages in the Asian balance of power. Among the range of possible futures, the more likely are those in which China gives the United States a run for its money but does not surpass it in overall power in the first half of this century. Looking back at history, the British strategist Lawrence Freedman has noted that the United States has "two features which distinguish it from the dominant great powers of the past: American power is based on alliances rather than colonies and is associated with an ideology that is flexible. . . . Together they provide a core of relationships and values to which America can return even after it has overextended itself." And looking to the future, the scholar Anne-Marie Slaughter has argued that the United States' culture of openness and innovation will keep it central in a world where networks supplement, if not fully replace, hierarchical power. The United States is well placed to benefit from such networks and alliances, if it follows smart strategies. Given Japanese concerns about the rise of Chinese power, Japan is more likely to seek U.S. support to preserve its independence than ally with China. This enhances the United States' position. Unless Americans act foolishly with regard to Japan, an allied East Asia is not a plausible candidate to displace the United States. It matters that the two entities in the world with per capita incomes and sophisticated economies similar to those of the United States--the European Union and Japan--both are U.S. allies. In traditional realist terms of balances of power resources, that makes a large difference for the net position of U.S. power. And in a more positive-sum view of power--that of holding power with, rather than over, other countries--Europe and Japan provide the largest pools of resources for dealing with common transnational problems. Although their interests are not identical to those of the United States, they share overlapping social and governmental networks with it that provide opportunities for cooperation. A NEW NARRATIVE   It is time for a new narrative about the future of U.S. power. Describing power transition in the twenty-first century as a traditional case of hegemonic decline is inaccurate, and it can lead to dangerous policy implications if it encourages China to engage in adventurous policies or the United States to overreact out of fear. The United States is not in absolute decline, and in relative terms, there is a reasonable probability that it will remain more powerful than any single state in the coming decades. At the same time, the country will certainly face a rise in the power resources of many others--both states and nonstate actors. Because globalization will spread technological capabilities and information technology will allow more people to communicate, U.S. culture and the U.S. economy will become less globally dominant than they were at the start of this century. Yet it is unlikely that the United States will decay like ancient Rome, or even that it will be surpassed by another state, including China.
Hegemony is stable now

Satik ’10 [Nerouz Satik on November 9, 2010 (Day Press News, “The international system and the Transformation of Unipolarity,” http://www.dp-news.com/pages/detail.aspx?l=2&articleId=62423)]

Conversation about the end of the unipolar era stirs up a number of questions and doubts around such a reality, because the U.S. is still militarily superior worldwide and occupies the highest rung in average military spending, which reaches 4% of American Gross National Product (GNP) and American military bases are the only ones spread all across the globe. Likewise, U.S. GNP adds up to 13.78 trillion dollars, and we must combine the GNP’s of four of the most important national economies, China, Japan, Germany and Britain, which are 4.4 + 4.3 + 2.8 + 2.6 = 14.1 trillion dollars, respectively, in order to surpass American GNP by a little. The strength of the United States can be partially traced back to the American economic and monetary system, which stands by virtue of the strength of the dollar, as well as the ties of many national economies to the value of the dollar and the American economy, regardless of the world financial crisis. Therefore it is possible for us to say that the U.S. is still the predominant world power. One can illustrate this by comparing the world of the Bush period with that of the Obama period. In the age of the previous American administration, the world witnessed great unrest, especially between countries with various geographical and historical linkages, whereas the age of President Obama witnessed many crises of dissolution, retreat and instability. 

Zero risk of hegemony decline now

Reveron ’10 [Derek Reveron on November 11, 2010 (Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval War College, “Myth of American Declinism,” http://sitrep.globalsecurity.org/articles/101108670-myth-of-american-declinism.htm)]

Over 20 years ago, former Assistant Secretary of Defense Joseph Nye commented that, "Although the United States still has leverage over particular countries, it has far less leverage over the system as a whole." Nye observed that not only was the international system changing from bipolar to unipolar, but also power itself was changing, which is the ability to shape the outcomes you want and change the behavior of others. There are certainly indications that U.S. military and economic power does not directly translate into dominance, but it also is premature to predict American decline. The world is still unipolar. In a new study for the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Studies, retired Ambassador Eric Edelman challenges the declinist view of the United States and asks: Will the undeniable relative decline of the United States, in fact, lead to the end of unipolarity? Do the BRIC countries really represent a bloc? What would multipolarity look like? How does one measure national power anyhow, and how can one measure the change in the power distribution globally? Is the rise of global competitors inevitable? What are some of the weaknesses that might hamper the would-be competitors from staying on their current favorable economic and political trajectory? Does the United States possess some underappreciated strengths that might serve as the basis for continued primacy in the international system and, if so, what steps would a prudent government take to extend that primacy into the future? The study offers both an assessment of the emerging powers and the United States. Ambassador Edelman concludes that the European Union and Japan are marred by different demographic crises and dependent on the United States for security; Brazil is growing, but faces long-term social and economic limitations and is a good candidate for partnership with the United States; Russia will likely have serious political tensions with China in the Far East; India is beset by a daunting array of demographic, economic, social, political and security problems; and China is facing a perfect storm of economic, demographic, and social unrest that has led some observers to conjecture that China, far from being a rising power, is actually on the verge of collapse. With this assessment, Edelman concludes: With all of the problems and uncertainties that the emerging economies face and the enormous challenges that bedevil the developed world in Europe and Japan, only one thing seems certain: events will drive international economics and politics in directions that no one now anticipates and the certainties about rising and falling powers are likely to be knocked askew by a fickle and unpredictable fate. While American power is checked in the economic, diplomatic, and cultural spheres, its ideology still dominates the international system. Wealth is migrating to Asia, but many leading states of the world crave and demand continued U.S. leadership. Edelman does think The period of unipolarity has been based on a singular fact: the United States is the first leading state in modern international history with decisive preponderance in all the underlying components of power: economic, military, technological and geopolitical. With the possible exception of Brazil, all the other powers face serious internal and external security challenges. Japan, with its economic and demographic challenges, must deal with a de facto nuclear-armed, failing state (the DPRK) nearby and must also cast an uneasy glance at a rising China. India has domestic violence, insurgencies in bordering countries (Nepal and Bangladesh) and a persistent security dilemma with respect to China. The demographic challenges will be particularly acute for Europe, Japan, and Russia in the areas of military man- power and economic growth. The results will either diminish overall military strength or, in the case of Russia, impose a greater reliance on nuclear weapons. Edelman thinks that declinism is a choice and that the United States must get its political and economic house in order. However, he sees strong fundamentals, which are missing from potential rivals (except Brazil, which he sees a logical partner for the United States). These fundamentals include: strong food production, geographic position, energy reserves of coal and gas, culture of innovation, and healthy fertility rates. With a good strategy and strong leaders, American declinism is likely to remain a myth, albeit persistent.

Here’s predictive evidence – no collapse coming

Kamp ’10 [Karl-Heinz Kamp in 2010 (Director of the Research Division of the NATO, The Dubious Presumptions of Decline in American Power, p. 167-8)]

• US military dominance is not going to wane in the coming decades. With a navy larger than the next 50 biggest navies in the world together, American military might remain unchallenged. Economically, even today’s gigantic sums of well over $1bn a day by America on defence seem to be sustainable because in relation to its gross domestic product the US defence budget is smaller than in the late 1980s. That said, America’s military dominance is not a silver bullet that can resolve political problems, but rather it is one element in the whole spectrum of statecraft. Weaponry can help enforce political and diplomatic developments, but it cannot build a lasting peace. Indeed, when used unwisely, as in Iraq, the net results of military superiority can prove disastrous. But military force is also a means to make other tools more effective. Without America’s undisputed military dominance it could not act as a guarantor of international order with the credibility needed to maintain stability in Asia, the Middle East or the Balkans. • The US economy’s leading role has also hardly been challenged. Despite the present banking and financial markets turmoil, or its deeply troubled automobile industry, the US still ranks as the world’s most competitive economy, says the Geneva-based World Economic Forum. It remains dominant in cutting-edge future technologies like nanotechnology and biotechnology, and America still trains more engineers per capita than any of the Asian giants, some of which sugarcoat the statistics by counting car mechanics and servicemen as engineers.

#2 – heg doesn’t solve war
Extend the Mastaduno evidence- hege doesn’t solve war - countries are becoming bigger economic challengers and their foreign policies are based on self-interest rather than on US credibility- the agendas of the international community are too complex and diverse for US influence to solve- proven by strong US leadership still not getting Iran or North Korea to back down despite Obama’s soft power

Heg doesn’t prevent war.

Kober ‘10
 [“The Deterrence Illusion” The Guardian Online http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/10/deterrence-war-peace]

The world at the beginning of the 21st century bears an eerie – and disquieting – resemblance to Europe at the beginning of the last century. That was also an era of globalisation. New technologies for transportation and communication were transforming the world. Europeans had lived so long in peace that war seemed irrational. And they were right, up to a point. The first world war was the product of a mode of rational thinking that went badly off course. The peace of Europe was based on security assurances. Germany was the protector of Austria-Hungary, and Russia was the protector of Serbia. The prospect of escalation was supposed to prevent war, and it did– until, finally, it didn't. The Russians, who should have been deterred – they had suffered a terrible defeat at the hands of Japan just a few years before – decided they had to come to the support of their fellow Slavs. As countries honoured their commitments, a system that was designed to prevent war instead widened it. We have also been living in an age of globalisation, especially since the end of the cold war, but it too is increasingly being challenged. And just like the situation at the beginning of the last century, deterrence is not working. Much is made, for example, of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (Nato) invoking Article V – the famous "three musketeers" pledge that an attack on one member is to be considered as an attack on all – following the terrorist attacks of September 11. But the United States is the most powerful member of Nato by far. Indeed, in 2001, it was widely considered to be a hegemon, a hyperpower. Other countries wanted to be in Nato because they felt an American guarantee would provide security. And yet it was the US that was attacked. This failure of deterrence has not received the attention it deserves. It is, after all, not unique. The North Vietnamese were not deterred by the American guarantee to South Vietnam. Similarly, Hezbollah was not deterred in Lebanon in the 1980s, and American forces were assaulted in Somalia. What has been going wrong? The successful deterrence of the superpowers during the cold war led to the belief that if such powerful countries could be deterred, then lesser powers should fall into line when confronted with an overwhelmingly powerful adversary. It is plausible, but it may be too rational. For all their ideological differences, the US and the Soviet Union observed red lines during the cold war. There were crises – Berlin, Cuba, to name a couple – but these did not touch on emotional issues or vital interests, so that compromise and retreat were possible. Indeed, what we may have missed in the west is the importance of retreat in Soviet ideology. "Victory is impossible unless [the revolutionary parties] have learned both how to attack and how to retreat properly," Lenin wrote in "Left-Wing" Communism: An Infantile Disorder. When the Soviets retreated, the US took the credit. Deterrence worked. But what if retreat was part of the plan all along? What if, in other words, the Soviet Union was the exception rather than the rule? That question is more urgent because, in the post-cold war world, the US has expanded its security guarantees, even as its enemies show they are not impressed. The Iraqi insurgents were not intimidated by President Bush's challenge to "bring 'em on". The Taliban have made an extraordinary comeback from oblivion and show no respect for American power. North Korea is demonstrating increasing belligerence. And yet the US keeps emphasising security through alliances. "We believe that there are certain commitments, as we saw in a bipartisan basis to Nato, that need to be embedded in the DNA of American foreign policy," secretary of state Hillary Clinton affirmed in introducing the new National Security Strategy. But that was the reason the US was in Vietnam. It had a bipartisan commitment to South Vietnam under the Southeast Asia Treaty Organisation, reaffirmed through the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, which passed Congress with only two dissenting votes. It didn't work, and found its commitments were not embedded in its DNA. Americans turned against the war, Secretary Clinton among them. The great powers could not guarantee peace in Europe a century ago, and the US could not guarantee it in Asia a half-century ago.

No impact to hegemony collapse

Ikenberry ’08 [John Ikenberry in Jan/Feb 2008 (Professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, “The Rise of China and the Future of the West,” Foreign Affairs, p. Lexis)

Some observers believe that the American era is coming to an end, as the Western-oriented world order is replaced by one increasingly dominated by the East. The historian Niall Ferguson has written that the bloody twentieth century witnessed "the descent of the West" and "a reorientation of the world" toward the East. Realists go on to note that as China gets more powerful and the United States' position erodes, two things are likely to happen: China will try to use its growing influence to reshape the rules and institutions of the international system to better serve its interests, and other states in the system -- especially the declining hegemon -- will start to see China as a growing security threat. The result of these developments, they predict, will be tension, distrust, and conflict, the typical features of a power transition. In this view, the drama of China's rise will feature an increasingly powerful China and a declining United States locked in an epic battle over the rules and leadership of the international system. And as the world's largest country emerges not from within but outside the established post-World War II international order, it is a drama that will end with the grand ascendance of China and the onset of an Asian-centered world order. That course, however, is not inevitable. The rise of China does not have to trigger a wrenching hegemonic transition. The U.S.-Chinese power transition can be very different from those of the past because China faces an international order that is fundamentally different from those that past rising states confronted. China does not just face the United States; it faces a Western-centered system that is open, integrated, and rule-based, with wide and deep political foundations. The nuclear revolution, meanwhile, has made war among great powers unlikely -- eliminating the major tool that rising powers have used to overturn international systems defended by declining hegemonic states. Today's Western order, in short, is hard to overturn and easy to join. This unusually durable and expansive order is itself the product of farsighted U.S. leadership. After World War II, the United States did not simply establish itself as the leading world power. It led in the creation of universal institutions that not only invited global membership but also brought democracies and market societies closer together. It built an order that facilitated the participation and integration of both established great powers and newly independent states. (It is often forgotten that this postwar order was designed in large part to reintegrate the defeated Axis states and the beleaguered Allied states into a unified international system.) Today, China can gain full access to and thrive within this system. And if it does, China will rise, but the Western order -- if managed properly -- will live on. 

#3 – no transition war
Extend the Ikenberry evidence- there’s no impact to hege collapse because the current system is largely integrated and resilient- the nuclear revolution has reduced the likelihood and motivation to start great-power wars- no state has the incentive to start a war if hegemony collapses

The international order is secure and sustainable – no risk of a transition war

Ikenberry 11
[John, Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University. “The Future of the Liberal World Order” May/Jun2011, Vol. 90, Issue 3. Foreign Affairs]
In a way, however, the liberal international order has sown the seeds of its own discontent, since, paradoxically, the challenges facing it now--the rise of non-Western states and new transnational threats--are artifacts of its success. But the solutions to these problems--integrating rising powers and tackling problems cooperatively--will lead the order's old guardians and new stakeholders to an agenda of renewal. The coming divide in world politics will not be between the United States (and the West) and the non-Western rising states. Rather, the struggle will be between those who want to renew and expand today's system of multilateral governance arrangements and those who want to move to a less cooperative order built on spheres of influence. These fault lines do not map onto geography, nor do they split the West and the non-West. There are passionate champions of the UN, the WTO, and a rule-based international order in Asia, and there are isolationist, protectionist, and anti-internationalist factions in the West. The liberal international order has succeeded over the decades because its rules and institutions have not just enshrined open trade and free markets but also provided tools for governments to manage economic and security interdependence. The agenda for the renewal of the liberal international order should be driven by this same imperative: to reinforce the capacities of national governments to govern and achieve their economic and security goals. As the hegemonic organization of the liberal international order slowly gives way, more states will have authority and status. But this will still be a world that the United States wants to inhabit. A wider array of states will share the burdens of global economic and political governance, and with its worldwide system of alliances, the United States will remain at the center of the global system. Rising states do not just grow more powerful on the global stage; they grow more powerful within their regions, and this creates its own set of worries and insecurities--which is why states will continue to look to Washington for security and partnership. In this new age of international order, the United States will not be able to rule. But it can still lead.
#5 – Prophecies of Heg ( are wrong – Joffe

(--) Extend our Joffe evidence, prefer our evidence…he’s a senior fellow of international studies at Stanford…he says that all the previous predictions of doom and gloom for US leadership are wrong—it’s just hype by overly pessimistic authors who ignore the realities of the power of the United States in the post Cold War world.
(--) Leadership decline scares are commonplace and wrong:
William Wohlforth, 2007 (Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University, http://hir.harvard.edu/articles/print.php?article=1611)

The most influential scholarly book on international relations of the past generation, Kenneth N. Waltz’s Theory of International Politics, was written in part to dispel these flighty views and show that bipolarity still endured. If one looks past the headlines to the deep material structure of the world, Waltz argued, one will see that bipolarity is still the order of the day. Yet in the early 1990s, Waltz himself proclaimed that the return of multipolarity was around the corner. Such perceived polarity shifts are usually accompanied by decline scares—concern that as other powers rise, the United States will lose its competitive edge in foreign relations. The current decline scare is the fourth since 1945—the first three occurred during the 1950s (Sputnik), the 1970s (Vietnam and stagflation), and the 1980s (the Soviet threat and Japan as a potential challenger).  In all of these cases, real changes were occurring that suggested a redistribution of power. But in each case, analysts’ responses to those changes seem to have been overblown. Multipolarity—an international system marked by three or more roughly equally matched major powers—did not return in the 1960s, 1970s, or early 1990s, and each decline scare ended with the United States’ position of primacy arguably strengthened.  It is impossible to know for sure whether or not the scare is for real this time—shifts in the distribution of power are notoriously hard to forecast. Barring geopolitical upheavals on the scale of Soviet collapse, the inter-state scales of power tend to change slowly. The trick is to determine when subtle quantitative shifts will lead to a major qualitative transformation of the basic structure of the international system. Fortunately, there are some simple rules of power analysis that can help prevent wild fluctuations in response to current events. Unfortunately, arguments for multipolarity’s rapid return usually run afoul of them.

(--) No counterbalancing—the US is just too strong:
JOSEF JOFFE, 2009 (Senior Fellow at Stanford's Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, Foreign Affairs, Sept-October 2009, accessed via Academic One File)

Nor can the rest truly constrain U.S. might. France, Germany, and Russia tried to do so in the run-up to the second Iraq war, in 2003, but ultimately could not stop the U.S. behemoth. In a grudging homage to U.S. power, Germany Chancellor Gerhard Schroder helped the war effort by granting the United States basing and overflight rights and agreeing to guard U.S. installations in the country to free up U.S. forces for duty in Iraq. More recently, in 2008, it was the United Kingdom and the United States--rather than the G-20--that took the lead in battling the global financial crisis, with massive stimulus measures and injections of liquidity.

(--) AND…No other nation can match US leadership—our large population, economy, and huge military put us in a league of our own:

JOSEF JOFFE, 2009 (Senior Fellow at Stanford's Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, Foreign Affairs, Sept-October 2009, accessed via Academic One File)

COMPOUND-INTEREST games are entertaining but not enlightening, since power, the most elusive concept in political science, is not just a matter of growth rates. What, then, makes a country great? A large population, a large economy, and a large military are necessary but not sufficient conditions. What puts the United States in a league of its own? For one, the world's most sophisticated military panoply, fed by a defense budget that dwarfs all comers and gives the United States the means to intervene anywhere on the planet. But there is even more: an unmatched research and higher-education establishment that continues to drive excellence. All projections that show China surpassing the United States in the first half of this century leave out these two unspectacular--but critical--sources of power. Of the world's top 20 universities, all but three are American; of the top 50, all but n are located in the United States. By contrast, India's two best universities are tucked away in the world's 300-to-400 tier. China does a bit better, its top three--Nanjing University, Peking University, and Shanghai University--are in the 200-to-300 group of the world's 500 best. Harvard and Stanford are not quaking, and neither are Cambridge and Oxford. China's public spending on education, meanwhile, has been in the range of 2.0-2.5 percent of GDP over the last quarter century--this for a population four times as large as the United States' and an economy four times as small. In the United States, average spending has been close to six percent, higher than that of India, Japan, Russia, and the EU. The same pattern holds for research and development (R & D) outlays, with the U.S. rate almost twice as high as China's--again as a fraction of a vastly larger GDP.  Education and R & D are critical because they condition future performance. True, an increasing number of U.S. graduates in the hard sciences are foreign born or first-generation immigrants. But far from betraying a failure on the United States' part, this trend actually dramatizes a unique advantage: no other country draws so many of the world's best and brightest to its labs and universities, especially from China and India.  Another aspect of national power is a warrior culture. The United States still has one, as does the United Kingdom. But Europe--although it bests or equals the United States in terms of population, economic size, and military might--no longer has the mindset that once made it the master of the world. The armies of European countries are no longer objects of national pride and no longer serve as ladders for social advancement, nor are they the principal agents for promoting the national interest. For all its marvelous riches, Europe is hardly a prime player in the contemporary great-power game: it does not think like a global power, nor can it move with the speed or decisiveness of a real state. The EU takes pride in being a civilian power that expands by force of example, rather than by force of arms. And why not, as long as the United States acts as the security lender of last resort?  What distinguishes the United States from the rest is its choice of role and mission in the world. This self-definition is best illuminated by a comparison with Russia, which wants back what it lost, and China, which wants more than it has. Both countries want more, but for themselves, not for all. Driven by selfish purposes, powers such as Russia and China cannot be what the United States was at its best in the twentieth century: a state that pursued its own interests by also serving those of others and thus created global demand for the benefits it provided. It is neither altruism nor egotism but enlightened self-interest that breeds influence.  The United States' choice of its role, in addition to its vast material riches, made it the twentieth century's indispensable nation.  

#6 – Heg is sustainable 
Heg collapse doesn’t cause global nuclear war – conflicts would be small and manageable.
Haas ’08
[president of the Council on Foreign Relations [Richard, former director of policy planning for the Department of State, former vice president and director of foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, the Sol M. Linowitz visiting professor of international studies at Hamilton College, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a lecturer in public policy at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, and a research associate at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, April 2008 “Ask the Expert: What Comes After Unipolarity?” http://www.cfr.org/publication/16063/ask_the_expert.html]

Does a non polar world increase or reduce the chances of another world war? Will nuclear deterrence continue to prevent a large scale conflict? Sivananda Rajaram, UK Richard Haass: I believe the chance of a world war, i.e., one involving the major powers of the day, is remote and likely to stay that way. This reflects more than anything else the absence of disputes or goals that could lead to such a conflict. Nuclear deterrence might be a contributing factor in the sense that no conceivable dispute among the major powers would justify any use of nuclear weapons, but again, I believe the fundamental reason great power relations are relatively good is that all hold a stake in sustaining an international order that supports trade and financial flows and avoids large-scale conflict. The danger in a nonpolar world is not global conflict as we feared during the Cold War but smaller but still highly costly conflicts involving terrorist groups, militias, rogue states, etc. 

Heg is resilient and inevitable—this will continue for 100 years and their internal links isn’t nearly big enough to affect it.

Friedman ‘09 

[The Next 100 Years 13-31]

We are now in an America-centric age. To understand this age, we must understand the United States, not only because it is so powerlitl but because its culture will permeate the world and deline it. Just as French culture and British culture were definitive during their times of power, so American culture, as young and barbaric as it is will define the way the world thinks and lives. So studying the twenty-first century means studying the United States. lf there were only one argument I could make about the twenty-first century it would be that the European Age has ended and that the North American Age has begun. and that North America will be dominated by the United States for the next hundred years. The events ofthe twenty-first century will pivot around the United States. That doesn`t guarantee that the United States is necessarily a just or moral regime. It certainly does not mean that America has yet developed a mature civilization. lt does mean that in many ways the history of the United States will be the history of the twenty-first century.

#7 – China not a threat
China is decades behind the US militarily and it doesn’t seek conflict with the US:
GORDON ADAMS and MATTHEW LEATHERMAN, 12/21/2010 (professor of international relations at American University, and research associate at the Stimson Center, “A Leaner and Meaner Defense” http://thewillandthewallet.org/2010/12/21/a-leaner-and-meaner-defense/)

Some people point to China as a successor to the Soviet Union and cite it as a reason why preventing and preparing for nuclear or large-scale conventional war should remain priority missions. They highlight the risk of a U.S.-Chinese conflict over Taiwan or the possibility that China will deny the U.S. military access to the western Pacific. Of course, China is a rising power that is making increasingly substantial investments in defense. But it is important not to overreact to this fact. Focusing on China’s military capabilities ought not replace a broader strategy. As the United States determines how to engage China and how to protect its interests in Asia generally, it must balance the diplomatic, economic, and financial, as well as the military, elements of its policy. Most defense analysts estimate that China’s military investments and capabilities are decades behind those of the United States, and there is very little evidence that China seeks a conventional conflict with the United States. There is substantial evidence that China’s economic and financial policy is a more urgent problem for the United States, but one of the best ways for the United States to respond to that is to get its fiscal house in order.

*Human Rights Cred

Abu Gharib and Gitmo jack US human rights credibility—they don’t solve
Mark Weisbrot, 2009 (co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research,  The Guardian Unlimited, 2009 (March 11, 2009, “Washington's Lost Credibility on Human Rights,”

http://www.cepr.net/index.php/op-eds-&-columns/op-eds-&-columns/washingtons-lost-credibility-on-human-rights/)

\

The U.S. State Department's annual human rights report got an unusual amount of criticism this year. This time the center-left coalition government of Chile was notable in joining other countries such as Bolivia, Venezuela, and China – who have had more rocky relations with Washington – in questioning the "moral authority" of the U.S. government's judging other countries' human rights practices. It's a reasonable question, and the fact that more democratic governments are asking it may signal a tipping point. Clearly a state that is responsible for such high-profile torture and abuses as took place at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo, the regular killing of civilians in Afghanistan and Iraq, and has reserved for itself the right to kidnap people and send them to prisons in other countries to be tortured ("extraordinary rendition") has a credibility problem on human rights issues.  Although President Obama has pledged to close down the prison at Guantanamo and outlaw torture by U.S. officials, he has so far decided not to abolish the practice of "extraordinary rendition," and is escalating the war in Afghanistan. But this tipping point may go beyond any differences – and they are quite significant – between the current administration and its predecessor.

Iraq invasion undermines US human rights cred—other countries judge us on this issue:

Mark Weisbrot, 2009 (co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research,  The Guardian Unlimited, 2009 (March 11, 2009, “Washington's Lost Credibility on Human Rights,”

http://www.cepr.net/index.php/op-eds-&-columns/op-eds-&-columns/washingtons-lost-credibility-on-human-rights/)

The argument is that the abuse of people in other countries – including the more than one million people who have been killed as a result of the United States' illegal invasion and occupation of Iraq – must now be taken into account when evaluating the human rights record of the United States. With this criterion included, a country such as China – which does not have a free press, democratic elections, or other guarantees that western democracies treasure – can claim that it is as qualified to judge the United States on human rights as vice versa. U.S.-based human rights organizations will undoubtedly see the erosion of Washington's credibility on these issues as a loss – and understandably so, since the United States is still a powerful country, and they hope to use this power to pressure other countries on human rights issues. But they too should be careful to avoid the kind of politicization that has earned notoriety for the State Department's annual report – which clearly discriminates between allies and "adversary" countries in its evaluations.

Death penalty undermines US human rights leadership:  

Neal Rosendorf, 3/26/2009 (“NEW MEXICO’S DEATH PENALTY REPEAL AS US SOFT POWER ASSET,”

http://uscpublicdiplomacy.org/index.php/newswire/cpdblog_detail/new_mexicos_death_penalty_repeal_as_us_soft_power_asset/
Rather, it’s overseas where New Mexico’s repeal can have the greatest impact. Although it’s now a distant memory, prior to the US invasion of Iraq one of the sharpest areas of disagreement between the US and many of its allies was over capital punishment. As the Iraq war winds down and the international perception of US militarism and unilateralism begins to recede, the death penalty is sure to make its way back to the forefront as an issue complicating America’s image and policy goals. Governor Richardson’s signature and the law it ratifies serve as a pointed reminder to both friends and foes that the US is not a monolith when it comes to a policy that many countries view as a violation of human rights, and which gives adversaries ammunition to paint the US as hypocritical and bloodthirsty. Here’s a bit of the flavor of pre-Iraq war criticism. In 1999 the Economist, not exactly a bastion of bleeding-heart thought, tarred the US as “defiant”, “stubborn”, and the “most glaring exception to the emerging international consensus on the death penalty.” When Oklahoma City bomber Timothy McVeigh was executed in June 2001, the Glasgow Sunday Herald reflected the chasm between the US and countries opposed to capital punishment as it decried “the latest twisted piece of Americana.”

Support for Israel undermines US human rights cred:
Mark Weisbrot, 2009 (co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research,  The Guardian Unlimited, 2009 (March 11, 2009, “Washington's Lost Credibility on Human Rights,”

http://www.cepr.net/index.php/op-eds-&-columns/op-eds-&-columns/washingtons-lost-credibility-on-human-rights/)

Independence from Washington will be increasingly important for international human rights organizations going forward if they don't want to suffer the same loss of international legitimacy on human rights that the U.S. government has. Amnesty International's report last month calling for an arms embargo on both Israel and Hamas following Israel's assault on Gaza – emphasizing that the Obama administration should "immediately suspend U.S. military aid to Israel" until "there is no longer a substantial risk that such equipment will be used for serious violations of international humanitarian law and human rights abuses" – is a positive example. The report's statement that "Israel's military intervention in the Gaza Strip has been equipped to a large extent by U.S.-supplied weapons, munitions and military equipment paid for with U.S. taxpayers' money," undoubtedly didn't win friends in the U.S. government. But this is the kind of independent advocacy that strengthens the international credibility of human rights groups, and it is badly needed.
*Internet

New global standard for networking and cloud computing adopted will solve network and cloud issues—EVERY MAJOR COMPANY IS ADOPTING IT

O’Gara, Sys-Con Media 3/25/11
Maureen, Big Shots Start New Cloud Standards Body, http://www.sys-con.com/node/1768180

Big Shots Start New Cloud Standards Body Deutsche Telekom, Facebook, Google, Microsoft, Verizon and Yahoo, all big network owners, said Monday that they have formed a standards-setting Open Networking Foundation (ONF) that'll promote an approach to networking called Software-Defined Networking (SDN) that makes networks programmable like computers. They got 17 other companies to sign up including heavyweights like Cisco, Broadcom, Juniper Networks, NTT, IBM, HP and VMware. ONF says SDN works through relatively simple software changes and applies to all kinds of networks including data centers, wide area telecommunication networks, wireless networks, enterprises and homes. SDN is supposed to give network owners and operators better control over their networks, let them optimize network behavior and prioritize data. ONF said SDN can be used in data centers to reduce energy usage by allowing some routers to be powered down during off-peak periods. It could also set up on-demand "express lanes" for time-sensitive voice and data traffic or let telecom giants combine several fiber optic backbones together temporarily to handle heavy traffic, the New York Times said. It's a matter of newfangled centralized cloud computing versus old-line decentralized network design, the paper said. It separates packet switching mechanisms from control functions. SDN comes out of six years of research at Stanford and Berkeley. It's based on a software interface called OpenFlow for controlling how packets are forwarded through network switches (sorta like the BIOS firmware in a PC, GigaOM says), and a set of global management interfaces that advanced management tools can be built on. It's supposed to eventually improve security and might improve privacy. It could perhaps - blessedly - detect DDOS attacks better. GigaOM describes it as the commoditization of networking imagining Google buying networking silicon from Broadcom and building its own switches, creating its own network topography using OpenFlow and putting firmware providers like Cisco, Juniper and Force 10 at risk. ONF says its first job will be to adopt and lead the development of the OpenFlow standard (www.openflow.org) and encourage its adoption by freely licensing it to all member companies, hoping for supporting hardware and controllers by the end of the year. It will then start defining global management interfaces. Google's senior VP of engineering Urs Hoelzle will be president and chairman of ONF. The general manager of Windows Azure Infrastructure at Microsoft Arne Josefsberg is on the board. The rest of the members include Brocade, Ciena, Citrix, Dell, Ericsson, Force10, Marvell, NEC, Netgear and Riverbed Technology.

New standards for networks can solve bandwidth crunch on the fly and allow for the infrastructure for cloud computing with software fixes—DEFER TO OUR EVIDENCE BECAUSE EVERY MAJOR TECH COMPANY AGREES WITH THIS FRAMEWORK THAT SHOULD MAKE YOU HIGHLY SKEPTICAL OF ANY OTHER SOLUTION

Noyes, PC World, 3/22/11

Katherine, “Google and Other Titans Form Open Networking Foundation,” http://www.pcworld.com/businesscenter/article/222856/google_and_other_titans_form_open_networking_foundation.html

Google, Facebook and Microsoft are among the heavy hitters of the tech industry that have teamed up to support a new, cloud-focused initiative called Software-Defined Networking (SDN). Along with Yahoo, Verizon, Deutsche Telekom and 17 others, the companies on Monday formed a group dubbed the Open Networking Foundation (ONF), a nonprofit organization dedicated to promoting SDN as a way to customize networks and speed network innovation. "In the past two decades, enormous innovation has taken place on top of the Internet architecture," the group explained. "Email, e-commerce, search, social networks, cloud computing, and the web as we know it are all good examples. While networking technologies have also evolved in this time, the ONF believes that more rapid innovation is needed." A Boost for Security Toward that end, SDN allows innovation to happen more quickly on all kinds of networks through relatively simple software changes, the group says. Data centers, wide area telecommunication networks, wireless networks, enterprise and even in-home networks can thus be controlled more precisely to serve user needs, such as by allowing some routers to be powered down during off-peak periods as a way to reduce data centers' energy usage, it suggested. "Software-Defined Networking will allow networks to evolve and improve more quickly than they can today," said Urs Hoelzle, ONF's president and chairman of the board as well as senior vice president of engineering at Google. "Over time, we expect SDN will help networks become both more secure and more reliable." Broadcom, Brocade, Ciena, Cisco, Citrix, Dell, Ericsson, Force10, HP, IBM, Juniper Networks, Marvell, NEC, Netgear, NTT, Riverbed Technology and VMware are among the group's other members. 'Promising for the Next Generation' A six-year research collaboration between Stanford University and the University of California at Berkeley led to the SDN approach. The OpenFlow interface is one key component, focused on controlling how packets are forwarded through network switches. Also included in SDN are a set of global management interfaces upon which more advanced management tools can be built. The ONF's first task will be adopting and leading ongoing development on the OpenFlow standard and freely licensing it to all member companies. Next, the group will begin defining global management interfaces. "Industrywide open application programming interface (API) efforts like ONF are promising for the next generation of network-based offerings," said Bruno Orth, senior vice president of network strategy and architecture at Deutsche Telekom. "SDN principles advance Deutsche Telekom's vision of ‘connected life and work' and are expected to accelerate innovation for a seamless customer experience." Customization on the Fly Potential implications of the ONF's approach include the ability to establish on-demand "express lanes" for time-sensitive voice and data traffic, as well as for companies like Verizon or AT&T to combine multiple fiber optic backbones temporarily to handle short-term peaks in traffic, as the New York Times has already pointed out. For data centers, SDN could also make it easier to redirect traffic around problematic hardware. Bottom line? By employing open standards, this new initiative could make far-flung networks easier to control, customize and innovate upon, and that's bound to benefit everyone.

US internet policy dooms its transformative future

Scola, associate at Tech President, 2/24/11

Nancy, “When the Internet Nearly Fractured, and How It Could Happen Again,” http://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2011/02/when-the-internet-nearly-fractured-and-how-it-could-happen-again/71662/3/

The second: the DNS (Domain name services) threats of today don't seem to be coming as much from the Eugene Kashpureffs of the world--solo hackers and coders--as they seem to be coming from world governments, particularly the United States government. This is a reversal for a country that did so much in the modern Internet's early days to unite constituencies around the importance of integrity when it comes to the Internet's domain name layer. During and after Kashpureff's protest, slowly, and perhaps improbably, a U.S.-led working consensus about the management structure of the domain name system emerged. Eventually, the Clinton administration's Commerce Department would lay out what became known as the Green Paper, which, with feedback from a wide range of people and bodies in the U.S. and abroad, set out a plan for how the modern Internet would function. Central to the plan was the creation of something that came to be known as the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers, or ICANN. A California-based non-profit officially established in 1998, ICANN still today governs the Internet's technical operations, under an agreement with the U.S. Department of Commerce. Closer to home, various parts of the United States government have, in recent days, shown an increased eagerness to enlist DNS in their political and legal battles. The Department of Homeland Security's ICE division and the Justice Department have been teaming up on DNS targeting initiatives called things like "Operation In Our Sites" and "Operation Protect Our Children." Sites thought to engage in offensive behaviors, from distributing child pornography to connecting people to downloads of music and movie files protected by copyright, have been shutdown at the domain name level, their normal contents replaced by a banner reading "This domain has been seized." Cyber Monday after this most recent Thanksgiving saw more than 80 domains thus disappeared. Last week, DHS and DOJ had to admit that they had inadvertently caused the pulling down of more than 80,000 "innocent" websites that had be co-located with sub-domains that were targeted in their operations. "A higher level domain name and linked sites were inadvertently seized for a period of time," read the joint release, though the feds assured that they quickly allowed the sites back up. And then there's COICA, the Combating Online Infringement and Counterfeits Act introduced by Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-VT) at the behest of the music and movie industries. At least in its initial draft, the bill would empower the U.S. Attorney General to blacklist domains found to be offensive for "infringing activities." The Washington-based Center for Democracy and Technology argues that in its bid by the Senate to ensure that the Internet is safe for commerce, Washington threatens to signal to the world a reversal of years of American policy, under both Democratic and Republican administrations, that has worked to "reassure the global community that the United States would not abuse its position of oversight over the DNS." If COICA is enacted, writes CDT in its analysis, the bill would mark "a significant step towards the balkanization of the Internet." What happens, suggests Vixie, when Bollywood decides that it wants the same power to demand domain takedowns as Hollywood seems to have? With the U.S. government's recent domain name power grabs, ICANN's continued position at the heart of the Internet has become part of an ongoing global debate over whether the U.S. has far too much power over how the Internet works. There's been a considerable push to transfer power away from ICANN and towards an internationally accountable organization, like the International Telecommunications Union. At the World Summit on the Information Society in Tunisia in 2005, a last-minute agreement emerged that affirmed ICANN's central role, but it was and remains a shaky consensus.

*LNGS

No impact – LNG facility design, early-warning systems, fire and gas detection, and safety zones all prevent impact of attack. 

Foss, 3
(Michelle Michot, Chief Energy Economist and Center for Energy Economics Head, University of Texas; October, "LNG Safety and Security," Energy Economics Research at the Bureau of Economic Geology, UT-Austin, http://www.beg.utexas.edu/energyecon/lng/documents/CEE_LNG_Safety_and_Security.pdf) 
Safety in the LNG industry is ensured by four elements that provide multiple layers of protection both for the safety of LNG industry workers and the safety of communities that surround LNG facilities. Primary Containment2 is the first and most important requirement for containing the LNG product. This first layer of protection involves the use of appropriate materials for LNG facilities as well as proper engineering design of storage tanks onshore and on LNG ships and elsewhere. Secondary containment ensures that if leaks or spills occur at the onshore LNG facility, the LNG can be fully contained and isolated from the public. Safeguard systems offers a third layer of protection. The goal is to minimize the frequency and size of LNG releases both onshore and offshore and prevent harm from potential associated hazards, such as fire. For this level of safety protection, LNG operations use technologies such as high level alarms and multiple back-up safety systems, which include Emergency Shutdown (ESD) systems. ESD systems can identify problems and shut off operations in the event certain specified fault conditions or equipment failures occur, and which are designed to prevent or limit significantly the amount of LNG and LNG vapor that could be released. Fire and gas detection and fire fighting systems all combine to limit effects if there is a release. The LNG facility or ship operator then takes action by establishing necessary operating procedures, training, emergency response systems and regular maintenance to protect people, property and the environment from any release. Finally, LNG facility designs are required by regulation to maintain separation distances to separate land-based facilities from communities and other public areas. Safety zones are also required around LNG ships. The physical and chemical properties of LNG necessitate these safety measures. LNG is odorless, non-toxic, non-corrosive and less dense than water. LNG vapors (primarily methane) are harder to ignite than other types of flammable liquid fuels. Above approximately -110oC LNG vapor is lighter than air. If LNG spills on the ground or on water and the resulting flammable mixture of vapor and air does not encounter an ignition source, it will warm, rise and dissipate into the atmosphere. Because of these properties, the potential hazards associated with LNG include heat from ignited LNG vapors and direct exposure of skin or equipment to a cryogenic (extremely cold) substance. LNG vapor can be an asphyxiant. This is also true of vapors of other liquid fuels stored or used in confined places without oxygen. There is a very low probability of release of LNG during normal industry operations due to the safety systems that are in place. Unexpected large releases of LNG, such as might be associated with acts of terrorism, bear special consideration although the consequences may well be similar to a catastrophic failure. In the case of a catastrophic failure, emergency fire detection and protection would be used, and the danger to the public would be reduced or eliminated by the separation distances of the facility design. LNG operations are industrial activities, but safety and security designs and protocols help to minimize even the most common kinds of industrial and occupational incidents that might be expected.

No impact – no explosion; and the perception of an attack outweighs the potential for one.

Martin, 8
(Peter, 23-year career seagoing officer in the Royal Australian Navy, Ph.D. candidate at University of Wollongong researching the "strategic implications of Australia's maritime LNG trade with China," "Security in the Maritime Sector of the Liquified Natural Gas Industry," in Lloyd's Marine Intelligence Unit Handbook of Maritime Security, ed. Rupert Herbert-Burns, pp. 159-167, googlebooks) 

As LNG is stored at -160°C, no pressure is required to maintain the gas in its liquid state. The sophisticated design of LNG containment systems prevents ignition sources making contact with the liquid; and as LNG is stored at atmospheric pressure, any puncture of the cargo hold does not create an immediate explosion. Although scientific methodology suggests that an LNG explosion is not a threat, perception about the potential trauma of terrorist activity seems to outweigh the potential of LNG.

Checks at every level prevent LNG terrorism

Cooper, 8

(Bill, President of the Center for Liquified Natural Gas in Washington, DC; has two decades of experience in the energy industry; "First, understand," Washington Times, July 27, B02, lexis) jaw

In his article "LNG port security" (Commentary, Monday), retired Navy Adm. James A. Lyons Jr. outlines his views about liquefied-natural-gas port security and the Coast Guard Reauthorization Act of 2008. While we respect the admiral's breadth of experience, we take issue with the premise of his argument. It unduly mischaracterizes the threat facing LNG ships and terminals. There is no intelligence or evidence whatsoever that LNG ships and facilities are more likely terrorist targets than other cargo ships or higher visibility targets such as federal or state landmarks, transportation infrastructures, public gatherings or bridges and tunnels. LNG has been safely handled in the United States over the last 45 years; the industry has an enviable safety record. LNG vessels have traveled more than 128 million miles during that time without major accidents or safety problems, either at port or at sea. Nonetheless, the LNG industry and U.S. security agencies have gone to great lengths to control all access points to LNG ships from their point of origin and upon entry into the United States. LNG ships are double-hulled, and LNG terminals have multiple layers of protection that must meet rigorous safety and security regulations. Putting the threat into context, LNG is not explosive, nor is it stored under pressure. LNG is a safe, environmentally friendly fuel that does not pose greater risks than other fuels that are transported every day around every state in the country. As we consider ways to improve our nation's maritime infrastructure, it is important to fully understand the threat before making recommendations on how to contain it.

Wrong. Flynn says there is no explosion, spill, or risk of spread. 

Flynn, 7

(Stephen E., Ira A Lipman Senior fellow for Counterterrorism and National Security Studies at the Council f for Foreign Relations, Author of several books about terrorism, Former adviser on Homeland security for the US commission on National Security (Hart-Rudman Commission), and a retiered Coast Guard Officer). "A Manageable Risk: Assessing the Security Implications of Liquefied Natural gas and Recommendations for the Way Forward Written Testimony before the House Subcommittee on the Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation of the Committee on Transportation Infrastructure. Council on Foreign Relations. May 7, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13287/manageable_risk.html) jaw

This is a frightening scenario, but it is not one that should be used to suggest that LNG always poses an unacceptable risk to the general public. Rather it highlights that the location of an LNG facility and the transit route of the LNG tankers that dock at that facility is the critical ingredient in assessing the safety and security risk. There is no explosion or “mushroom cloud” associated with an LNG fire. Because it is stored at such an incredibly cold temperature, it is difficult to ignite [LNG]liquefied natural gas. It must first spill out of the hull and turn into a vapor. Once the gas does ignite, it burns very hot but the range of the fire would be contained to under one-half a mile. Also, unlike a crude oil spill, once an LNG fire burns itself out, there would be no natural gas left over to contaminate the maritime environment.

*Nanotech

AT: Grey Goo

1. No chance of nanotech spill over – nature, biotech and scientific experts have disproved spillover
Ronald Bailey, Member of American Scientist for Bioethics and Reason Correspondent, 2003 (The Limitless Promise of Nanotechnology) <http://www.dimaggio.org/A-nanotechnology.htm>

The second nanotechnology risk that worries ETC Group activists is runaway self-replication. Mooney points to a scenario suggested by Eric Drexler himself in The Engines of Creation: Self-replicating nanobots get out of control and spread exponentially across the landscape, destroying everything in their path by converting it into copies of themselves. In this scenario, the biosphere is transformed by rampaging nanobots into "gray goo." But according to Nobelist Richard Smalley, "Self-replicating nanorobots like those envisioned by Eric Drexler are simply impossible to make." Mihail Roco likewise dismisses such nanobots as "sci fi," insisting there is "common agreement among scientists that they cannot exist."  Drexler replies, reasonably enough, that we know nanoassembly is possible because that's what living things do. Cells, using little machines such as ribosomes, mitochondria, and enzymes, precisely position molecules, store and access assembly instructions, and produce energy. Some have quipped that biology is nanotechnology that works. As that analogy suggests, there is a close affinity between nanotechnology and biotechnology. "The separation between nanotechnology and biotechnology is almost nonexistent," said Minoo Dastoor, a senior adviser in the National Aeronautics and Space Administration's Office of Aerospace Technology, at the National Nanotechnology Initiative's conference in April. For future missions, NASA needs machines that are resilient, evolvable, self-sufficient, ultra-efficient, and autonomous. "Biology seems to be able to do all these things very elegantly and efficiently," noted Dastoor. "The wet world of biology and the dry world of nanotechnology will have to live side by side and merge."  

2. Even if spillover were to occur – the impact will be minimal
Ronald Bailey, Member of American Scientist for Bioethics and Reason Correspondent, 2003 (The Limitless Promise of Nanotechnology) <http://www.dimaggio.org/A-nanotechnology.htm>

The fact is that no one has yet definitively shown that Drexler's vision of molecular manufacturing using nanoassemblers is impossible. So let's suppose Smalley and Roco are wrong, and such nanobots are possible. How dangerous would self-replicating nanobots be? One of the ironies of the debate over regulation of nanotechnology is that it was nanotech boosters like Drexler who first worried about such risks. To address potential dangers such as the uncontrolled self-replication envisioned in his gray goo scenario, Drexler and others founded the Foresight Institute in 1989. Over the years, Foresight devised a set of guidelines aimed at preventing mishaps like a gray goo breakout.  Among other things, the Foresight guidelines propose that nanotech replicators "must not be capable of replication in a natural, uncontrolled environment." This could be accomplished, the guidelines suggest, by designing devices so that they have an "absolute dependence on a single artificial fuel source or artificial 'vitamins' that don't exist in any natural environment." So if some replicators should get away, they would simply run down when they ran out of fuel. Another proposal is that self-replicating nanotech devices be "dependent on broadcast transmissions for replication or in some cases operation." That would put human operators in complete control of the circumstances under which nanotech devices could replicate. One other sensible proposal is that devices be programmed with termination dates. Like senescent cells in the human body, such devices would stop working and self-destruct when their time was up.  "The moratorium is not a new proposal," says Foresight Institute President Christine Peterson. "Eric Drexler considered that idea a long time ago in The Engines of Creation and dismissed it as not a safe option. With a moratorium, we, the good guys, are going to be sitting on our hands. It's very risky to let the bad guys be the ones developing the technology. To do arms control on nanotechnology, you'd better have better nanotechnology than the bad guys."  Software entrepreneur Ray Kurzweil is confident that nanotech defenses against uncontrolled replication will be stronger than the abilities to replicate. Citing our current ability to reduce computer viruses to nuisances, Kurzweil argues that we will be even more vigilant against a technology that could kill if uncontrolled.  Smalley suggests we can learn how to control nanotech by looking at biology. The natural world is filled with self-replicating systems. In a sense, living things are "green goo." We already successfully defend ourselves against all kinds of self-replicating organisms that try to kill us, such as cholera, malaria, and typhoid. "What do we do about biological systems right now?" says Smalley. "I don't see that it's any different from biotechnology. We can make bacteria and viruses that have never existed before, and we'll handle [nanobots] the same way."  

The Grey Goo threat is based on old data that has been disproven
Center for Responsible Nanotechnology, 12-13-03 (Grey Good is a Small Issue) <http://crnano.org/BD-Goo.htm>

Fear of runaway nanobots, or “grey goo”, is more of a public issue than a scientific problem. Grey goo as a result of out of control nanotechnology played a starring role in an article titled "The Grey Goo Problem" by Lawrence Osborne in today's New York Times Magazine. This article and other recent fictional portrayals of grey goo, as well as statements by scientists such as Richard Smalley, are signs of significant public concern. But although biosphere-eating goo is a gripping story, current molecular manufacturing proposals contain nothing even similar to grey goo. The idea that nanotechnology manufacturing systems could run amok is based on outdated information.  The earliest proposals for molecular manufacturing technologies echoed biological systems. Huge numbers of tiny robots called “assemblers” would self-replicate, then work together to build large products, much like termites building a termite mound. Such systems appeared to run the risk of going out of control, perhaps even “eating” large portions of the biosphere. Eric Drexler warned in 1986, “We cannot afford certain kinds of accidents with replicating assemblers.”  Since then, however, Drexler and others have developed models for making safer and more efficient machine-like systems that resemble an assembly line in a factory more than anything biological. These mechanical designs were described in detail in Drexler's 1992 seminal reference work, Nanosystems, which does not even mention free-floating autonomous assemblers.  Replicating assemblers will not be used for manufacturing. Factory designs using integrated nanotechnology will be much more efficient at building products, and a personal nanofactory is nothing like a grey goo nanobot. A stationary tabletop factory using only preprocessed chemicals would be both safer and easier to build. Like a drill press or a lathe, such a system could not run wild. Systems like this are the basis for responsible molecular manufacturing proposals. To evaluate Eric Drexler's technical ideas on the basis of grey goo is to miss the far more important policy issues created by general-purpose nanoscale manufacturing.

Grey Goo Can’t survive in the environment

Center for Responsible Nanotechnology, 12-13-03 (Grey Good is a Small Issue) <http://crnano.org/BD-Goo.htm>

A grey goo robot would face a much harder task than merely replicating itself. It would also have to survive in the environment, move around, and convert what it finds into raw materials and power. This would require sophisticated chemistry. None of these functions would be part of a molecular manufacturing system. A grey goo robot would also require a relatively large computer to store and process the full blueprint of such a complex device. A nanobot or nanomachine missing any part of this functionality could not function as grey goo. Development and use of molecular manufacturing will create nothing like grey goo, so it poses no risk of producing grey goo by accident at any point. 

*Prolif 

3. No impact to prolif – empirics prove that caution and disarmament win out – assumes rogue aquisition

Mueller 11
[John, professor of Political Science at Ohio State University. “'Clocking' Nuclear Weapons” International Relations and Security Network.]

For nuclear weapons to fade toward obliv​ion, perhaps nothing needs to be done but wait, as more and more people come to question the weapons' value and cost, while avoiding waging sanctimonious anti-proliferation wars that snuff out more lives than Hiroshima. No real "manage​ment" may be necessary. Already, the US and Russia have engaged in something of a negative arms race, mas​sively reducing their atomic arsenals from levels that are ridiculously large to ones that are merely foolishly large. Meanwhile, France has unilaterally and without any in​ternational agreement cut its collection of nuclear bombs by two-thirds; the UK has wondered in public why it needs to have any at all (a very good question); and China (once the ultimate "rogue state") has built far fewer than it could have. A declining number of clever people will continue trying to figure out uses for the weapons - for example to create what they spookily call "measured ambiguity." But in time, perhaps even American taxpayers will come to muse on the expense - some​thing like $50 billion per year. The weap​ons, without studied effort, might then be allowed to rust in peace like the cannon that British Canada and the US pointed menacingly at each other for decades; or the military fortifications along the Rhine, a river that has now gone uncrossed by any army with murderous intent for the longest period of time in thousands of years - an astounding development for which nuclear weapons deserve no credit whatsoever. Whether all the weapons will go away, I am not sure. Perhaps a few could be preserved in a museum somewhere, attended by an aging coterie of former weapons' scien​tists and atomic intellectuals. I would like to suggest that it be topped by an elegant clock, one that works. I am sure prosper​ous, peaceful and non-nuclear Switzerland could come up with one.

4. No cascade prolif and no terrorist acquisition of nukes

Mueller 11
[John, professor of Political Science at Ohio State University. “'Clocking' Nuclear Weapons” International Relations and Security Network.]

At the same time, alarmist efforts to pre​vent the proliferation of nuclear weapons - particularly to Iraq and North Korea - have proved to be exceedingly costly. It is far from clear what Saddam Hussein, presid​ing over a deeply resentful population and an unreliable army (fearing overthrow, he was wary about issuing it bullets), could have done with a tiny number of bombs against his neighbors and their massively armed well-wishers other than stoke his ego and deter real or imagined threats. But the 1990s sanctions and the anti-prolifer​ation war against Iraq of 2003 have cost more lives - probably far more lives - than the explosions on Hiroshima and Nagasaki combined. And so, it may well be, have the sanctions against the pathetic regime in North Korea. Nuclear proliferation, while not necessarily desirable, is unlikely to accelerate or prove to be a major danger. I have nothing against making nonproliferation a high priority. I would simply like to top it with a somewhat higher one: not killing tens or hundreds of thousands of people under the obsessive sway of worst-case scenario fantasies. And one way to reduce the likelihood that errant regimes will seek nuclear arsenals is to stop threatening them constantly. We now hear that Osama bin Laden was devilishly plotting train derailments from his once-quiet quarters in Pakistan. This scarcely suggests that al-Qaida was into high-tech nuclear developments; the likeli​hood that terrorists will come up with such weapons is vanishingly small. Although they seem to be useless, nuclear weapons have been exceedingly effective at generating diplomatic hysteria, exqui​site theory-building (or nuclear metaphys​ics), and massive expenditure. It has been estimated that during the Cold War, the weapons cost the US somewhere between $5 and $10 trillion - enough, by one calcu​lation, to have purchased everything in the country except for the land.

Prolif is slow - Pessimistic predictions for runaway prolif are unfounded and based on Cold War paranoia 

Van der Meer 11
[Sico, Research Fellow at the Netherlands Institute of International Relations ‘Clingendael’ and a PhD Candidate at the Erasmus University Rotterdam; his PhD project on nuclear proliferation dynamics is financially supported by the Dutch non-governmental organisation IKV Pax Christi. “Not that bad: Looking back on 65 years of nuclear non-proliferation efforts” Security and Human Rights 2011 no.1]
Since the invention and first use of nuclear weapons, predictions on the spread of these weapons have been traditionally pessimistic. Especially during the Cold War, from 1945 to 1991, the persistent pessimism among experts and policymakers is — with the knowledge of looking backwards — surprising. During the first decades of the Cold War it was generally expected that far more countries would acquire a nuclear weapons arsenal rather soon. This pessimism was not that strange, considering that nuclear weapons were generally seen as acceptable, desirable and even necessary among political and military elites in many nations during the 1950s and early 1960s.2 Nuclear weapons are considered as the ultimate weapon that would deter any enemy from attacking. Moreover, nuclear weapons offer not only military power: they are also considered to increase a state’s political power internationally. Having nuclear weapons grants a state — and its leadership — international prestige, and a nuclear weapon state will automatically be considered and treated as a (regional) superpower. Based on this positive attitude towards nuclear weapons, forecasts in these years were therefore easily predicting that 20 to 25 states would become nuclear weapon powers within the next few decades; countries like Sweden, West Germany and Japan are examples of countries that were often considered would soon cross the nuclear threshold, but they never did. One of the reasons for the alarming forecasts during much of the Cold War period was the failure of many estimates to distinguish between the capacity of states to develop nuclear weapons and the desire of these states to do so.3 Even nowadays, however, political and academic forecasts often tend to be rather pessimistic, predicting nuclear domino effects, or chain reactions, when new nuclear weapon powers (for example, Iran) will emerge and cause other states to develop nuclear weapons too.4 Despite all the pessimistic forecasts, however, only nine states nowadays possess nuclear weapons.5 Although more states have employed nuclear weapons programmes at some point in the past 65 years, most of them have sooner or later ended their ambition to acquire these weapons. Some states even destroyed their nuclear arsenal (South Africa) or gave up inherited arsenals (Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan). Especially since the second half of the 1980s the number of states with nuclear weapons-related activities has become very marginal.6
NPT solves rapid proliferation – sets strong international framework that establishes moral taboo against nuclear use

Van der Meer 11
[Sico, Research Fellow at the Netherlands Institute of International Relations ‘Clingendael’ and a PhD Candidate at the Erasmus University Rotterdam; his PhD project on nuclear proliferation dynamics is financially supported by the Dutch non-governmental organisation IKV Pax Christi. “Not that bad: Looking back on 65 years of nuclear non-proliferation efforts” Security and Human Rights 2011 no.1]
Although the NPT has a history of being heavily criticized, it has been very successful in seriously slowing down the spread of nuclear weapons. The treaty is nowadays signed and ratified by all states of the world except three: Israel, India and Pakistan. Moreover, since the existence of the NPT only five states have obtained nuclear weapons. Of these five, three are the non-signatory states of Israel, India and Pakistan, as well as one state that was not a member state at the time of its nuclear weapon production, but later dismantled its nuclear arsenal and joined the NPT: South Africa. The only state that signed the NPT and still acquired nuclear weapons is North Korea, although serious doubts exist as to the usability of its nuclear weapons.7 The main success of the NPT is in general explained by the norm-setting function of the treaty: because of the broad, almost universal support for the treaty a moral taboo against nuclear weapons has been created, which shapes international and domestic debates about this category of weapons. Violating these international norms will result in severe constraints to any state, such as political, economic and possibly even military reactions.8
*R E M
Illegal rare earth mining ensures Chinese quotas are irrelevant and provide 50% of global supply
Barsher, New york Times, 12/29/10
Keith, “In China, Illegal Rare Earth Mines Face Crackdown,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/30/business/global/30smuggle.html?_r=2&ref=business

Rogue operations in southern China produce an estimated half of the world’s supply of heavy rare earths, which are the most valuable kinds of rare earth metals. Heavy rare earths are increasingly vital to the global manufacture of a range of high-technology products — including iPhones, BlackBerrys, flat-panel televisions, lasers, hybrid cars and wind-power turbines, as well as a lot of military hardware. China mines 99 percent of the global supply of heavy rare earths, with legal, state-owned mines mainly accounting for the rest of China’s output. That means the Chinese government’s only effective competitors in producing these valuable commodities are the crime rings within the country’s borders.

The US will be able to supply 50% of world market of rare earths within the next 18 months without changing any policy because of old mines

Technology Metals research, 12/27/10
[“Rare-Earth-Metals Mine Is Key To US Control Over Hi-Tech Future,” http://www.techmetalsresearch.com/2010/12/rare-earth-metals-mine-is-key-to-us-control-over-hi-tech-future/]

 “I don’t believe that China is trying to chop the west off at the knees but it has a growing internal market that is driving the demand,” said Gareth Hatch, an analyst at Technology Metal Research. “That reduces the amount they are willing to export.” That is where Molycorp – the frontrunner for now in a global race to develop alternative production of rare earth materials – hopes to step in. Since going public last July, the company has raised more than $500m (£323m) to expand its production facilities at Mountain Pass, a collection of rusting buildings that date from the 1950s. This month, Sumitomo Corp of Japan invested $130m in return for guaranteed supplies of rare earths for the next seven years. The company has also applied for department of energy loans. By mid-2012, Molycorp aims to produce 20,000 tonnes a year of nine of the 17 rare earths or about 25% of current western imports from China. Smith suggested the company could possibly ramp up production to 40,000 tonnes within the next 18 months. He says Molycorp has exposed just 55 acres of the 2,200 acre site.

Status quo solves US already building domestic rare earth metals—most recent business deals prove
Casey, 12/21/10
Simon, “Molycorp, Hitachi Metals Plan Rare-Earth Ventures,” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-12-21/molycorp-hitachi-metals-plan-rare-earth-ventures.html

Molycorp Inc., owner of the world’s largest non-Chinese, rare-earth metals deposit, agreed to form joint ventures with Japan’s Hitachi Metals Ltd. to produce alloys and magnets in the U.S. The companies are expected to sign definitive agreements on the ventures in 2011, Greenwood Village, Colorado-based Molycorp said today in a statement. Rare earths are a group of 17 metal elements used in batteries, turbines, cell phones and catalysts to reduce auto exhaust emissions. Hitachi Metals, Japan’s largest maker of rare-earths magnets, uses as much as 600 tons of the metals each year. The company is among manufacturers around the world depending on rare-earth shipments from China, which controls 97 percent of the global supply. The planned joint ventures with Hitachi Metals “move our company and the U.S. one step closer to realizing the strategic goal of re-establishing a complete rare-earth manufacturing supply chain in the U.S.,” Molycorp Chief Executive Officer Mark Smith said in the statement. Molycorp rose $1.40, or 3.6 percent, to $40.65 of 8:43 a.m. before the start of regular trading on the New York Stock Exchange. The shares have more than doubled since the company raised $394 million in an initial public offering in July to help fund the restart of its Mountain Pass mine in California.

Rare earths won’t be controlled by China in 2011, US can re-open old mines and multiple countries production will come online
Mills, Energy Intelligence with Forbes magazine, 1/1/11

Mark P. “Tech’s Mineral Infrastructure – Time to Emulate China’s Rare Earth Policies,” http://blogs.forbes.com/markpmills/2011/01/01/techs-mineral-infrastructure-time-to-emulate-chinas-rare-earth-policies/

The strange thing, and thus the opportunity, is that rare earths are not in fact rare. The nomenclature is surely an artifact of timing. Gold, which is rare, has been mined and used by humans for thousands of years. The family of rare earth elements – including others like gadolinium (computers), terbiuim (lighting), lutetium (medical imaging), and yttrium (cellular communications) – are geophysically speaking roughly 1,000 times more common than gold. But rare earth elements were not known to exist until a couple of hundred years ago, and only in more recent history have their unique properties been put to significant use. In due course, the world-outside-of-China, even America, could start to produce more rare earths (as Jack Lifton has noted, and the Chinese have unsurprisingly suggested). But that will take time. These are after all mines, often big mines, and the minerals extracted require complex and challenging refining to separate the chemically similar constellations of rare earth elements that are always collocated in various mineral concentrations and combinations. It is in short an annoyingly difficult, messy and thus capital-intensive process. For policy makers looking for near-term geopolitical comfort, and investors looking for opportunity, you go with what exists today and may be able to scale quickly. Thus the investor enthusiasm for Molycorp’s re-opening of the world’s formerly largest rare earths mine in California. The other near-term options reside in resource-rich Canada and Australia. The southeast Australia project of Alkane Resources (AU:ALK) is of special interest in part because of an abundance of dysprosium (as are related comments from Gady Epstein, fellow Forbes’ blogger). More prominently known is Lynas (AX: LYC) and its rich Mt. Weld, West Australia, mine and Malaysian processing facility, the latter a critical bottleneck feature in the entire rare earth food chain. (J.P. Morgan’s June 2010 initiation of coverage report on Lynas has a particularly good backgrounder on the entire subject.) As usual when it comes to resources, there is a coterie of Canadians with mineable deposits, including Avalon [AMEX:AVL], Great Western Minerals (TSX VENTURE: GWG-V), Quest Rare Minerals (TSX VENTURE: QRM-V), and traders and stockpilers like Dacha Strategic Metals (TSX VENTURE: DSM-V). Neomaterials [TO: NEM] is of particular interest because of their processing, refining and manufacturing of rare-earth-based magnets. There are a rising number of private exploration and putative mining players and promising finds in places like Kvanefjeld Greenland, or Steenkamposkraal South Africa. But new deposits and mines, not to mention processing facilities, will take significant time to develop and open. 

*Resource Wars

Resource wars don’t escalate
Victor ‘08 [David G., Victor is a professor of law at Stanford Law School and the director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development. He is also a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, where he directed a task force on energy security. A frequent writer on natural resources policy, he is the author of The Collapse of the Kyoto Protocol and the Struggle to Slow Global Warming (Princeton University Press, 2001) and the co-editor of Natural Gas and Geopolitics, January 2, “Smoke and Mirrors”, Debating Disaster: The World Is Not Enough, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=16522]

MY ARGUMENT is that classic resource wars—hot conflicts driven by a struggle to grab resources—are increasingly rare. Even where resources play a role, they are rarely the root cause of bloodshed. Rather, the root cause usually lies in various failures of governance. That argument—in both its classic form and in its more nuanced incarnation—is hardly a straw man, as Thomas Homer-Dixon asserts. Setting aside hyperbole, the punditry increasingly points to resources as a cause of war. And so do social scientists and policy analysts, even with their more nuanced views. I’ve triggered this debate because conventional wisdom puts too much emphasis on resources as a cause of conflict. Getting the story right has big implications for social scientists trying to unravel cause-and-effect and often even larger implications for public policy. Michael Klare is right to underscore Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait, the only classic resource conflict in recent memory. That episode highlights two of the reasons why classic resource wars are becoming rare—they’re expensive and rarely work. (And even in Kuwait’s case, many other forces also spurred the invasion. Notably, Iraq felt insecure with its only access to the sea a narrow strip of land sandwiched between Kuwait on one side and its archenemy Iran on the other.) In the end, Saddam lost resources on the order of $100 billion (plus his country and then his head) in his quest for Kuwait’s 1.5 million barrels per day of combined oil and gas output. By contrast, Exxon paid $80 billion to get Mobil’s 1.7 million barrels per day of oil and gas production—a merger that has held and flourished. As the bulging sovereign wealth funds are discovering, it is easier to get resources through the stock exchange than the gun barrel. Klare takes me to task for failing to acknowledge the role of “lootable” resources as a motive for war. My point is that looters loot what they can—not just natural resources, but also foreign aid and anything else that passes within reach. (Paul Collier’s research, which Klare cites for support, finds that a sizeable share of African military budgets is, in effect, aid money that is looted and redirected from foreign aid.) I suspect that we don’t differ much in our assessment of the effects of lootable resources within weak and failed states, but where we do part company is in the implication for policy. Fixing the problems in the Niger River Delta—the case he uses—requires a stronger and more accountable government. That means making it harder to loot resources, taming official corruption, lending a hand with law enforcement in places where oil is produced and stolen, and engaging reformist forces in the Nigerian government. Resource looting and misallocation are severe, but they are symptoms whose cures require focusing on governance. The realities of global resource depletion are somewhat different from Klare’s story. It is true that primary resources, such as oil in the ground, are now more concentrated in “armpit” countries because more readily available resources are being depleted. That fact, though, only serves to further support my conclusion: That we must redouble our efforts to improve governance because all oil-consuming countries have a stake in the good governance of their oil producers. What really matters is not theoretical oil thousands of feet underground but actual oil produced and delivered to markets. And on that front, the armpit-country story isn’t so bad because those countries tend to put themselves out of business. Witness Venezuela, where production is declining even though the country is one of the world’s richest in untapped resources. High prices soon follow. And with those higher prices, a spate of “new” resources becomes viable—oil sands in Canada and shale in the western United States, for example. Moreover, many oil-rich countries actually have good governance systems (at least concerning their oil), such as Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates and notably the bright new star among oil-majors, Brazil. Nonetheless, I echo a conclusion from my original article—one that Klare surely shares as well—that current patterns of oil consumption are not sustainable, and urgent efforts to tame demand are also needed.
(--) And tech solves—we constantly create new resources:

Julian Simon, 1994 (February 9, 1994, http://www.juliansimon.com/writings/Ultimate_Resource/TCHAR28.txt)

This point of view is not limited to economists. A technologist writing on minerals put it this way: "In effect, technology keeps creating new resources." The major constraint upon the human capacity to enjoy unlimited minerals, energy, and other raw materials at acceptable prices is knowledge. And the source of knowledge is the human mind. Ultimately, then, the key constraint is human imagination acting together with educated skills. This is why an increase of human beings, along with causing an additional consumption of resources, constitutes a crucial addition to the stock of natural resources.
Resource War’s Don’t escalate

Thomason 3(James, THE RAREST COMMODITY IN THE COMING RESOURCE WARS, Center for Naval Analysis, http://www.cna.org/documents/5500030300.pdf)

In the land of Oz, the tin woodman sets out to get a heart, the scarecrow a brain, the lion some nerve, and Dorothy a way home. One of the sweetest moments in the story,- at least to me, occurs when the wizard finally tells them they already have what they so desperately thought only someone else could give. The point is driven home once the good witch shows Dorothy how to get back to Kansas all by herself. The rarest commodity in recent hoopla about the "coming resource wars" may be just that sort of homespun common sense from the Wizard of Oz — what we can do for ourselves, if need be. U.S. consumers are surely better off with access to foreign goods and markets. Even a small price difference makes importing worth our while. But our economy is not doomed nor our national security in jeopardy even if we lose access to a foreign product for a while. Oil may be different. A major, protracted loss of Persian Gulf oil would be enormously expensive. We still need better policies to reduce the chances and costs of such disruptions. But oil is the exception. When top government officials suggest that without various exotic minterals from remote developing countries the U.S. would suffer economic calamity and be nearly unable to produce vital defense goods, they foster exaggerated fears and divert attention from far more pressing national concerns. I applaud the President's scrutiny of excess federal spending; it also ought to be vigorously extended to strategic mineral needs. 

*Semiconductors

(--) Semiconductor industry is booming now—record sales this year:

Timothy Prickett Morgan, 11/9/2010 (staff writer, “IC Insights: 'don't be a bummer'” 

http://www.theregister.co.uk/2010/11/09/sia_icinsight_chip_forecast/)

We haven't even gotten through 2010 and the prognosticators in the semiconductor racket are already polishing their hafnium-doped silicon dioxide balls to reckon what the future will hold chip revenues in the next two years. The Semiconductor Industry Association, which provides a monthly snapshot of global chip sales, put out its forecast late last week, and as has been clear from the slackening growth rates in the past several months, the Great Recession, at least as far as the semi industry goes, is over. The beautiful juxtaposition of constrained supply and rebounded demand has pushed global chip sales back up where they belong. The SIA, in fact, is now saying that the chip biz will break records this year, with $300.5bn in sales across all types of chips, a 32.8 per cent increase over 2009's sales levels. "We experienced record sales this year due to strong global demand across a broad range of end markets," explained Brian Toohey, president of the SIA, in a short statement accompanying the projections. "We expect more moderate growth through 2012 as the economy recovers and consumer confidence restores."
No policy silver bullet can save semiconductors—their author

Dewey & LeBoeuf, 2009 ( MAINTAINING AMERICA’S COMPETITIVE EDGE: GOVERNMENT POLICIES AFFECTING SEMICONDUCTOR INDUSTRY R&D AND MANUFACTURING ACTIVITY, A White Paper Prepared by Dewey & LeBoeuf

for the Semiconductor Industry Association, March 2009, http://www.sia-online.org/galleries/default-file/Competitiveness_White_Paper.pdf)
Recommendations. As this study clearly demonstrates, there is no single public policy “silver bullet” that drives company decisions for R&D and manufacturing investment. In fact, several public policies work in concert to create an environment that attracts highly capital intensive R&D and manufacturing operations and supplies the engineering and technical talent they require. Tax and incentive policies, government research funding for science and technology, education and technical training, immigration policies and strategic infrastructure policies are widely recognized by policy makers in the United States and other countries around the world as necessary to attract multi-billion dollar investments from semiconductor companies. The key to future U.S. innovation is to ensure that our policies are at least as competitive as those of our trading partners.3 

You can’t solve:  Chinese semiconductor advantage is because of Chinese subsidies:

Lieberman, AFF Author, 2003 (http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/2003_cr/s060503.html,  June 5, 2003,  THE NATIONAL SECURITY ASPECTS OF THE GLOBAL MIGRATION OF THE U.S. SEMICONDUCTOR INDUSTRY)

 The principal reason that China is becoming a center of semiconductor manufacturing is the effective combination of government trade and industrial policies which have taken advantage of opportunities resulting from market forces and changes in the semiconductor industry. In a sector characterized by rapidly increasing capital costs and the need to have access to large, rapidly growing markets, such as China's, Chinese government policies and subsidies can decisively change the terms of international competition. The impact of these incentives is accentuated as a result of the multi-year recession, which has sharply reduced revenue and increased the competition for markets to absorb the industry's characteristic high fixed costs. Government policies in Taiwan were already drawing new manufacturing capability, as well as tool and equipment makers, to its science and technology park complex. However, in the last two years, Chinese policy has resulted in a sharp upsurge in construction of fabrication facilities in that country, with plans for a great many more.

US legal environment blocks solvency for hi-tech industries:

Kevin Parrish, 8/25/2010 ( “Intel CEO: Things Need to Change in the U.S.”

http://www.tomshardware.com/news/Paul-Otellini-Obama-semiconductor,11158.html)
ZoomMonday night Intel CEO Paul Otellini warned government officials that the U.S. will face a huge tech decline if government policies are not altered. In fact, the "next big thing" won't be invented here in the States, and jobs will be created outside our borders. The warning was part of his observations about the Obama administration and the nation's economy during dinner at the Technology Policy Institute's Aspen Forum. He took aim at the U.S. legal environment, claiming that its become so hostile to business that there could be "an inevitable erosion and shift of wealth, much like we're seeing today in Europe--this is the bitter truth."

*Soft Power Frontline
1. There is no future for American projection of Soft Power in the Middle East – 6 warrants

Kaplan 2/27/11
[Robert, Robert D. Kaplan is a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and a correspondent for the Atlantic. Kaplan has been a consultant to the U. S. Army’s Special Forces Regiment, the U. S. Air Force, and the U. S. Marines. From 2006 to 2008, he was the Class of 1960 Distinguished Visiting Professor in National Security at the United States Naval Academy. He has also lectured at the FBI, the National Security Agency, the Pentagon's Joint Staff, major universities, the CIA, and business forums.  “Arab democracy and the return of the Mediterranean world” Washington Post]

With the toppling of autocratic regimes in Egypt and Tunisia - and other Arab dictators, such as Libya's, on the ropes - some have euphorically announced the arrival of democracy in the Middle East. But something more subtle may develop. The regimes that emerge may call themselves democracies and the world may go along with the lie, but the test of a system is how the power relationships work behind the scenes. In states with relatively strong institutional traditions, such as Tunisia and Egypt, a form of democracy may in fact develop. But places that are less states than geographical expressions, such as Libya and Yemen, are more likely to produce hybrid regimes. Within such systems - with which history is very familiar - militaries, internal security services, tribes and inexperienced political parties compete for influence. The process produces incoherence and instability even as it combines attributes of authoritarianism and democracy. This is not anarchy so much as a groping toward true modernity. Another obstacle to full-bore democracies emerging quickly across the Middle East is simply that young people, while savvy in the ways of social media and willing to defy bullets, can bring down a system, but they cannot necessarily govern. Hierarchical organizations are required to govern. And as those develop we will see various mixed systems - various grays instead of democracy vs. dictatorship in black-and-white terms. When Christianity spread around the Mediterranean basin in late antiquity, it did not unify the ancient world or make it morally purer; rather, Christianity split up into various rites, sects and heresies all battling against each other. Power politics continued very much as before. Something similar may ensue with the spread of democracy. Each Arab country's evolving system will unleash a familiar scenario: The United States had a relatively low-maintenance relationship with Mexico when it was a one-party dictatorship. But as Mexico evolved into a multiparty democracy, relations got far harder and more complex. No longer was there one man or one phone number to dial when crises arose; Washington had to lobby a host of Mexican personalities simultaneously. An era of similar complexity is about to emerge with the Arab world - and it won't be just a matter of getting things done but also of knowing who really is in charge. The uprisings in the Middle East will have a more profound effect on Europe than on the United States. Just as Europe moved eastward to encompass the former satellite states of the Soviet Union after 1989, Europe will now expand to the south. For decades North Africa was effectively cut off from the northern rim of the Mediterranean because of autocratic regimes that stifled economic and social development while also facilitating extremist politics. North Africa gave Europe economic migrants but little else. But as its states evolve into hybrid regimes, the degree of political and economic interactions with nearby Europe will multiply. Some of those Arab migrants may return home as opportunities are created by reformist policies. The Mediterranean will become a connector, rather than the divider it has been during most of the post-colonial era. Of course, Tunisia and Egypt are not about to join the European Union. But they will become shadow zones of deepening E.U. involvement. The European Union itself will become an even more ambitious and unwieldy project. The true beneficiary of these uprisings in a historical and geographical sense is Turkey. Ottoman Turkey ruled North Africa and the Levant for hundreds of years in the modern era. While this rule was despotic, it was not so oppressive as to leave a lasting scar on today's Arabs. Turkey is an exemplar of Islamic democracy that can serve as a role model for these newly liberated states, especially as its democracy evolved from a hybrid regime - with generals and politicians sharing power until recently. With 75 million people and a 10 percent economic growth rate, Turkey is also a demographic and economic juggernaut that can project soft power throughout the Mediterranean. The Middle East's march away from authoritarianism will ironically inhibit the projection of American power. Because of the complexity of hybrid regimes, American influence in each capital will be limited; Turkey is more likely to be the avatar toward which newly liberated Arabs look. America's influence is likely to be maintained less by the emergence of democracy than by continued military assistance to many Arab states and by the divisions that will continue to plague the region, especially the threat of a nuclearized, Shiite Iran. Mitigating the loss of American power will be the geopolitical weakening of the Arab world itself. As Arab societies turn inward to rectify long-ignored social and economic grievances and their leaders in hybrid systems battle each other to consolidate power domestically, they will have less energy for foreign policy concerns. The political scientist Samuel Huntington wrote that the United States essentially inherited its political system from England and, thus, America's periodic political upheavals had to do with taming authority rather than creating it from scratch. The Arab world now has the opposite challenge: It must create from the dust of tyrannies legitimate political orders. It is less democracy than the crisis of central authority that will dominate the next phase of Middle Eastern history.

2. Multiple alt causes to soft power – Gitmo, warming, and the economy 

Beinart ’10 [6-21-10, Peter Beinart is an associate professor of journalism and political science at the City University of New York and a senior fellow at the New America Foundation, “How the Financial Crisis Has Undermined U.S. Power”, http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,1995884,00.html]

The Obama Administration's charm offensive hasn't been a complete failure. Personally, Obama is far more popular overseas than was George W. Bush, and that popularity has brought the nastiness of adversaries like Mahmoud Ahmadinejad into sharper relief. But the very nastiness of those adversaries means that they don't get rattled by low favorability ratings. What's more, Obama's efforts to change America's image have been constrained by his inability to change certain U.S. policies at home. The best way for America to promote its values is "by living them," declares the National Security Strategy, but when it comes to closing Guantánamo Bay or dramatically reducing U.S. carbon emissions, Congress has shown little interest in making Washington a shining city on a hill. These problems, however, pale before the overarching one: despite Obama's personal popularity, American soft power isn't going up; it's going down. The reason is the financial crisis. America's international allure has always been based less on the appeal of the man in the Oval Office than on the appeal of the American political and economic model. Regardless of what foreigners thought of Bill Clinton, in the 1990s America's brand of deregulated democracy seemed the only true path to prosperity. American economists, investment bankers and political consultants fanned out across the globe to preach the gospel of free elections and free markets. America represented, in Francis Fukuyama's famous words, "The End of History." (See pictures of Obama in Russia.) Now it is much less clear that history is marching our way. The financial crisis has undermined the prestige of America's economic model at the very moment that China's authoritarian capitalism is rising. A decade ago, poor governments hungry for trade and aid had no choice but to show up in Washington, where they received lectures about how to make their economies resemble America's. Now they can get twice the money and half the moralizing in Beijing. From Iran to Burma to Sudan, the Obama Administration's charm offensive has been undermined by China's cash offensive.

3. Soft power is no longer effective or sustainable due to budget cuts and lack of coordination- actions like the plan would take decades to affect leadership

Nye 4-12-11 [Joseph, former US secretary of Defense and professor at Harvard and former dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, “The War on Soft Power,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/04/12/the_war_on_soft_power]

Last week, U.S. President Barack Obama and Congress struggled until the 11th hour to agree on budget cuts that would avert a government shutdown. The United States' budget deficit is a serious problem, and there have been serious proposals to deal with it, such as those by the bipartisan Bowles-Simpson Commission. But last week's efforts were not a serious solution. They were focused solely on the 12 percent of the budget that is non-military discretionary expenditure, rather than the big-ticket items of entitlements, military expenditure, and tax changes that increase revenue. Yet while last week's cuts failed to do much about the deficit, they could do serious damage to U.S. foreign policy. On Tuesday, the axe fell: The State Department and foreign operations budget was slashed by $8.5 billion -- a pittance when compared to military spending, but one that could put a serious dent in the United States' ability to positively influence events abroad.  The sad irony is that the Obama administration had been moving things in the right direction. When Hillary Clinton became secretary of state, she spoke of the importance of a "smart power" strategy, combining the United States' hard and soft-power resources. Her Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review, and her efforts (along with USAID chief Rajiv Shah) to revamp the United States' aid bureaucracy and budget were important steps in that direction. Now, in the name of an illusory contribution to deficit reduction (when you're talking about deficits in the trillions, $38 billion in savings is a drop in the bucket), those efforts have been set back. Polls consistently show a popular misconception that aid is a significant part of the U.S. federal budget, when in fact it amounts to less than 1 percent. Thus, congressional cuts to aid in the name of deficit reduction are an easy vote, but a cheap shot. In 2007, Richard Armitage and I co-chaired a bipartisan Smart Power Commission of members of Congress, former ambassadors, retired military officers, and heads of non-profit organizations at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington. We concluded that America's image and influence had declined in recent years and that the United States had to move from exporting fear to inspiring optimism and hope. The Smart Power Commission was not alone in this conclusion. Even when he was in the George W. Bush administration, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called on Congress to commit more money and effort to soft-power tools including diplomacy, economic assistance, and communications because the military alone cannot defend America's interests around the world. He pointed out that military spending then totaled nearly half a trillion dollars annually, compared with a State Department budget of just $36 billion. In his words, "I am here to make the case for strengthening our capacity to use soft power and for better integrating it with hard power." He acknowledged that for the secretary of defense to plead for more resources for the State Department was as odd as a man biting a dog, but these are not normal times. Since then, the ratio of the budgets has become even more unbalanced. This is not to belittle the Pentagon, where I once served as an assistant secretary. Military force is obviously a source of hard power, but the same resource can sometimes contribute to soft-power behavior. A well-run military can be a source of prestige, and military-to-military cooperation and training programs, for example, can establish transnational networks that enhance a country's soft power. The U.S. military's impressive performance in providing humanitarian relief after the Indian Ocean tsunami and the South Asian earthquake in 2005 helped restore the attractiveness of the United States; the military's role in the aftermath of the recent Japanese earthquake and tsunami is having a similar effect. Of course, misusing military resources can also undercut soft power. The Soviet Union had a great deal of soft power in the years after World War II, but destroyed it by using hard power against Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Brutality and indifference to just-war principles of discrimination and proportionality can also eviscerate legitimacy. Whatever admiration the crisp efficiency of the Iraq invasion inspired in the eyes of some foreigners, it was undercut by the subsequent inefficiency of the occupation and the scenes of mistreatment of prisoners at Abu Ghraib. Smart power is the ability to combine the hard power of coercion or payment with the soft power of attraction into a successful strategy. U.S. foreign policy has tended to over-rely on hard power in recent years because it is the most direct and visible source of American strength. The Pentagon is the best-trained and best-resourced arm of the U.S. government, but there are limits to what hard power can achieve on its own. Democracy, human rights, and civil society are not best promoted with the barrel of a gun. It is true that the U.S. military has an impressive operational capacity, but the practice of turning to the Pentagon because it can get things done leads to the image of an over-militarized foreign policy. Moreover, it can create a destructive cycle, as the capacity of civilian agencies and tools gets hollowed out to feed the military budget. Today, the United States spends about 500 times more on its military than it does on broadcasting and exchanges combined. Congress cuts shortwave broadcasts to save the equivalent of one hour of the defense budget. Is that smart? It sounds like common sense, but smart power is not so easy to carry out in practice. Diplomacy and foreign assistance are often underfunded and neglected, in part because of the difficulty of demonstrating their short-term impact on critical challenges. The payoffs for exchange and assistance programs is often measured in decades, not weeks or months. American foreign-policy institutions and personnel, moreover, are fractured and compartmentalized, and there is not an adequate interagency process for developing and funding a smart-power strategy. Many official instruments of soft or attractive power -- public diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs, development assistance, disaster relief, military-to-military contacts -- are scattered around the government, and there is no overarching strategy or budget that even tries to integrate them. The obstacles to integrating America's soft- and hard-power tool kit have deep roots, and the Obama administration is only beginning to overcome them, by creating a second deputy at State, reinvigorating USAID, and working with the Office of Management and Budget. Increasing the size of the Foreign Service, for instance, would cost less than the price of one C-17 transport aircraft, yet there are no good ways to assess such a tradeoff in the current form of budgeting. Now, that progress may be halted. Leadership in a global information age is less about being the king of the mountain issuing commands that cascade down a hierarchy than being the person in the center of a circle or network who attracts and persuades others to come help. Both the hard power of coercion and the soft power of attraction and persuasion are crucial to success in such situations. Americans need better to understand both these dimensions of smart power. Nowhere is this more true than on Capitol Hill. While Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have spoken about the importance of soft power, they do not have to face the American electorate. As a friend in Congress once told me, "You are right about the importance of combining soft power with hard power, but I cannot talk about soft power and hope to get re-elected." The defense budget affects almost all congressional constituencies in the United States; the budgets for State and USAID do not. The result is a foreign policy that rests on a defense giant and a number of pygmy departments. For example, when Gates and Clinton recently agreed to transfer an aid program from the Pentagon to the State Department, the program's budget was cut in half. And now, Foggy Bottom faces cuts across the board. Congress needs to be serious about deficit reduction, and it also needs to be serious about foreign policy. The events of the past week suggest it is serious about neither. 

4. Soft power can’t solve global problems

Rachman ’09 [Gieldon Rachman (Writer for the Financial Times) June 1 2009 “Obama and the limits of soft power,” http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/e608b556-4ee0-11de-8c10-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1GuC72ldi]

Barack Obama is a soft power president. But the world keeps asking him hard power questions. From North Korea to Guantánamo Bay, from Iran to Afghanistan, Mr Obama is confronting a range of vexing issues that cannot be charmed out of existence. The problem is epitomised by the US president’s trip to the Middle East this week. Its focal point will be a much-trailed speech in Cairo on Thursday June 4, in which he will directly address the Muslim world. The Cairo speech is central to Mr Obama’s efforts to rebuild America’s global popularity and its ability to persuade – otherwise known as soft power. The president has been trying out potential themes for the speech on aides and advisers for months. He is likely to emphasise his respect for Islamic culture and history, and his personal links to the Muslim world. He will suggest to his audience that both the US and the Islamic world have, at times, misjudged and mistreated each other – and he will appeal for a new beginning. George W. Bush launched a military offensive in the Middle East. Mr Obama is launching a charm offensive. There is plenty to be said for this approach. Mr Bush embroiled America in a bloody war in Iraq that strengthened Iran and acted as a recruiting sergeant for America’s enemies. Mr Obama’s alternative strategy is based on diplomacy, engagement and empathy. Mr Bush had a shoe thrown at him in his last appearance in the Middle East. So if Mr Obama receives his customary standing ovation in Cairo, that will send a powerful symbolic message. But the president should not let the applause go to his head. Even if his speech is a success, the same foreign-policy problems will be sitting in his in-tray when he gets back to the Oval Office – and they will be just as dangerous as before. 

5. Obama is hard-bent on pursuing soft power and international relations – national security strategy released in May proves

Greg Grant, writer for DoDbuzz.com, 5/27/10 (“New strategy touts soft power”, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2010/05/27/obama-releases-national-security-strategy/)

The Obama administration has finally released its long awaited national security strategy. The 52-page document correctly identifies economic power as the foundation of U.S. national power and calls for a greater focus on economic growth, reducing deficits and rebalancing the instruments of statecraft away from the current over-reliance on the military. The new strategy advocates coalition building and acting in concert with and through international organizations such as the U.N. and NATO. It also puts heavy emphasis on the instruments of “soft power,” diplomacy, global partnerships and economic development. “When we overuse our military might, or fail to invest in or deploy complementary tools, or act without partners, then our military is overstretched, Americans bear a greater burden, and our leadership around the world is too narrowly identified with military force,” it says.  “The burdens of a young century cannot fall on American shoulders alone – –indeed, our adversaries would like to see America sap our strength by overextending our power,” Obama writes in the introduction. “Our strength and influence abroad begins with the steps we take at home,” He calls for greater investment in education, scientific research and green industries. It identifies the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction as the single greatest security challenge, “particularly the danger posed by the pursuit of nuclear weapons by violent extremists and their proliferation to additional states.” The U.S. is leading the global effort to secure loose nukes and is pursuing “new strategies” to protect against biological weapons. While ensuring the viability of the nuclear deterrent, the administration is also working to strengthen the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which it calls the “foundation of nonproliferation.” The strategy says Iran and North Korea will be held accountable for violations of their international obligations to disarm. The strategy also identifies attacks on computer networks in cyberspace as one of the most serious national security challenges. “Our digital infrastructure, therefore, is a strategic national asset, and protecting it—while safeguarding privacy and civil liberties—is a national security priority.” It calls for more spending on people and technology to increase the resilience of critical government and industry networks. The strategy identifies Afghanistan and Pakistan as the frontlines of the global fight against terrorism, “where we are applying relentless pressure on al-Qa’ida, breaking the Taliban’s momentum, and strengthening the security and capacity of our partners.” It also calls for attacking terrorist sanctuaries in Yemen, Somalia, the Maghreb and the Sahel. It also calls for boosting economic development and diplomatic “expeditionary capacity” and updating national security institutions for the 21st century. The strategy, in a return to classic Clausewitzian terms, calls for the use of soft power before the military is called in: “While the use of force is sometimes necessary, we will exhaust other options before war whenever we can, and carefully weigh the costs and risks of action against the costs and risks of inaction. When force is necessary, we will continue to do so in a way that reflects our values and strengthens our legitimacy, and we will seek broad international support, working with such institutions as NATO and the U.N. Security Council. The United States must reserve the right to act unilaterally if necessary to defend our nation and our interests, yet we will also seek to adhere to standards that govern the use of force. Doing so strengthens those who act in line with international standards, while isolating and weakening those who do not. We will also outline a clear mandate and specific objectives and thoroughly consider the consequences —intended and unintended—of our actions. And the United States will take care when sending the men and women of our Armed Forces into harm’s way to ensure they have the leadership, training, and equipment they require to accomplish their mission.”  

6. Decades of history prove that military power determines credibility in the region – not soft power

Etzioni 11
[Amitai, professor of interna​tional relations at George Washington University. “The Coming Test of U.S. Credibility” Military Review. march-april.] 

Declining U.S. Power and Credibility. Over the last few years, much attention has been paid to the relative decline of U.S. power, but much less has been said of changes in U.S. credibility. While there has been some erosion in the relative power of the United States measured since 1945 or 1990), the swings in the level of its credibility have been much more pronounced. When the United States withdrew its forces from Vietnam in 1973, its credibility suffered so much that many observers doubted whether the United States would ever deploy its military overseas unless it faced a much greater and direct threat than it faced in Southeast Asia. Additional setbacks over the next decades followed, including the failed rescue of American hostages in Iran during the last year of the Carter administration and President Reagan’s withdrawal of U.S. Marines from Lebanon after the October 1983 Hezbollah bombing of U.S. barracks in Beirut. The bombing killed 241 American servicemen, but it elicited no punitive response—the administration abandoned a plan to assault the training camp where Hezbollah had planned the attack.2 Operation Desert Storm drastically increased U.S. military credibility. The United States and the UN demanded that Saddam Hussein withdraw from Kuwait. When he refused, U.S. and Allied forces quickly overwhelmed his military with a low level of American causalities, contrary to expectations. Saddam’s forces were defeated with less than 400 American casualties.3 The total cost of defeating Saddam was $61 billion—almost 90 percent of which was borne by U.S. allies.4 When Serbia ignored the demands of the United States and other Western nations to withdraw its hostile forces and halt ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, NATO forces defeated the Serbs with little effort, losing only two troops in a helicopter training accident.5 U.S. credibility reached a high mark in 2003, when the United States, employing a much smaller force than in 1991, overthrew Saddam Hussein’s regime swiftly and with a low level of American casualties, again despite expectations to the contrary. In the first phase of the war—up to 1 May 2003, when the Saddam regime was removed and no WMDs were found—there had been only 172 American casualties.6 Only $56 billion had been appropriated for Iraq operations.7 Those who hold that credibility matters little should pay mind to the side effects of Operation Iraqi Freedom. After the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Libya did not merely stop developing WMDs or allow inspections, it allowed the United States to pack cargo planes with several tons of nuclear equipment and airlift it from the country.8 The country surrendered centrifuges, mustard gas tanks, and SCUD missiles. It sent 13 kilograms of highly enriched uranium to Russia for blending down, destroyed chemical weapons, and has assisted the United States in cracking down on the global black market for nuclear arms technology.9 The reasons are complex, and experts point out that Muammar al-Gaddafi, the leader of Libya, was under considerable domestic pressure to ease his country’s economic and political isolation.10 Gaddafi also believed he was next in line for a forced regime change. In a private conversation with Silvio Berlusconi, Italy’s prime minister, in 2003, Gaddafi is reported to have said, “I will do whatever the Americans want, because I saw what happened in Iraq, and I was afraid.”11
7. The Middle East isn’t the litmus test for US credibility – North Korea is

Etzioni 11
[Amitai, professor of interna​tional relations at George Washington University. “The Coming Test of U.S. Credibility” Military Review. march-april.] 

As I will show shortly, in recent years a large and growing number of U.S. allies and adversaries—especially in the Middle East—have questioned American commitment to back up its declared goals—that is, they question the Nation’s credibility. Hence, the way the United States conducts itself in the next test of its resolve will be unusually conse​quential for its position as a global power. I cannot emphasize enough that I am not arguing that the United States should seek a confrontation, let alone engage in a war, to show that it still has the capacity to back up its threats and promises by using con​ventional forces. (Few doubt U.S. power and ability to act as a nuclear power, but they also realize that nuclear power is ill-suited for many foreign policy goals.) However, I am suggesting that the ways in which the U.S. will respond to the next challenge to its power will have strong implications for its cred​ibility—and for its need to employ power. One’s mind turns to two hot spots: North Korea and Iran. North Korea is an obvious testing ground for American resolve. While Iran is denying that it is developing a military nuclear program, North Korea flaunts its program. While Iran is using its proxies, Hezbollah and Hamas, to trouble U.S. allies in the Middle East, North Korea has openly attacked the U.S. ally South Korea, both by reportedly torpedoing a South Korean ship in March 2010, killing 46 sailors, and by shelling a South Korean island in November, killing two South Korean soldiers. While Iran is spewing over-the-top accusations against the West, its rhetoric is no match for North Korea’s bellicose statements and actions. In short, North Korea would seem to be the place where U.S. credibility is most being tested and will continue to be in the near future. At the same time, many military experts agree that on the Korean peninsula, the United States will be deterred from responding effectively to North Korean provocations and assaults. North Korea already has nuclear arms, roughly 1,000 missiles, many of which could devastate Seoul and other South Korean targets.23 It has between 2,500 and 5,000 tons of chemical weapons (including sarin and mustard gas) that could be mounted on missiles, a sizeable conventional army, and leaders who are difficult to deter because they are considered irrational.24 
Ext #1 - Kaplan
Extend the 1NC Kaplan evidence – it’s contextual to the Middle East and is predictive. You should prefer it because he’s a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and is an International Relations expert.  Soft Power can’t be projected in the Middle East – 6 warrants:

1. Democratic growth makes countries harder to deal with as the US can’t just coerce one dictator to do its bidding

2. Turkey is in the best position to capitalize from revolutions – their model of democracy is more compatible with Middle Eastern political culture than the US’s

3. Military assistance is key to project power in the Middle East – not diplomacy

4. New regimes turn inwards to maintain power – trades off with focus on external influence

Ext #2 – alt causes – gitmo

Human rights infringements like Abu Ghraib made a lasting difference – block the US from effective soft power projection 

Nye 11
[Joseph, “The War on Soft Power” Foreign Policy. April 12, 2011 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/04/12/the_war_on_soft_power]

Of course, misusing military resources can also undercut soft power. The Soviet Union had a great deal of soft power in the years after World War II, but destroyed it by using hard power against Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Brutality and indifference to just-war principles of discrimination and proportionality can also eviscerate legitimacy. Whatever admiration the crisp efficiency of the Iraq invasion inspired in the eyes of some foreigners, it was undercut by the subsequent inefficiency of the occupation and the scenes of mistreatment of prisoners at Abu Ghraib.
Ext #3 – Heg unsustainable – budget cuts
Extend the Nye evidence- soft power is no longer sustainable- makes two conclusions; first is that we’ve drastically cut the foreign assistance budget which is the foundation of soft power policy and that key programs are not coordinated enough to effectively solve for smart power strategies 

And second is that actions like the plan take decades to increase soft power because international opinion waits to see results on the ground before praising the US- this means that even if the plan increases soft power, that new influence will lose traction in the future when a small budget constrains our promises and doesn’t yield immediate results

Recent budget cuts decimate US ability to use soft power

YaleGlobal 11
[“Review:  The War on Soft Power” http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/war-soft-power]

In a global age, national power rests less on issuing orders from top of a hierarchy than on being the center of a network. Countries depend on many tools besides military might – skilled diplomats, aid programs, educational and cultural exchanges and so on. Confronting a ballooning deficit, the US has to tackle budget cuts: A deal recently negotiated by Congress makes deep cuts in so-called soft-power programs managed by the US State Department, which represent a small portion of the overall budget – for example, foreign aid represents less than 1 percent – while leaving the hefty Pentagon outlay mostly untouched. This is not the way towards a prosperous, safe future, contends Harvard Professor Joseph Nye, who developed the concept of soft power in the 1990s. Communications, humanitarian aid and other soft-power tools build partnerships over time, expand influence and minimize the need for deploying hard power. Nye concludes that the US could better balance its budget by developing an efficient and balanced smart-power strategy. – YaleGlobal
Ext #5 – soft power high now
Obama is increasing soft power,-recent policies prove

Grossman 2/17/10 (graduate of Harvard College, taught at Tufts University, Jerome http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5313904-americas-soft-power) 

The United States cannot solve the problems of the world on its own, and the world cannot solve them without the United States. As the world’s only remaining superpower, America has the ability to affect the behavior of other nations through coercion, economic strength and the power of attraction. Hard power relies on coercion and raw economic power. Soft power influences others through public diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs, development assistance, disaster relief, exchange of ideas and culture - everything from Hollywood to Shakespeare to orchestras. In his inaugural address, President Barack Obama informed all countries, friendly and unfriendly, that there was a new attitude in the White House. He advised those countries “on the wrong side of history” that the United States “will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist”. During his first year in office, Obama followed through by launching negotiations with Iran and North Korea on their nuclear programs, searching for common ground with Russia on arms control and missile defense, and softening economic sanctions against Cuba. The jury is still out on whether the Obama initiatives will bear fruit, but it is a start and a welcome improvement from the George W. Bush reliance on hard power. But much more must be done to translate Obama’s effective rhetoric into a softening of policy, a softening more likely to increase the security of America and the rest of the world. If President Obama were to withdraw American troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, then reduce the enormous US military budget, close some of the 761 US military bases in 147 countries, he would set the stage for America to inspire and lead the world by using the panoply of its soft power.
Obama will shift power projection from military unilateralism to multilateral diplomacy

Jerry Harris,  Professor of History, DeVry University and Carl Davidson,  Networking for Democracy, 2009 (“Obama: The New Contours of Power”, p. 227-228, http://docserver.ingentaconnect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/deliver/connect/brill/15691500/v9n1/s16.pdf?expires=1278264346&id=57531469&titleid=5430&accname=University+of+Michigan+At+Ann+Arbor&checksum=9D2A695FFA5F7A4FFAC78CEF2099FE76)
Given this perception of global conditions, Obama’s security policy will move to multilateralism and nation building as its central effort. This will mean a shift to soft power which relies on multilateral diplomacy, economic reconstruction and political solutions. Admiral James Stavridis, head of SouthCom (US Southern Command, responsible for all US military activity in South and Central America), gives voice to this emerging policy, ‘I don’t need Humvees down here, I don’t need high-priced fighter aircraft. I need the inter-agency and I need to hook up with private-public ventures . . . like Operation Smile, Doctors Without Borders and the American Red Cross. This approach has been advocated for the last six years in foreign policy and security circles in opposition to the military unilateralism of the Bush White House. As Zbigniew Brzezinski succinctly stated, ‘the war in Iraq is a historic, strategic and moral calamity’. But none of this means an end to military efforts. Unfortunately, there will in all likelihood be a reduced but long-term military presence in Iraq, including limited combat duty and more troops sent to Afghanistan. The war against the Taliban and al-Qaida will be the biggest and most controversial foreign policy challenge for Obama. Although most Americans still view the effort in Afghanistan as a just war against those who attacked the US, the experience in Iraq has dampened support for combat, and this majority is shrinking. Additionally, Afghanistan, with a population close to 33 million has about 5 million more people than Iraq and is larger by 82,000 square miles, with a geography more adaptable to guerrilla warfare. The Taliban is based among the Pashtun, the largest ethnic group and close to 42 percent of the population. Between Pakistan and Afghanistan, there are 45 million Pashtuns whose tribal identity is stronger than the colonial border drawn by the British. More problematic is that the tribal areas of Pakistan are now part of a broader war. One of the few military advantages the US has is air power, but its use is responsible for a large number of civilian deaths, thereby alienating the population and driving people into the arms of the insurgency. All this has resulted in a growing number of US foreign policy elites recognizing that a military solution is impossible. But the balance between military force and political compromise is still being debated inside both the US and NATO. 

Ext #6 – Military influence key 

Soft power fails – most conflicts have to incorporate military force – history proves

Greenwald 10
(Abe Greenwald , policy adviser and online editor at the Foreign Policy Initiative. July/August 2010 . (“The Soft-PowerFallacy”. http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=all )

Like Francis Fukuyama’s essay “The End of History,” soft-power theory was a creative and appealing attempt to make sense of America’s global purpose. Unlike Fukuyama’s theory, however, which the new global order seemed to support for nearly a decade, Nye’s was basically refuted by world events in its very first year. In the summer of 1990, a massive contingent of Saddam Hussein’s forces invaded Kuwait and effectively annexed it as a province of Iraq. Although months earlier Nye had asserted that “geography, population, and raw materials are becoming somewhat less important,” the fact is that Saddam invaded Kuwait because of its geographic proximity, insubstantial military, and plentiful oil reserves. Despite Nye’s claim that “the definition of power is losing its emphasis on military force,” months of concerted international pressure, including the passage of a UN resolution, failed to persuade Saddam to withdraw. In the end, only overwhelming American military power succeeded in liberating Kuwait. The American show of force also succeeded in establishing the U.S. as the single, unrivaled post–Cold War superpower. Following the First Gulf War, the 1990s saw brutal acts of aggression in the Balkans: t he Bosnian War in 1992 and the Kosovo conflicts beginning in 1998. These raged on despite international negotiations and were quelled only after America took the lead in military actions. It is also worth noting that attempts to internationalize these efforts made them more costly in time, effectiveness, and manpower than if the U.S. had acted unilaterally. Additionally, the 1990s left little mystery as to how cataclysmic events unfold when the U.S. declines to apply traditional tools of power overseas. In April 1994, Hutu rebels began the indiscriminate killing of Tutsis in Rwanda. As the violence escalated, the United Nations’s peacekeeping forces stood down so as not to violate a UN mandate prohibiting intervention in a country’s internal politics. Washington followed suit, refusing even to consider deploying forces to East-Central Africa. By the time the killing was done, in July of the same year, Hutus had slaughtered between half a million and 1 million Tutsis. And in the 1990s, Japan’s economy went into its long stall, making the Japanese model of a scaled down military seem rather less relevant. All this is to say that during the presidency of Bill Clinton, Nye’s “intangible forms of power” proved to hold little sway in matters of statecraft, while modes of traditional power remained as critical as ever in coercing other nations and affirming America’s role as chief protector of the global order. If the Clinton years posed a challenge for the efficacy of soft power, the post-9/11 age has exposed Nye’s explication of the theory as something akin to academic eccentricity. In his book, Nye mentioned “current issues of transnational interdependence ” requiring “collective action and international cooperation.” Among these were “ecological changes (acid rain and global warming), health epidemics such as AIDS, illicit trade in drugs, and terrorism. ” Surely a paradigm that places terrorism last on a list of national threats starting with acid rain is due for revision.

*Terrorism Frontline

1. Al Qaeda is crippled now – the deaths of multiple high-ranking organization members prevent a large-scale attack

D’Souza 11
[Shanthie Mariet, Visiting Research Fellow at the Institute of South Asian Studies, National University of Singapore. . “Al Qaeda after 9/11: More thriving than dead” http://www.todayonline.com/Commentary/EDC110909-0001129/Al-Qaeda-after-9/11--More-thriving-than-dead]
Beginning with the May 2 killing of Al Qaeda chief Osama bin Laden in the Pakistani city of Abbotabad, the organisation has suffered a series of setbacks. On June 25, Ibrahim al Afghani, a senior terrorist leader belonging to the Somalia based al-Shabaab, an affiliate of Al Qaeda, was killed in a drone strike. On July 5, Saifullah, a 50-year-old Australian described as a key Osama aide, was killed in a drone attack in Pakistan's North Waziristan agency. On Aug 22, Atiyah Abd al-Rahman, the number two in the organisation, was killed in another drone attack by the CIA in Pakistan. On Sept 5, Pakistan announced the arrest of Younis al Mauritani, a senior Al Qaeda leader suspected of directing attacks against the US, Europe and Australia, along with two associates during a raid in the city of Quetta. This series of losses of important leaders poses serious existential challenges for the organisation, apparently compelling it into a self preservation mode, rather than to expand and execute any major attack against its purported enemies. As a result, not a single symbolic high visibility attack has been carried out by Al Qaeda since May 2. This has propelled the US to a new high and several optimistic assessments have since emerged, pointing at its newfound ability to strategically defeat the Al Qaeda once and for all. Not surprisingly, speaking on Aug 31, White House counter-terrorism chief John Brennan described Al Qaeda as being "on a steady slide", "on the ropes" and "taking shots to the body and head". Leon E. Panetta, who took over as US Defence Secretary, affirmed that American focus has narrowed to capturing or killing 10 to 20 crucial leaders of the terrorist group in Pakistan, Somalia and Yemen. And within less than a month of Panetta's declaration, a more forceful pronouncement surfaced. Media reports quoting unnamed CIA sources have indicated that only "a relatively small number of additional blows could effectively extinguish" the Al Qaeda. According to these new assessments, 1,200 Al Qaeda militants have been killed since 2004 and 224 in 2011 alone. Violence by Al Qaeda proper "as the global, borderless, united jihad" may thus end soon.
2. No Al-Qaeda nukes- new intelligence proves

Mueller ‘11 [John Mueller, professor of Political Science at Ohio State, August 2, 2011, “The Truth About al Qaeda,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/68012/john-mueller/the-truth-about-al-qaeda?page=2]

As a misguided Turkish proverb holds, "If your enemy be an ant, imagine him to be an elephant." The new information unearthed in Osama bin Laden's hideout in Abbottabad, Pakistan, suggests that the United States has been doing so for a full decade. Whatever al Qaeda's threatening rhetoric and occasional nuclear fantasies, its potential as a menace, particularly as an atomic one, has been much inflated. The public has now endured a decade of dire warnings about the imminence of a terrorist atomic attack. In 2004, the former CIA spook Michael Scheuer proclaimed on television's 60 Minutes that it was "probably a near thing," and in 2007, the physicist Richard Garwin assessed the likelihood of a nuclear explosion in an American or a European city by terrorism or other means in the next ten years to be 87 percent. By 2008, Defense Secretary Robert Gates mused that what keeps every senior government leader awake at night is "the thought of a terrorist ending up with a weapon of mass destruction, especially nuclear." Few, it seems, found much solace in the fact that an al Qaeda computer seized in Afghanistan in 2001 indicated that the group's budget for research on weapons of mass destruction (almost all of it focused on primitive chemical weapons work) was some $2,000 to $4,000. In the wake of the killing of Osama bin Laden, officials now have more al Qaeda computers, which reportedly contain a wealth of information about the workings of the organization in the intervening decade. A multi-agency task force has completed its assessment, and according to first reports, it has found that al Qaeda members have primarily been engaged in dodging drone strikes and complaining about how cash-strapped they are. Some reports suggest they've also been looking at quite a bit of pornography. The full story is not out yet, but it seems breathtakingly unlikely that the miserable little group has had the time or inclination, let alone the money, to set up and staff a uranium-seizing operation, as well as a fancy, super-high-tech facility to fabricate a bomb. It is a process that requires trusting corrupted foreign collaborators and other criminals, obtaining and transporting highly guarded material, setting up a machine shop staffed with top scientists and technicians, and rolling the heavy, cumbersome, and untested finished product into position to be detonated by a skilled crew, all the while attracting no attention from outsiders.

3. Terrorists can’t steal a nuke and safeguards prevent detonation

Montgomery ’09 [Evan Braden Montgomery, Research Fellow, has published on a range of issues, including alliance politics, nuclear terrorism, military doctrine, and political revolutions,  received a Master of Arts in Foreign Affairs from the Univ. of Virginia, where he is also a doctoral candidate, Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA), “Nuclear Terrorism Assessing the Threat, Developing a Response,” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/02/2009.04.22-Nuclear-Terrorism.pdf]

Despite this large number of weapons, acquiring and then using one would hardly be an easy task. Not surprisingly, most nuclear weapons are heavily guarded. To steal one, a terrorist group would almost certainly require help from one or more individuals working at a weapons storage site or transfer point in order to quickly locate a weapon, bypass or disable alarm systems or other passive security measures, and avoid on-site security personnel. Absent this support, stealing a weapon would be all but impossible. As one report argues, “A terrorist organization planning to seize a nuclear weapon without insider assistance would need to invest in training and arming a force able to defeat all security measures protecting the weapons, including the intervention of guard and response teams ... The task would be so daunting in most settings, unless security at the facility is sufficiently lax, as to appear more the stuff of fiction than a practicable approach for a terrorist organization.” 1
8 Even if terrorists did manage to acquire a weapon, actually using it would pose a number of significant challenges. For example, most and in some cases all operational nuclear weapons held by the United States, Britain, France, and Russia are believed to be equipped with security measures called permissive action links (PALs), which would make it very difficult for unauthorized users to activate and detonate them. 1
9 PALs were first employed on some US nuclear weapons in the early 1960s, and consisted of relatively simple, five-digit locks on warhead containers. Modern PALs are integrated directly into the warheads themselves, require the input of dual six- or twelve-digit numeric codes (the “two man” rule), and may also include “limited try” features that disable the weapon if the incorrect code is entered too many times, sensors that can detect unauthorized entry attempts into the weapon or the PAL system and then render the entire device inoperable, and command codes that can be used to disable a weapon if its security is in jeopardy. Modern weapons may also be equipped with environment sensing devices (ESDs) that prevent them from being armed until specific environmental conditions matching their intended delivery method—for example, changes in altitude or acceleration—are detected. 1
0 It might be possible for a terrorist group to overcome these security measures given enough time, especially if it obtained the assistance of experts, or if a weapon was equipped with older, less complex PALs. 1
1 Nevertheless, if a weapon was stolen and a massive recovery effort was launched, the time needed to overcome any built-in security measures would increase the probability that the terrorist group would be discovered before it could transport the weapon to its intended target and detonate it. Alternatively, a group could attempt to remove the fissile material from a stolen weapon and then use that material to construct its own improved nuclear device, a possibility that is discussed in greater detail below. Doing so would, however, risk setting off the weapon’s conventional explosives. 1
2 Moreover, modern nuclear weapons may not have enough fissile material in their core to fuel a crude IND. 1

 

4. No retaliation- Obama won the peace prize, wouldn’t use a nuke

Any al-Qaeda attack will be small- no large scale attack
Bergen and Hoffman ’10 [Peter Bergen & Bruce Hoffman on September 10, 2010 (Terrorism Analyst with CNN; Director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown, “Assessing the Terrorist Threat,” http://www.c-span.org/pdf/Final%20NSPG%20Threat%20Assessment%20Report%20Sept%202010%20report%20w%20cover.pdf)]

This level of threat is likely to persist for years to come; however, al-Qaeda is believed to lack the capability to launch a mass-casualty attack sufficiently deadly in scope to completely reorient American foreign policy, as the 9/11 attacks did. And it is worth recalling that only 14 Americans have been killed in jihadist terrorist attacks in the United States since 9/11, something that was hardly predictable in the immediate wake of the attacks on Washington and New York.8 Despite al-Qaeda’s long interest in acquiring chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear (CBRN) weapons, on the infrequent occasions that it or its affiliates have tried to deploy crude versions of these weapons their efforts have fizzled, as was evident in the largely ineffectual campaign of chlorine bomb attacks by “Al-Qaeda in Iraq” in 2007. Militant jihadist groups will be able to deploy only crude chemical, biological, or radiological weapons for the foreseeable future, and these will not be true “weapons of mass destruction,” but rather weapons of mass disruption, whose principal effect will be panic but likely few deaths.

5. Absolutely zero nuclear risk from al-Qaeda

Adams and Leatherman ’10 [Gordon Adams & Matthew Leatherman on December 23, 2010 (professor of international relations at the School of International Service at American University; research associate at the Stimson Center, “A Leaner and Meaner Defense,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/22/opinion/22iht-edadams22.html)]

More disciplined budgeting will first require the United States to acknowledge that we Americans are more secure today than at any point since 1945. Al Qaeda poses a challenge that is far more sensational than it is existential, while both a strategic nuclear exchange and major land combat are unlikely. Moreover, the U.S. dominance in virtually every domain of warfare is extraordinary. Indeed, the Pentagon spends more on just research today than any other country spends on its entire armed force. Even with level or declining future budgets — now roughly $700 billion, the highest since 1947 — the U.S. military would be the only one in the world able to patrol the seas globally, carry out long-range air strike operations and deploy ground forces worldwide.

Ext #2 - No nuclear terror

Extend the Mueller evidence- we just seized laptops after the bin-Laden raid that proved that al-Qaeda lacks the resources and resiliency to make or steal a nuke without getting caught- prefer our evidence, it’s based on actual data and not just rhetoric

Extend the Montgomery evidence- it’s almost impossible to steal and transport a nuclear weapon, and even if they steal one safeguard check- modern warheads have PAL code systems with anti-tampering devices that prevent detonation- it’s literally impossible to launch a nuke

Zero risk of nuclear acquisition, even in Pakistan

Mueller ’10 [John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State, “Calming our Nuclear Jitters,” http://www.issues.org/26.2/mueller.html]

In contrast to these predictions, terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration of the possible routes, they, unlike generations of alarmists, have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful. The most plausible route for terrorists, according to most experts, would be to manufacture an atomic device themselves from purloined fissile material (plutonium or, more likely, highly enriched uranium). This task, however, remains a daunting one, requiring that a considerable series of difficult hurdles be conquered and in sequence. Outright armed theft of fissile material is exceedingly unlikely not only because of the resistance of guards, but because chase would be immediate. A more promising approach would be to corrupt insiders to smuggle out the required substances. However, this requires the terrorists to pay off a host of greedy confederates, including brokers and money-transmitters, any one of whom could turn on them or, either out of guile or incompetence, furnish them with stuff that is useless. Insiders might also consider the possibility that once the heist was accomplished, the terrorists would, as analyst Brian Jenkins none too delicately puts it, “have every incentive to cover their trail, beginning with eliminating their confederates.” If terrorists were somehow successful at obtaining a sufficient mass of relevant material, they would then probably have to transport it a long distance over unfamiliar terrain and probably while being pursued by security forces. Crossing international borders would be facilitated by following established smuggling routes, but these are not as chaotic as they appear and are often under the watch of suspicious and careful criminal regulators. If border personnel became suspicious of the commodity being smuggled, some of them might find it in their interest to disrupt passage, perhaps to collect the bounteous reward money that would probably be offered by alarmed governments once the uranium theft had been discovered. Once outside the country with their precious booty, terrorists would need to set up a large and well-equipped machine shop to manufacture a bomb and then to populate it with a very select team of highly skilled scientists, technicians, machinists, and administrators. The group would have to be assembled and retained for the monumental task while no consequential suspicions were generated among friends, family, and police about their curious and sudden absence from normal pursuits back home. Members of the bomb-building team would also have to be utterly devoted to the cause, of course, and they would have to be willing to put their lives and certainly their careers at high risk, because after their bomb was discovered or exploded they would probably become the targets of an intense worldwide dragnet operation. Some observers have insisted that it would be easy for terrorists to assemble a crude bomb if they could get enough fissile material. But Christoph Wirz and Emmanuel Egger, two senior physicists in charge of nuclear issues at Switzerland‘s Spiez Laboratory, bluntly conclude that the task “could hardly be accomplished by a subnational group.” They point out that precise blueprints are required, not just sketches and general ideas, and that even with a good blueprint the terrorist group would most certainly be forced to redesign. They also stress that the work is difficult, dangerous, and extremely exacting, and that the technical requirements in several fields verge on the unfeasible. Stephen Younger, former director of nuclear weapons research at Los Alamos Laboratories, has made a similar argument, pointing out that uranium is “exceptionally difficult to machine” whereas “plutonium is one of the most complex metals ever discovered, a material whose basic properties are sensitive to exactly how it is processed.“ Stressing the “daunting problems associated with material purity, machining, and a host of other issues,” Younger concludes, “to think that a terrorist group, working in isolation with an unreliable supply of electricity and little access to tools and supplies” could fabricate a bomb “is farfetched at best.” Under the best circumstances, the process of making a bomb could take months or even a year or more, which would, of course, have to be carried out in utter secrecy. In addition, people in the area, including criminals, may observe with increasing curiosity and puzzlement the constant coming and going of technicians unlikely to be locals. If the effort to build a bomb was successful, the finished product, weighing a ton or more, would then have to be transported to and smuggled into the relevant target country where it would have to be received by collaborators who are at once totally dedicated and technically proficient at handling, maintaining, detonating, and perhaps assembling the weapon after it arrives. The financial costs of this extensive and extended operation could easily become monumental. There would be expensive equipment to buy, smuggle, and set up and people to pay or pay off. Some operatives might work for free out of utter dedication to the cause, but the vast conspiracy also requires the subversion of a considerable array of criminals and opportunists, each of whom has every incentive to push the price for cooperation as high as possible. Any criminals competent and capable enough to be effective allies are also likely to be both smart enough to see boundless opportunities for extortion and psychologically equipped by their profession to be willing to exploit them. Those who warn about the likelihood of a terrorist bomb contend that a terrorist group could, if with great difficulty, overcome each obstacle and that doing so in each case is “not impossible.” But although it may not be impossible to surmount each individual step, the likelihood that a group could surmount a series of them quickly becomes vanishingly small. Table 1 attempts to catalogue the barriers that must be overcome under the scenario considered most likely to be successful. In contemplating the task before them, would-be atomic terrorists would effectively be required to go though an exercise that looks much like this. If and when they do, they will undoubtedly conclude that their prospects are daunting and accordingly uninspiring or even terminally dispiriting. It is possible to calculate the chances for success. Adopting probability estimates that purposely and heavily bias the case in the terrorists’ favor—for example, assuming the terrorists have a 50% chance of overcoming each of the 20 obstacles—the chances that a concerted effort would be successful comes out to be less than one in a million. If one assumes, somewhat more realistically, that their chances at each barrier are one in three, the cumulative odds that they will be able to pull off the deed drop to one in well over three billion. Other routes would-be terrorists might take to acquire a bomb are even more problematic. They are unlikely to be given or sold a bomb by a generous like-minded nuclear state for delivery abroad because the risk would be high, even for a country led by extremists, that the bomb (and its source) would be discovered even before delivery or that it would be exploded in a manner and on a target the donor would not approve, including on the donor itself. Another concern would be that the terrorist group might be infiltrated by foreign intelligence. The terrorist group might also seek to steal or illicitly purchase a “loose nuke“ somewhere. However, it seems probable that none exist. All governments have an intense interest in controlling any weapons on their territory because of fears that they might become the primary target. Moreover, as technology has developed, finished bombs have been out-fitted with devices that trigger a non-nuclear explosion that destroys the bomb if it is tampered with. And there are other security techniques: Bombs can be kept disassembled with the component parts stored in separate high-security vaults, and a process can be set up in which two people and multiple codes are required not only to use the bomb but to store, maintain, and deploy it. As Younger points out, “only a few people in the world have the knowledge to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon.” There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were to utterly collapse; Pakistan is frequently cited in this context and sometimes North Korea as well. However, even under such conditions, nuclear weapons would probably remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb might be used in their own territory. They would still have locks and, in the case of Pakistan, the weapons would be disassembled. 

Ext #4 – No Retaliation

Nuclear retaliation is media hype- their evidence is just rhetorically powerful and doesn’t take into account things like Obama winning the Nobel prize and declaring non-nuclear retaliation policy

No retaliation and we wouldn’t know who to strike
Erwin and Manguson ‘09 (Sandra, National Defense “7 Deadly myths about weapons of terror” 6-1, 94:667 lexis)

Myth #4: If the U.S. Were the Victim of a Nuclear Attack, It Would Immediately Retaliate Under the nightmare scenario of a nuclear bomb exploding in a U.S. city, the implied assumption is that the nation’s leaders would immediately be able to fire back. That would be the case under the Cold War rules of nuclear retaliation, but the situation is far more complicated when nuclear attacks are perpetrated by non-state actors such as terrorist organizations. Unless the weapon is delivered by a missile, immediate retaliation is not realistic, experts said. It could take weeks or months to figure out where the nuclear materials came from or how the explosive device was built. No state or terrorist group would choose to launch a nuclear weapon by missile because we would know the origin, said Evan Montgomery, of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. The more likely means to execute a nuclear attack would be to smuggle the materials and build the bomb on U.S. soil, or steal a bomb and somehow manage to bring it into the United States. Either way, U.S. nuclear experts may not be able to quickly determine the origin of the weapon once it’s detonated. Forensics can take weeks or months, said Charles Blair, director of the Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies and co-author of a recently published book titled, “Jihadists and Weapons of Mass Destruction.” “None of the systems we have now are very quick,” he said. “Government officials and the public would have to be willing to wait a while before we retaliate.” Nuclear forensics usually is based on fallout and debris. Within hours, U.S. authorities could determine that it was a nuclear explosion. It would take up to a couple of days to determine if there was uranium, plutonium or a mix of the two in the weapon. It’s known that eight nations have plutonium bombs, and six others have enough plutonium to build a bomb. If there were a nuclear explosion of a plutonium based weapon, it could be traced to one of 14 countries. With uranium-based weapons, it’s more complicated. There are 40 countries that have enough uranium to build at least one bomb. That would take longer to track, said Blair. “You can take debris samples and compare them against known tests. You can within several weeks trace the design to known designs.” Nuclear forensics would be far easier if there were a single global database that listed all known methods of creating uranium or plutonium, and catalogued the weapon designs, Blair said. But such a database is unlikely to ever materialize. States prefer to not reveal information about the fissile materials they use or their methods for constructing a weapon. The world’s largest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia, both go to great lengths to protect their top secret data on the isotopic composition of their weapons grade plutonium. Even for the United States it’s been a challenge to keep track of its own plutonium. Ola Dahlman, a nuclear physicist and advisor to the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, said there is one cubic meter of plutonium that the United States cannot account for. “Nobody is really concerned,” he told National Defense. “But it shows how hard it is to keep track of things.” Because plutonium is not a naturally occurring substance, it can only be made in reactors. Identifying the origin in this case would be somewhat easier because reactors have identifiable signatures. With uranium weapons the situation gets more complex because experts would have to figure out how it was enriched. “It doesn’t leave many traces,” said Blair. Considering how many nuclear weapons still exist on the planet, it may be shocking to many that nuclear forensics is a vanishing science in the United States. The nation currently has only 40 to 45 scientists who are nuclear forensics experts working at national laboratories, said Blair. “Most are pretty old and will be dying soon.” Only seven universities in the United States offer graduate degrees in radiochemistry, which is one of the primary drivers of nuclear forensics, says Blair. Of those seven programs, four are staffed by just one faculty member. “The U.S. doesn’t really have the brainpower right now to really attack this,” said Blair. It’s also worth noting that no single U.S. government agency is entirely responsible for nuclear attribution. The Department of Homeland Security’s Domestic Nuclear Detection Office comes the closest. It operates a nuclear forensic center that coordinates the work of seven agencies. But the lines of responsibility are blurred, Blair said. If an attack occurred, the FBI would probably step in right away to investigate but the national labs would want to preserve the evidence untouched so they could collect debris, Blair said. There would be turf battles within the government, which would complicate the forensics work.

 (--) Any US retaliation will be conventional:

DAVID E. SANGER and THOM SHANKER 7, 5/8/2007 (http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/08/washington/08nuke.html?_r=3&pagewanted=all&oref=slogin)

Among the subjects of the meeting last year was whether to issue a warning to all countries around the world that if a nuclear weapon was detonated on American soil and was traced back to any nation’s stockpiles, through nuclear forensics, the United States would hold that country “fully responsible” for the consequences of the explosion. The term “fully responsible” was left deliberately vague so that it would be unclear whether the United States would respond with a retaliatory nuclear attack, or, far more likely, a nonnuclear retaliation, whether military or diplomatic.

Public anxiety prevents retaliation

Huddy et al 05 (Leonie, Amer. Journal Poli. Sci., Vol 49, no 3) Leonie Huddy is associate professor of political science, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, NY

The findings from this study lend further insight into the future trajectory of support for antiterrorism measures in the United States when we consider the potential effects of anxiety. Security threats in this and other studies increase support for military action (Jentleson 1992; Jentleson and Britton 1998; Herrmann, Tetlock, and Visser 1999). But anxious respondents were less supportive of belligerent military action against terrorists, suggesting an important source of opposition to military intervention. In the aftermath of 9/11, several factors were consistently related to heightened levels of anxiety and related psychological reactions, including living close to the attack sites (Galea et al. 2002; Piotrkowski and Brannen 2002; Silver et al. 2002), and knowing someone who was hurt or killed in the attacks (in this study). It is difficult to say what might happen if the United States were attacked again in the near future. Based on our results, it is plausible that a future threat or actual attack directed at a different geographic region would broaden the number of individuals directly affected by terrorism and concomitantly raise levels of anxiety. This could, in turn, lower support for overseas military action. In contrast, in the absence of any additional attacks levels of anxiety are likely to decline slowly over time (we observed a slow decline in this study), weakening opposition to future overseas military action. Since our conclusions are based on analysis of reactions to a single event in a country that has rarely felt the effects of foreign terrorism, we should consider whether they can be generalized to reactions to other terrorist incidents or to reactions under conditions of sustained terrorist action. Our answer is a tentative yes, although there is no conclusive evidence on this point as yet. Some of our findings corroborate evidence from Israel, a country that has prolonged experience with terrorism. For example, Israeli researchers find that perceived risk leads to increased vilification of a threatening group and support for belligerent action (Arian 1989; Bar-Tal and Labin 2001). There is also evidence that Israelis experienced fear during the Gulf War, especially in Tel Aviv where scud missiles were aimed (Arian and Gordon 1993). What is missing, however, is any evidence that anxiety tends to undercut support for belligerent antiterrorism measures under conditions of sustained threat. For the most part, Israeli research has not examined the distinct political effects of anxiety.

Domestic and international opposition would stop it

Bremmer 4 (Ian, President – Eurasia Group and Senior Fellow – World Policy Institute, New Statesman, 9-13, Lexis) 

What would happen if there were a new terrorist attack inside the United States on 11 September 2004? How would it affect the presidential election campaign? The conventional wisdom is that Americans - their patriotic defiance aroused - would rally to President George W Bush and make him an all but certain winner in November. But consider the differences between the context of the original 9/11 and that of any attack which might occur this autumn. In 2001, the public reaction was one of disbelief and incomprehension. Many Americans realised for the first time that large-scale terrorist attacks on US soil were not only conceivable; they were, perhaps, inevitable. A majority focused for the first time on the threat from al-Qaeda, on the Taliban and on the extent to which Saudis were involved in terrorism.    This time, the public response would move much more quickly from shock to anger; debate over how America should respond would begin immediately. Yet it is difficult to imagine how the Bush administration could focus its response on an external enemy. Should the US send 50,000 troops to the Afghan-Pakistani border to intensify the hunt for Osama Bin Laden and 'step up' efforts to attack the heart of al-Qaeda? Many would wonder if that wasn't what the administration pledged to do after the attacks three years ago. The president would face intensified criticism from those who have argued all along that Iraq was a distraction from 'the real war on terror'. And what if a significant number of the terrorists responsible for the pre-election attack were again Saudis? The Bush administration could hardly take military action against the Saudi government at a time when crude-oil prices are already more than $45 a barrel and global supply is stretched to the limit. While the Saudi royal family might support a co-ordinated attack against terrorist camps, real or imagined, near the Yemeni border - where recent searches for al-Qaeda have concentrated - that would seem like a trivial, insufficient retaliation for an attack on the US mainland. Remember how the Republicans criticised Bill Clinton's administration for ineffectually 'bouncing the rubble' in Afghanistan after the al-Qaeda attacks on the US embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in the 1990s.  So what kind of response might be credible? Washington's concerns about Iran are rising. The 9/11 commission report noted evidence of co-operation between Iran and al-Qaeda operatives, if not direct Iranian advance knowledge of the 9/11 hijacking plot. Over the past few weeks, US officials have been more explicit, too, in declaring Iran's nuclear programme 'unacceptable'. However, in the absence of an official Iranian claim of responsibility for this hypothetical terrorist attack, the domestic opposition to such a war and the international outcry it would provoke would make quick action against Iran unthinkable.  In short, a decisive response from Bush could not be external. It would have to be domestic. Instead of Donald Rumsfeld, the defence secretary, leading a war effort abroad, Tom Ridge, the homeland security secretary, and John Ashcroft, the attorney general, would pursue an anti-terror campaign at home. Forced to use legal tools more controversial than those provided by the Patriot Act, Americans would experience stepped-up domestic surveillance and border controls, much tighter security in public places and the detention of a large number of suspects. Many Americans would undoubtedly support such moves. But concern for civil liberties and personal freedom would ensure that the government would have nowhere near the public support it enjoyed for the invasion of Afghanistan.

*Trade Frontline 

1. Trading tensions are under control—nations are unlikely to escalate disputes:

Oxford Analytica, 9/21/2010 (an independent strategic-consulting firm drawing on a network of more than 1,000 scholar-experts at Oxford and other leading universities, http://www.forbes.com/2010/09/20/protectionism-g-20-wto-business-oxford-analytica-trade.html?boxes=financechannelforbes; “World Leaders Unconvinced On Doha's Urgency.”)

Trade protectionism is largely under control, it seems, although the groups involved differ in their evaluations.  Nearly two years have passed since a summit meeting of the G-20 group of the world's leading economies pledged to "refrain from raising new barriers to investment or to trade in goods and services, imposing new export restrictions or implementing WTO-inconsistent measures to stimulate exports."  So far governments have held back protectionist pressures reasonably well. World trade itself has been recovering steadily over the past year, helping to sustain economic growth.

2. Trade wars don’t escalate 

Barker ’10 [David Knox, one of the leading authorities on the economic long wave, had an impressive career both as a financial market writer and long wave analyst nanotech entrepreneur, “Economic Long Kondratieff Wave Master Interview Part 2,” http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article18681.html]

Q: Is there any chance that the developing trade war between the U.S., China and other nations could lead to a shooting war during the current winter phase of the long wave? Barker: I don’t believe so. The problem now is that everyone is overproducing. There’s not a shortage of goods yet; there’s overproduction in virtually every industry with a couple of exceptions, notably oil due to shipping and the global energy situation. And that’s also important as the emerging markets begin demand energy. But I don’t think we’ll see a shooting war anytime soon. We’ve got a 200 year supply of natural gas in the U.S. If you look at the last two years you actually see a significant drop in energy production in the United States. During a long wave winter you’re demanding less energy. If I’m correct, the short-term cycle, or business cycle, is going to peak in 2010 and then decline into 2012. It will remove the pressure from the energy markets and to answer your question specifically, I believe energy demand will be slack going into 2012. Electricity production will be declining and the demand for oil to produce that energy will be declining. Once we get through this short term phase of inflation I still see serious deflation going on into 2012. The danger for the next couple of years is a trade war due to overproduction and due to currency manipulation, not a shooting war.
3. Too many alternate causes to trade:

A) Agriculture will deadlock international trade talks:

Oxford Analytica, 9/21/2010 (an independent strategic-consulting firm drawing on a network of more than 1,000 scholar-experts at Oxford and other leading universities, http://www.forbes.com/2010/09/20/protectionism-g-20-wto-business-oxford-analytica-trade.html?boxes=financechannelforbes; “World Leaders Unconvinced On Doha's Urgency.”)

Governments seem unconvinced by suggestions that the protectionist threat is a compelling reason to push for early completion of WTO Doha negotiations. A Doha package would have to include concessions on sensitive issues, such as agriculture. It is far easier to negotiate preferential free trade agreements excluding awkward sectors, while including provisions on labor rights and environmental concerns to reassure domestic constituents in developed countries. However, globally FTAs tend to divert more commerce than they create, even if regionally they further lock in open trade policies in participant countries.

B) Alternate cause—pipeline measures:

Kevin Carmichael, 9/28/2010 (staff writer, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/economy/despite-g20-pledge-global-trade-friction-heating-up/article1731322/, “ Despite G20 pledge, global trade friction heating up.”)

Mr. Hufbauer and his co-authors are most alarmed by what they call “pipeline” measures. These are threats of future trade action – the tinder for trade wars – or protectionist schemes that have yet to be felt. Pipeline measures have increased 27 per cent since June, according to their calculations.

C) Unemployment

Kevin Carmichael, 9/28/2010 (staff writer, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/economy/despite-g20-pledge-global-trade-friction-heating-up/article1731322/, “ Despite G20 pledge, global trade friction heating up.”)

China in the past week moved to impose duties on imports of U.S. chicken. Japan earlier this month threatened to take Canada before the WTO over Ontario’s green energy program. This week, Brazil’s Finance Minister, Guido Mantega, said a “currency war” had broken out between nations intent on devaluing their currencies to seek an advantage in international markets.  The trade battles echo the Great Depression, which governments exacerbated by throwing up tariff walls and launching “beggar-thy-neighbour” currency policies. The problem is that employment hasn’t matched the rebound in imports and exports. As joblessness persists, politicians appear to be increasingly siding with voters, against the advice of economists and historians.  Protectionist tendencies “do not appear to have abated” in recent months, said a report this week by the Peterson Institute for International Economics, written by Gary Hufbauer, a former trade economist at the U.S. Treasury Department, Jacob Kirkegaard and Woan Foong Wong. “If anything, they have gotten worse.”

4. No protectionism spiral:  

Kevin Carmichael, 9/28/2010 (staff writer, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/economy/despite-g20-pledge-global-trade-friction-heating-up/article1731322/, “ Despite G20 pledge, global trade friction heating up.”)

The resolve of the Group of 20 countries to stare down trade barriers is wavering.  The G20 declared early in its fight against the financial crisis it would resist the impulse to placate domestic interests, vowing to resist protectionism. Officials recognized the self-defeating effect that tariff walls had during the Great Depression.  For the most part, the leaders of world’s major economies have remained true to their word. Global trade will increase 13.5 per cent this year, according to the World Trade Organization, a feat that suggests shipping lanes have been left wide open.
*Water Wars

Water shortage won’t cause to major conflict 

Brahic ‘08 [Catherine, writer for New Sceintist – peer reviewed journal, April 11, “Is this the beginning of water wars?”, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn13655-is-this-the-beginning-of-water-wars.html]

 As Barcelona runs out of water, Spain has been forced to consider importing water from France by boat. It is the latest example of the growing struggle for water around the world - the "water wars". Barcelona and the surrounding region are suffering the worst drought in decades. There are several possible solutions, including diverting a river, and desalinating water. But the city looks like it will ship water from the French port of Marseilles. The water services authority in Marseille say that no contracts have been signed, and would not say how much the water would cost, although it is unlikely to cost any more than it costs the inhabitants of Marseilles. And the amounts of water than have been discussed are small - 25,000 cubic metres, less than what's needed to grow an acre of wheat, and not enough to keep 30 Spaniards going for a year, based on their average consumption. But the proposal is interesting because it turns a local drought into an international situation. Climatologists predict that certain regions, the Mediterranean basin among them, will increasingly suffer from water shortages as global temperatures are pushed up by greenhouse gas emissions. Combined with reports that water scarcity can escalate conflicts, the forecasts have raised fears that climate change could bring about water wars. "People will not go to war over water," says Mark Zeitoun, from the London School of Economics' Centre for Environmental Policy and Governance in the UK. "But that's not to say water shortages will not contributing to existing tensions." This is already happening. Zeitoun advises the Palestinian authorities in their water negotiations with Israel. The latter controls 90% of the two territories' shared water resources. "The fact that the Palestinians are deprived of their water doesn't help the situation," Zeitoun says. Like Spain, the Palestinian authorities are considering their options, and like Spain one of them is to import water - in this case from Turkey, a country which is already involved in its own water disputes with Syria and Iraq. The Tigris and Euphrates rivers start in Turkey and supply Syria and Iraq. The Turkish government is building dams on those rivers, reducing the flow downstream and stoking long-standing tensions with its neighbours. "Iraq desperately needs that water," says Zeitoun. 

Water conflict doesn’t escalate—too many limiting factors

Leslie 00
Jacques Leslie, Harper's Magazine, July 1, 2000

  Yet such wars haven't quite happened. Aaron Wolf, an Oregon State University specialist in water conflicts, maintains that the last war over water was fought between the Mesopotamian city states of Lagash and Umma 4,500 years ago. Wolf has found that during the twentieth century only 7 minor skirmishes were fought  over water while 145 water-related treaties were signed. He argues that one reason is strategic: in a conflict involving river water, the aggressor would have to be both downstream (since the upstream nation enjoys unhampered access to the river) and militarily superior. As Wolf puts it, "An upstream riparian would have no cause to launch an attack, and a weaker state would be foolhardy to do so." And if a powerful downstream nation retaliates against a water diversion by, say, destroying its weak upstream neighbor's dam, it still risks the consequences, in the form of flood or pollution or poison from upstream.     So, until now, water conflicts have simmered but rarely boiled, perhaps because of the universality of the need for water. Almost two fifths of the world's people live in the 214 river basins shared by two or more countries; the Nile links ten countries, whose leaders are profoundly aware of one another's hydrologic behavior. Countries usually manage to cooperate about Water, even in  unlikely circumstances. In 1957, Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, and South Vietnam formed the Mekong Committee, which exchanged information throughout the Vietnam  War. Through the 1980s and into the 1990s, Israeli and Jordanian officials secretly met once or twice a year at a picnic table on the banks of the Yarmuk River to allocate the river's water supply; these so-called picnic-table summits occurred while the two nations disavowed formal diplomatic contact. Jerome Delli Priscoli, editor of a thoughtful trade journal called Water Policy and a social  scientist at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, believes the whole notion of water conflict is overemphasized: "Water irrigation helped build early communities and bring those communities together in larger functional arrangements. Such community networking was a primary impetus to the growth of civilization. Indeed, water may actually be one of humanity's great learning grounds for building community.... The thirst for water may be more persuasive than the impulse toward conflict."

Water wars won’t happen

Journal of Commerce March 31, 1999
So far the often-repeated prediction that ""the next  war in the Middle East will be over  water' ' has yet to come true. When disputes have arisen, the states involved have shown a willingness to reach agreement and conclude details.     The economics underlying  water  issues demonstrate the futility of any military conflict that is purely over  water.  The victor would still not gain all the water needed to satisfy national requirements.

