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Frontline

Agency coordination is blocked by unclear goals and differing terms

Dillingham Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 10
Gerald Dillingham, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 6-10, [“Mechanisms for Collaboration and Technology Transfer Could Be Enhanced to More Fully Leverage Partner Agency and Industry Resources,” Report to Congressional Requesters, www.gao.gov/products/GAO-11-604] E. Liu
Effective transfer of research and technology requires effective collaboration, and we have previously found that interagency collaboration is enhanced when agencies, among other things, define common outcomes, identify and address needs, establish joint strategies, agree on roles and responsibilities, and establish compatible policies, procedures and other means to operate across agency boundaries. FAA’s collaborative mechanisms with DOD and DHS fall short of fulfilling these criteria. FAA’s ability to identify potentially useful DOD and DHS research and technology has been impeded because DOD and DHS have not completely identified research and development in their portfolios that is applicable to NextGen, while DOD’s ability to identify potentially useful research and technology may be impeded because FAA has not made clear the scope of its needs with enough specificity. Further, communication between DOD and FAA has been hampered by differing vocabularies and terms, and mechanisms have not yet been developed to help the agencies work across agency boundaries. While we have noted these issues in several reports over the years and the DOT Inspector General has made recommendations for FAA to develop a plan to review DOD’s research, we find that much remains to be done in this area to improve the communication and collaboration between the agencies. Unless FAA and its partner agencies communicate and jointly identify ongoing research and technology development that is relevant to NextGen efforts, FAA will not be able to fully leverage the potential of its partner agencies’ research and technology development efforts. 
Multiple alt causes – 1AC Author

Gerald Dillingham, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 6-09, [“Federal Efforts Help Address Safety Challenges in Africa, but Could Benefit from Reassessment and Better Coordination,” United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Requesters, www.gao.gov/new.items/d09498.pdf] E. Liu
According to our literature synthesis and U.S. and African officials we  interviewed, the major challenge in improving aviation safety is that the  highest levels of government in some African nations have not made it a  priority. We have previously identified leadership support as critical to  fundamental organizational changes 22 —such as those required to prioritize  aviation safety in some African countries. According to U.S. federal  officials and ICAO representatives, making aviation a governmental  priority is critical to the successful transformation of African civil aviation  authorities. In fact, we found that in African countries that have succeeded  in improving aviation safety and generating economic benefits, like Cape Verde (see table 1), top leadership’s clear and personal involvement has  set the direction for civil aviation officials to act upon. However, according  to U.S. government and African officials, many political leaders in African  countries have not prioritized aviation safety, in part because of more  pressing priorities, such as poverty, health care, and basic nutrition. Some  African officials told us that aviation is seen as a luxury for the affluent in  African society, and these perceptions pressure governmental leaders to  give lower priority to improving aviation safety and to use resources for  issues that affect a larger segment of the African population. These  officials further said that African political leaders often do not realize the  potential benefits, such as increased tourism, that can flow from improved  aviation safety. The lack of priority for improving safety may create or exacerbate other  challenges frequently identified in the literature we reviewed and by  officials we interviewed, including weak aviation regulatory systems, a  lack of resources, inadequate infrastructure, a lack of human capital  expertise, and a lack of training capacity. These challenges are not mutually exclusive, since most are affected by or contribute to the other  challenges 
No internal link – no evidence that terrorists could or would use a WMD even if they could get one. 

Zero risk of an impact – too many obstacles and their predictions are wrong

Mearsheimer 10 (John J,  R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science and the co-director of the Program on International Security Policy at the University of Chicago, December 16, http://nationalinterest.org/article/imperial-by-design-4576?page=3, AV)

When you get down to it, there is only a remote possibility that terrorists will get hold of an atomic bomb. The most likely way it would happen is if there were political chaos in a nuclear-armed state, and terrorists or their friends were able to take advantage of the ensuing confusion to snatch a loose nuclear weapon. But even then, there are additional obstacles to overcome: some countries keep their weapons disassembled, detonating one is not easy and it would be difficult to transport the device without being detected. Moreover, other countries would have powerful incentives to work with Washington to find the weapon before it could be used. The obvious implication is that we should work with other states to improve nuclear security, so as to make this slim possibility even more unlikely. Finally, the ability of terrorists to strike the American homeland has been blown out of all proportion. In the nine years since 9/11, government officials and terrorist experts have issued countless warnings that another major attack on American soil is probable—even imminent. But this is simply not the case.3 The only attempts we have seen are a few failed solo attacks by individuals with links to al-Qaeda like the “shoe bomber,” who attempted to blow up an American Airlines flight from Paris to Miami in December 2001, and the “underwear bomber,” who tried to blow up a Northwest Airlines flight from Amsterdam to Detroit in December 2009. So, we do have a terrorism problem, but it is hardly an existential threat. In fact, it is a minor threat. Perhaps the scope of the challenge is best captured by Ohio State political scientist John Mueller’s telling comment that “the number of Americans killed by international terrorism since the late 1960s . . . is about the same as the number killed over the same period by lightning, or by accident-causing deer, or by severe allergic reactions to peanuts.”
No African terrorism

Berschinski, intelligence officer in the U.S. Air Force, 07
Robert G. Berschinski, intelligence officer in the U.S. Air Force, published works in the Yale Journal of International Affairs, The Politic, and The Encyclopedia of the Cold War, and has served as a panelist on the U.S. strategic perspective in Africa at the U.S. Army War College, 11-07, [“AFRICOM’S DILEMMA: THE “GLOBAL WAR ON TERRORISM,” “CAPACITY BUILDING,” HUMANITARIANISM, AND THE FUTURE OF U.S. SECURITY POLICY IN AFRICA,” Strategic Studies Institute, www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub827.pdf] E. Liu
Given Africa’s poverty woes, why hasn’t the continent produced more transnational terrorism? Aside from the cultural and ideological root causes discussed elsewhere in this section, scholars have posited several answers. The first explanation for Africa’s relative lack of pan-Islamist terrorism is that Africans are simply too poor and underdeveloped to facilitate effective terrorist networks.83 Accordingly, most Africans are too busy trying to eke out an existence to tend with political violence against the west. The lack of transportation and communication 23 capability in Africa’s vast rural areas is not conducive to the logistical and operational necessities of modern terrorism. A second explanation posits that it is not poverty alone that promotes affiliation with terrorist groups, but rather economic inequality.84 Under this rubric, economic development itself—if inequitable— can cause the social unrest on which terrorism feeds. Mounting evidence supports the claim that Africa’s newly-emerging oil states are particularly susceptible to this trend.85 

No Agency Coop Ext

Can’t solve – no agency or private sector coordination. 

CAPA, Center for Aviation, 11
CAPA, Center for Aviation, 7-19-11, [“US GAO suggest NextGen could benefit from tighter cooperation and collaboration,” http://www.centreforaviation.com/analysis/us-airport-privatisation-prospects-boosted-by-provision-of-additional-slots-but-is-there-the-demand-70018] E. Liu

Could work better with others. That’s the opinion of the latest look by the US Government Accountability Office at the status of the US Federal Aviation Administration’s efforts to ensure the implementation of the Next Generation Air Transportation System (NextGen). The GAO report looked at how effective the FAA and the Joint Development and Planning Office (JDPO) - an inter-agency organisation created within the FAA specifically to plan and coordinate research for the NextGen programme - has been at collaborating and leveraging resources to develop and implement NextGen, as well as assessing the mechanisms used by the FAA for working with and transferring technology to/from private industry. The report found that the while some collaboration mechanisms used by the FAA and partner agencies such as NASA, the Department of Defence and Department of Homeland Security are effective, others fail to ensure research and technology from the partner agencies and industry are fully used by FAA. Over the next eight years, various US government branches and agencies, lead by the FAA, are expected to invest USD11-12 billion to implement the mid-term objectives for NextGen, primarily focused around key ground infrastructure. Private and commercial aircraft operators are expected to put up another USD5 billion-7 billion to equip their aircraft with the necessary technology to take advantage of the new systems and capabilities. This investment in the mid-term capabilities is expected to bring around USD23 billion in cumulative benefits between 2010 and 2018 – although even the FAA admits that the benefits are still “a little bit cloudy”. The FAA estimates that mid-term NextGen implementation will cut airline delays by 35% and reduce fuel burn by 1.4 billion gallons over the period, and cut C02 emissions by 14 million tonnes. NextGen mid-term implementation scheme However, much of the beyond 2018 long-term outline for NextGen remains to be defined. A number of key standards and implementation milestones are due to occur for NextGen the next few years – outlining the shape the programme will take beyond 2018. How the FAA works with its public and private partners will help determine how NextGen evolves and develops over the next two decades. NextGen also involves harmonisation with other international efforts to upgrade air traffic management systems, such as the Single European Sky and its ATM research programme, as well as efforts in India, China and elsewhere. The FAA’s mechanisms for collaborating with other partner agencies “do not always ensure that FAA effectively leverages agency resources”. While the FAA’s working with NASA have shown promise, its lack of coordination with government departments “could result in a duplication of research or an inefficient use of resources”. The GAO found that the FAA may be missing opportunities to leverage existing research and technologies being developed and used by its public and private partners. These could potentially reduce the time frames, risks, and costs associated with NextGen development. The FAA recognises that NextGen implementation requires an integrated effort, rather than a series of independent programmes. There are 222 identified research and development activities needed to create NextGen. Some partner agencies, such as the DoD, have underestimated the size and complexity of the task. Communication challenges continue to impede coordination and collaboration between agencies. FAA views its Acquisition Management System (AMS) as the primary mechanism for transferring research and technology from the private sector. The FAA has an array of over 20 different types of agreement it has entered with private industry and academia – however, the GAO reports that some stakeholders have said that AMS suffers from a certain rigidity. From 2008 to 2010, FAA received 56 unsolicited proposals from private industry, all but one of which was rejected.
Alt Causes Ext

Alt cause – weak aviation regulatory systems. 
Gerald Dillingham, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 6-09, [“Federal Efforts Help Address Safety Challenges in Africa, but Could Benefit from Reassessment and Better Coordination,” United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Requesters, www.gao.gov/new.items/d09498.pdf] E. Liu
Weak aviation regulatory systems. ICAO recommends that civil aviation  authorities be created as politically and financially independent bodies.  Accordingly, an authority should be independently funded and (1) have its  own financial resources, (2) have the authority needed to issue aviation  standards and regulations and conduct safety oversight of air operators;  and (3) establish requirements for the certification of air operators. These  are among the critical elements of a safety oversight system designed to  ensure the implementation of ICAO standards and recommended  practices. According to DOT officials, however, many African civil aviation  authorities do not have sufficient regulatory autonomy or stable and  reliable revenue sources to comply with ICAO standards. For example,  some officials we interviewed stated that some African civil aviation  authorities’ budgets are linked to their countries’ general treasuries or  transportation ministries, making the authorities susceptible to political  interference. Moreover, because they are not independent entities, some  civil aviation authorities can have their decisions overturned by higherranking government officials. For example, according to several officials  we interviewed, a decision to ground two aircraft because of safety  concerns in one African country resulted in the firing of the civil aviation  authority head. According to representatives from the United Nations’  World Food Program, a program that uses the aviation system to deliver  humanitarian aid, these weak regulatory systems allow unsafe aviation  practices—such as certifying outdated and poorly maintained aircraft in  some African countries—to go unchecked. According to DOD, the ability  of each African country to have a civil aviation authority that meets  international standards of oversight is critical for the safety of DOD’s  aviation operations on the continent and to mission success. 

Alt cause – lack of resources. 

Gerald Dillingham, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 6-09, [“Federal Efforts Help Address Safety Challenges in Africa, but Could Benefit from Reassessment and Better Coordination,” United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Requesters, www.gao.gov/new.items/d09498.pdf] E. Liu

Lack of resources. Some African countries lack sufficient revenues to  improve the safety of their aviation systems. A World Bank official told us  that only a few countries in Sub-Saharan Africa have an aviation market  with sufficient passenger traffic to generate sustained funding for aviation  safety improvements. Furthermore, aviation officials from all four of the  African countries we visited told us that obtaining adequate funding to  properly maintain their aviation system was a major challenge. For  example, according to Tanzanian civil aviation officials, they have not  been able to make needed aviation safety improvements because their  authority does not generate sufficient revenue from air traffic. Moreover,  revenue generated through such mechanisms as landing fees are not  always dedicated to the aviation system in some African countries; rather,  the governments use this revenue for other priorities. Finally, because of  the low priority placed on improving aviation safety in some African countries, African aviation officials told us that it can be difficult to secure  additional government funding for safety improvements.
Alt cause – inadequate infrastructure. 
Gerald Dillingham, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 6-09, [“Federal Efforts Help Address Safety Challenges in Africa, but Could Benefit from Reassessment and Better Coordination,” United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Requesters, www.gao.gov/new.items/d09498.pdf] E. Liu

Inadequate infrastructure. Partly for lack of resources, the aviation  infrastructure in many African countries is insufficient, outdated, or in  otherwise poor condition, which can lead to safety hazards. For example,  as discussed previously, airspace in some regions of Africa is not  controlled by air navigation systems. The lack of such technology  increases the potential for midair collisions, affecting both civilian and  military aviation. For example, DOD officials told us that the lack of air  navigation systems affects military aviation operations, such as carrying  out missions and conducting training exercises, on the continent. To  reduce the risk of collisions, officials from one African airline said they fly  to certain regions only during daytime hours. African airports also  sometimes lack basic infrastructure, such as radar systems, adequate  runway surfaces, and other navigation facilities, or the infrastructure they  have is obsolete. For example, according to IATA, at many African  airports, airfield lighting is not compliant with international aviation safety  standards. Noncompliant airfield lighting contributed to a crash in Nigeria  in December 2005 that killed 108 passengers. The runway lights were off,  in part because the airport lacked the funds and resources to maintain a  stable power supply from operating generators. 23  According to Tanzanian  airport officials, maintaining and improving airport infrastructure is the  biggest challenge they face in attempting to improve their country’s  aviation safety. 

Alt cause – lack of human capital expertise. 
Gerald Dillingham, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 6-09, [“Federal Efforts Help Address Safety Challenges in Africa, but Could Benefit from Reassessment and Better Coordination,” United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Requesters, www.gao.gov/new.items/d09498.pdf] E. Liu

Lack of human capital expertise. According to several U.S. and African  officials, the lack of qualified aviation personnel, such as pilots, air traffic  controllers, maintenance technicians, and flight inspectors, has been a  major challenge for African countries. These officials stated that many  African civil aviation authorities and air carriers find it difficult to attract  and retain qualified personnel, primarily because of the low wages they  pay. This problem becomes especially acute for some African civil aviation  authorities trying to retain qualified inspectors, because their salaries are  tied to the governmental pay structure, which is not competitive with the  private sector. According to U.S. and African officials, aviation personnel  leave African civil aviation authorities and air carriers for more lucrative  positions, frequently with foreign air carriers in the Middle East and Asia,  after gaining a few years’ experience in Africa—a phenomenon these  officials referred to as “brain drain.” As a result, critical aviation positions,  such as airworthiness inspection positions, go unfilled, leaving the country noncompliant with international aviation safety standards. We and others  have identified the importance of a competent aviation inspector  workforce to improve safety and compliance with safety standards. 24

Alt cause – lack of training capacity. 

Gerald Dillingham, Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, 6-09, [“Federal Efforts Help Address Safety Challenges in Africa, but Could Benefit from Reassessment and Better Coordination,” United States Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Requesters, www.gao.gov/new.items/d09498.pdf] E. Liu

Lack of training capacity. Improving aviation safety in Africa has been  hindered by the lack of training capacity in some African countries. Having  inadequate financial resources and competing primary needs, many  African countries do not have sufficient means to fund training for  personnel in technical, management, and leadership disciplines. Two of  the four countries we visited had training centers to train aviation  personnel in various disciplines, such as air traffic control, flight  operations, and airport security. However, the training center officials said  they lacked important training capacity because of funding constraints.  For example, officials said the centers had insufficient numbers of  teachers and classrooms and lacked up-to-date training materials and  equipment. Because they lack training capacity, many African civil  aviation authorities send personnel to other countries, including the  United States, for training, which can be costly and time-consuming.

AT: Nuclear Terror Ext

No nuclear terror threat

Mueller 10 (John Mueller, professor of political science at Ohio State University, "Why Nuclear Weapons Aren't As Frightening As You Think," Foreign Policy, January/February 2010, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/01/04/think_again_nuclear_weapons?page=0,3, AV)

"Al Qaeda Is Searching for a Nuclear Capability." Prove it. Al Qaeda may have had some interest in atomic weapons and other weapons of mass destruction (WMD). For instance, a man who defected from al Qaeda after he was caught stealing $110,000 from the organization -- "a lovable rogue," "fixated on money," who "likes to please," as one FBI debriefer described Jamal al-Fadl -- has testified that members tried to purchase uranium in the mid-1990s, though they were scammed and purchased bogus material. There are also reports that bin Laden had "academic" discussions about WMD in 2001 with Pakistani nuclear scientists who did not actually know how to build a bomb. But the Afghanistan invasion seems to have cut any schemes off at the knees. As analyst Anne Stenersen notes, evidence from an al Qaeda computer left behind in Afghanistan when the group beat a hasty retreat indicates that only some $2,000 to $4,000 was earmarked for WMD research, and that was mainly for very crude work on chemical weapons. For comparison, she points out that the Japanese millennial terrorist group, Aum Shinrikyo, appears to have invested $30 million in its sarin gas manufacturing program. Milton Leitenberg of the Center for International and Security Studies at the University of Maryland-College Park quotes Ayman al-Zawahiri as saying that the project was "wasted time and effort." Even former International Atomic Energy Agency inspector David Albright, who is more impressed with the evidence found in Afghanistan, concludes that any al Qaeda atomic efforts were "seriously disrupted" -- indeed, "nipped in the bud" -- by the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan and that after the invasion the "chance of al Qaeda detonating a nuclear explosive appears on reflection to be low." 

Can’t get material

Mueller 10 (John Mueller, professor of political science at Ohio State University, "Why Nuclear Weapons Aren't As Frightening As You Think," Foreign Policy, January/February 2010, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/01/04/think_again_nuclear_weapons?page=0,3, AV)

"Terrorists Could Snap Up Russia's Loose Nukes." That's a myth. It has been soberly, and repeatedly, restated by Harvard University's Graham Allison and others that Osama bin Laden gave a group of Chechens $30 million in cash and two tons of opium in exchange for 20 nuclear warheads. Then there is the "report" about how al Qaeda acquired a Russian-made suitcase nuclear bomb from Central Asian sources that had a serial number of 9999 and could be exploded by mobile phone. If these attention-grabbing rumors were true, one might think the terrorist group (or its supposed Chechen suppliers) would have tried to set off one of those things by now or that al Qaeda would have left some trace of the weapons behind in Afghanistan after it made its very rushed exit in 2001. Instead, nada. It turns out that getting one's hands on a working nuclear bomb is actually very difficult. In 1998, a peak year for loose nuke stories, the head of the U.S. Strategic Command made several visits to Russian military bases and pointedly reported, "I want to put to bed this concern that there are loose nukes in Russia. My observations are that the Russians are indeed very serious about security." Physicists Richard Garwin and Georges Charpak have reported, however, that this forceful firsthand testimony failed to persuade the intelligence community "perhaps because it [had] access to varied sources of information." A decade later, with no credible reports of purloined Russian weapons, it rather looks like it was the general, not the spooks, who had it right. By all reports (including Allison's), Russian nukes have become even more secure in recent years. It is scarcely rocket science to conclude that any nuke stolen in Russia is far more likely to go off in Red Square than in Times Square. The Russians seem to have had no difficulty grasping this fundamental reality. Setting off a stolen nuke might be nearly impossible anyway, outside of TV's 24 and disaster movies. Finished bombs are routinely outfitted with devices that will trigger a nonnuclear explosion to destroy the bomb if it is tampered with. And, as Stephen Younger, former head of nuclear weapons research and development at Los Alamos National Laboratory, stresses, only a few people in the world know how to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon. Even weapons designers and maintenance personnel do not know the multiple steps necessary. In addition, some countries, including Pakistan, store their weapons disassembled, with the pieces in separate secure vaults. 

AT: African Terror Ext

No African terrorism – 

Mills and Herbst 07
Greg Mills, heads the Johannesburgbased Brenthurst Foundation, which co-hosted an international Tswalu Dialogue on ‘Terrorism and Radicalism in Southern Africa’ in January 2007. A RUSI Associate Fellow, he is the author of From Africa to Afghanistan: With Richards and NATO to Kabul (Spring 2007), and Jeffrey Herbst, is Provost of Miami University of Ohio and the author of States and Power in Africa: Comparative Lessons in Authority and Control (2000), “Africa, Terrorism and AFRICOM,” RUSI, April 2007, http://www.thebrenthurstfoundation.co.za/files/AFRICOM-Rusi.pdf
Indeed, what is most notable is, given the vast number of marginalized people who suffer extraordinary deprivation south of the Sahara, how few Africans have been associated with international terrorism incidents. There are many reasons for this relative lack of participation but the main ones are strongly linked with why so few Africans participate successfully in other aspects of the global economy: poor organization and lack of skills. The poorest Africans are still in the rural areas and these are hard to places for recruiters of any type of organization (including terrorists) to mobilize supporters, given the vast distances and low densities of people. Even the slums of Africa are hard areas to recruit in as they contain ever-shifting populations. In addition, terrorists, like multinational corporations, do not need or want poorly educated people with limited skills as their foot soldiers. Rather, they want people who can blend in to Western societies relatively easily and who are at home with the technology now routinely deployed in the West. Africa is not nearly the well-spring of terrorists that many imagine. Third, some African countries may unwittingly (or not) serve as a sanctuary and source of succour for international terrorists, the direct fear that motivated the concerns of the Bush Administration’s national security document. Indeed, immediately after the Taliban were overthrown, the greatest worry was that the ungoverned spaces of African countries could become sanctuaries for terrorists. This fear was frequently discussed but was not developed with much conviction. It was, in some ways, typical of the military to always believe that the new war would be like the last, in this case to fight another failed state like Afghanistan. However, even the Afghanistan analogy was imperfect because it was not the case that Bin Laden et al had simply set up shop in Afghanistan without knowledge of the government in Kabul; rather, the government of the day was actively co-operating with Bin Laden. However, Africa remains a concern to many because its very large ‘ungoverned spaces’ – vast distances where no government seems to have a writ of authority – seem ideal havens for terrorists. But what sort of ungoverned spaces are more conducive to terrorist activity? There are a spectrum of conditions in Africa where governance is limited, ranging from where there is no governance (Somalia) to areas that have intermittent or ineffectual capabilities and state presence (such as in areas of Ethiopia, DRC and Uganda) to where the rights of citizens are protected from state interference in their lives by liberal constitutions and civic institutions (South Africa). The notion of ‘ungoverned spaces’ is very different also in terms of spatial needs: training camps have different requirements to simply providing sanctuary. The likelihood of Africa becoming a haven for terrorist activity depends on a number of factors, notably the presence and extent of governance – and the converse appearance of ungoverned spaces, as in Somalia. Weak multi-ethnic states with underdeveloped police, military and intelligence forces would appear on first blush to be especially prone to the uninvited presence of terrorists. This might be especially true because ungoverned territories seem to imply the unregulated access to weaponry. Yet entirely ungoverned areas may not be ideal for international terrorists. They require international communications and transport to do their work and populations in which to hide and seek support. Moreover, anarchic environments a la Somalia are also dangerous for terrorists as they are for their own citizens. Somalia is not a very good place for terrorists for the same reason it is not a very good place for foreign investors: banks do not work and air links are abysmal. More generally, it is just very hard to get things done. It is South Africa that stands out as an especially welcoming place for terrorists, not because it is poorly governed but because it has excellent banking and transport links to the rest of the world and police and security forces who cannot yet monitor all of these transactions. It is more accurate to suggest that terrorists are potentially attracted to ungoverned spaces that allow international transactions to proceed with little government oversight. The vulnerability of states to terrorists may have less to do with open spaces than with open societies. A liberal society is far more prone to allow strangers in its midst, especially if these individuals can gain a place at the table with friendly communities. It was, after all, Germany not Africa that was the staging base for the 9/11 terrorists.

2AC Impact Modules

xAT: African Economy

xAT: African Instability

AT: Disease

No disease can kill us all – it would have to be everything at once 

Gladwell 95 (Malcolm, The New Republic, 7/17/95 and 7/24/95, “The Plague Year”, Lexis)
What would a real Andromeda Strain look like? It would be highly infectious like the flu, spread through casual contact. But it would also have to be structured in such a way as to avoid the kind of selection bias that usually exists against virulent strains. For that reason, it would need to move stealthily through its host, infecting so silently that the victim would not know to take precautions, and so slowly that the victim would have years in which pass on the infection to someone else.  The Andromeda Strain, in short, the virus that really could kill 80 or 90 percent of humanity, would be an airborne version of HIV. In fact, doomsday types have for years been conjuring up this possibility for the end of mankind. The problem, however, is that it is very difficult to imagine how such a super-virus could ever come about. For a start, it is not clear how HIV could become airborne and still be lethal. (This was the argument of Howard Temin, the late Nobel Prize-winning virologist.) What makes HIV so dangerous is that it seeks out and selectively kills the key blood cells of the human immune system. To be airborne, it would have to shift its preference to the cells of the respiratory system. (Ebola, which is not nearly so selective, probably doesn't need to change personality to become airborne.) How, then, could it still cause aids? Why wouldn't it be just another cold virus?  Then there is the problem of mutation. To become airborne, HIV would have to evolve in such a way as to become more durable. Right now the virus is highly sensitive to changes in temperature and light. But it is hardly going to do any damage if it dies the moment it is coughed into the air and exposed to ultraviolet rays. HIV would have to get as tough as a cold virus, which can live for days on a countertop or a doorknob. At the same time HIV would have to get more flexible. Right now HIV mutates in only a limited manner. The virus essentially keeps changing its clothes, but its inner workings stay the same. It kills everyone by infecting the same key blood cells. To become airborne, it would have to undergo a truly fundamental transformation, switching to an entirely different class of cells. How can HIV make two contradictory changes at the same time, becoming both less and more flexible?  This is what is wrong with the Andromeda Strain argument. Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adopt a specific strategy, but every strategy carries a corresponding cost, and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly, but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all but halt endemic malaria. Smallpox is extraordinarily durable, remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability, its essential rigidity, is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. aids is almost invariably lethal because its attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious.  I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: as contagious as flu, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms.

AT: Disease Ext

Virulent diseases cannot cause extinction because of burnout theory 

Leah R. Gerber, PhD. Associate Professor of Ecology, Evolution, and Environmental Sciences, 05 
Ecological Society of America, "Exposing Extinction Risk Analysis to Pathogens: Is Disease Just Another Form of Density Dependence?" August 2005, Jstor 

The density of it population is an important parameter for both PVA and host-pathogen theory. A fundamental principle of epidemiology is that the spread of an infectious disease through a population is a function of the density of both susceptible and infectious hosts. If infectious agents are supportable by the host species of conservation interest, the impact of a pathogen on a declining population is likely to decrease as the host population declines. A pathogen will spread when, on average, it is able to transmit to a susceptible host before an infected host dies or eliminates the infection (Kermack and McKendrick 1927, Anderson and May l99l). If the parasite affects the reproduction or mortality of its host, or the host is able to mount an immune response, the parasite population may eventually reduce the density of susceptible hosts to a level at which the rate of parasite increase is no longer positive. Most epidemiological models indicate that there is a host threshold density (or local population size) below which a parasite cannot invade, suggesting that rare or depleted species should be less subject to host-specific disease. This has implications for small, yet increasing, populations. For example, although endangered species at low density may be less susceptible to a disease outbreak, recovery to higher densities places them at increasing risk of future disease-related decline (e.g., southern sea otters; Gerber ct al. 2004). In the absence of stochastic factors (such as those modeled in PVA), and given the usual assumption of disease models that the chance that a susceptible host will become infected is proportional to the density of infected hosts (the mass action assumption) a host specific pathogen cannot drive its host to extinction (McCallum and Dobson 1995). Extinction in the absence of stochasticity is possible if alternate hosts (sometimes called reservoir hosts) relax the extent to which transmission depends on the density of the endangered host species. 

Lethal diseases burn out fast, pandemic is unlikely 

Stephen Morse, director of the Center for Public Helth Preparedness, at the Mailman School of Public Health of Columbia University, 04
ActionBioscience.org, “Emerging and Reemerging Infectious Diseases: A Global Problem", 2004, http://www.actionbioscience.org/newfrontiers/morse.html, JF)
ActionBioscience.org: How do infectious diseases become pandemic? Morse: A pandemic is a very big epidemic. It requires a number of things. There are many infections that get introduced from time to time in the human population and, like Ebola, burn themselves out because they kill too quickly or they don’t have a way to get from person to person. They are a terrible tragedy, but also, in a sense, it is a lucky thing that they don’t have an efficient means of transmission. 

Prevention methods along with monitoring systems prevent disease spread from occurring.

Time 09 “Swine Flu Unlikely to Affect the Economy”, April 27, 2009, http://www.time.com/time/business/article/0,8599,1894052,00.html, 

Over the last decade, as similar concerns have arisen about avian flu spreading from Asia to the rest of the world, the fears have not been justified. The last pandemic was known as the Hong Kong flu epidemic of 1968 and 1969. The deaths from the Hong Kong flu were estimated to be between 750,000 and one million people, including nearly 34,000 in the U.S. Since that pandemic more than 40 years ago, there have been no major events involving the global spread of lethal flu infections. There have been cases of dangerous avian flu outbreaks in Asia for a decade which has caused the deaths of a small number of people. Since these flu infections have not spread globally warnings and concerns about pandemics have not been much seen in the media. At the start of this weekend however the media has been very involved in transmitting the latest information from all the public health organizations and specialists in disease tracking. "We are very, very concerned," World Health Organization spokesman Thomas Abraham said. "We have what appears to be a novel virus and it has spread from human to human ... It's all hands on deck at the moment." Two critical factors should prevent the current outbreak from spreading much further. The first is the sophisticated monitoring systems set up by the CDC in the United States, similar authorities in other countries, and the WHO on a global basis. The SARS outbreak in 2002 ended up killing less than 800 people, in part because of a near shutdown of world travel and minute-by-minute tracking of the progress of the disease around the world. Secondly, there are several theories about why flu viruses do not spread with the rapidity and scale that they once did. One of the probable reasons is that flu vaccines diminish the spread of the disease in general by cutting down on the spread of specific strains. This even extends to the vaccinations of animals that are the primary carriers of the infectious viruses. In addition, the CDC said that two major flu drugs, Tamiflu and Relenza, appear likely to diminish the severity of symptoms for the new strain, if taken in the first 48-hours of this Swine flu infection. That may be one of the reasons that public health officials, epidemiologists, and infectious disease specialists have indicated that people should not be overly concerned. One expert told NPR, "We've seen swine influenza in humans over the past several years, and in most cases, it's come from direct pig contact. This seems to be different," said Dr. Arnold Monto, from the University of Michigan. "I think we need to be careful and not apprehensive, but certainly paying attention to new developments as they proceed."  

AT: Trade

Trade does not solve war—there’s no correlation between trade and peace

Martin et al 8 (Phillipe, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, and Centre for Economic Policy Research; Thierry MAYER, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, CEPII, and Centre for Economic Policy Research, Mathias THOENIG, University of Geneva and Paris School of Economics, The Review of Economic Studies 75)
Does globalization pacify international relations? The “liberal” view in political science argues that increasing trade flows and the spread of free markets and democracy should limit the incentive to use military force in interstate relations. This vision, which can partly be traced back to Kant’s Essay on Perpetual Peace (1795), has been very influential: The main objective of the European trade integration process was to prevent the killing and destruction of the two World Wars from ever happening again.1 Figure 1 suggests2 however, that during the 1870–2001 period, the correlation between trade openness and military conflicts is not a clear cut one. The first era of globalization, at the end of the 19th century, was a period of rising trade openness and multiple military conflicts, culminating with World War I. Then, the interwar period was characterized by a simultaneous collapse of world trade and conflicts. After World War II, world trade increased rapidly, while the number of conflicts decreased (although the risk of a global conflict was obviously high). There is no clear evidence that the 1990s, during which trade flows increased dramatically, was a period of lower prevalence of military conflicts, even taking into account the increase in the number of sovereign states.

AT: Trade Ext

No trade wars

Guoqiang 9 (Long, Director of Foreign Economic Relations at China’s State Council, http://www.eeo.com.cn/ens/finance_investment/2009/03/06/131493.shtml)

I don't think we'll end up with a trade war. Countries mostly adopt protectionist measures within the WTO framework. There are two reasons--the first is that all the countries have something in common in prosting protectionism, second, countries have emphasized corporation at recent top-level meetings. If some country dared to really put up protectionist barriers, it would open up a hornets' nest of criticism against them.  Second, trade retaliation forces parties to weigh the pros and cons before taking protectionist measures. So while protectionism is sure to rise, it would not have a big impact.  Periodic trade disputes will be unavoidable in the near future, but there would be little possibility of trade conflicts. I treat frictional trade rhetoric as a part of the bilateral negotiation process. It just becomes more intense during times of crisis.

Trade competition doesn’t mean military conflict

Bradford 9 (Anu, Assistant Professor of Law at the University of Chicago Law School, Future of the WTO, http://uchicagolaw.typepad.com/faculty/2009/02/future-of-the-wto-governing-the-world-economy-beyond-trade.html)

Acknowledging this shift towards regionalism, Richard asks: “Will we see competition between blocs? Cooperation between them? What will be the implications for multilateralism?” China’s recent effort to build closer trade relations with its Asian neighbors is one of the most interesting developments. That trend is likely to continue. Greg seems correct in doubting the emergence of coherent rival geopolitical blocks. But the most important regional trade deals will be built around the US, EU and China. In addition, we will see a fragmented web of PTAs within, across and beyond the key trade regions.  I would predict some competition but no confrontation among regional blocks. We may see attempts of the “big three” – the US, EU and China – to expand their spheres of economic influence though negotiating PTAs with other states, in particular the energy-rich states in the Middle East, Central Asia and Africa.

No war impact

Barbieri 96 (Katherine, Professor of Political Science – University of North Texas, Journal of Peace Research, February, p. 42-43)

This study provides little empirical support for the liberal proposition that trade provides a path to interstate peace. Even after controlling for the influence of conti​guity, joint democracy, alliance ties, and relative capabilities, the evidence suggests that in most instances trade fails to deter conflict. Instead, extensive economic inter​dependence increases the likelihood that dyads engage in militarized dispute; how​ever, it appears to have little influence on the incidence of war. 

AT: Ulrichsen

You’re kidding, right? This card says criminal gang fights cause nuclear war. If that’s not a non unique impact, I don’t know what is. Get out.
***AIRPOWER***

xFrontline

Airpower fails – doesn’t deter conflict

Clodfelter 6 (Mark, professor of military history at the National War College, “The limits of air power: the American bombing of North Vietnam”, Google Books, Page xi, AV)

Unfortunately, precision bombing may not be the answer. Despite being several technological generations ahead of the capability displayed in Vietnam, smart munitions still do not guarantee zero collateral damage. Many of the precision air attacks against insurgent leaders have produced claims by insurgents—as well as by Iraqis who do not support the insurgency—that Iraqi civilians have been killed in the raids. Whether true or not, such accusations grab headlines in the Islamic press and on Al Jazeera, providing the perception among many in the Muslim world that such attacks display a callous disregard for Muslim civilian lives. In the type of war that America now faces, those perceptions have become reality to many opposing the United States. In such conflicts, even with such advantages as Predator drones and Hellfire missiles, the long-term harm of applying lethal air power is likely to eclipse its short-term benefit. As long as negative political goals remain substantial, the limits of air power displayed in Vietnam will continue to restrict its utility in the twenty-first century.

Loss of hegemony doesn’t cause conflict – threats aren’t as bad as during Cold War

Preble 10 (Christopher A, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, PhD in History from Temple, August 3, “U.S. Military Power: Preeminence for What Purpose?”, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/u-s-military-power-preeminence-for-what-purpose/)

But what is the point? Why do Americans spend so much more on our military than does any other country, or any other combination of countries? Goure and the Hadley-Perry commissioners who produced the alternate QDR argue that the purpose of American military power is to provide global public goods, to defend other countries so that they don’t have to defend themselves, and otherwise shape the international order to suit our ends. In other words, the same justifications offered for American military dominance since the end of the Cold War. Most in Washington still embraces the notion that America is, and forever will be, the world’s indispensable nation. Some scholars, however, questioned the logic of hegemonic stability theory from the very beginning. A number continue to do so today. They advance arguments diametrically at odds with the primacist consensus. Trade routes need not be policed by a single dominant power; the international economy is complex and resilient. Supply disruptions are likely to be temporary, and the costs of mitigating their effects should be borne by those who stand to lose — or gain — the most. Islamic extremists are scary, but hardly comparable to the threat posed by a globe-straddling Soviet Union armed with thousands of nuclear weapons. It is frankly absurd that we spend more today to fight Osama bin Laden and his tiny band of murderous thugs than we spent to face down Joseph Stalin and Chairman Mao. Many factors have contributed to the dramatic decline in the number of wars between nation-states; it is unrealistic to expect that a new spasm of global conflict would erupt if the United States were to modestly refocus its efforts, draw down its military power, and call on other countries to play a larger role in their own defense, and in the security of their respective regions.
AT: Airpower Ext

Experts vote neg – no impact

McPeak 4 (Merrill A, “Hit or Miss: A Neater Way to Win”, Sept/Oct, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60107/merrill-a-mcpeak-and-robert-a-pape/hit-or-miss?page=show, AV)

Robert Pape ("The True Worth of Air Power," March/April 2004) seems to think that all modern war is of a kind, featuring large formations of mechanized infantry, artillery, and armor. He asserts that wars are still decided "the old-fashioned way," by pounding opposing forces into submission. He concedes that the advent of air-delivered precision-guided munitions (PGMS) has made the task easier; formerly the largely ineffective handmaiden to ground forces, air power is now a "hammer" to be used in concert with the ground forces' "anvil." Still, Pape argues, it would be a mistake to think of air power as useful on its own, particularly when it is put to the service of a "decapitation" strategy-the elimination of enemy leadership-which "has never been effective." As a consequence, tomorrow's Air Force should look much like yesterday's, with perhaps a "few F-22s (or electronically upgraded F-15s)," but mostly lots of relatively cheap "bomb trucks."

Airpower fails at deterring conflict

Farley 7 (Robert, assistant professor at the Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce, University of Kentucky. He contributes to the blogs Lawyers, Guns, and Money and TAPPED.  November 1, http://lefarkins.blogspot.com/2008/07/angry-rant-that-i-can-get-behind.html, AV)

In August of this year, reports emerged that British Army officers in Afghanistan had requested an end to American airstrikes in Helmand Province because the strikes were killing too many civilians there. In Iraq, the Lancet Study of Iraqi civilian casualties of the war suggested that airstrikes have been responsible for roughly 13 percent of those casualties, or somewhere in the range of 50,000 to 100,000 deaths.  Does the United States Air Force (USAF) fit into the post–September 11 world, a world in which the military mission of U.S. forces focuses more on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency? Not very well. Even the new counterinsurgency manual authored in part by Gen. David H. Petraeus, specifically notes that the excessive use of airpower in counterinsurgency conflict can lead to disaster.  In response, the Air Force has gone on the defensive. In September 2006, Maj. Gen. Charles Dunlap Jr. published a long article in Armed Forces Journal denouncing "boots on the ground zealots," and insisting that airpower can solve the most important problems associated with counterinsurgency. The Air Force also recently published its own counterinsurgency manual elaborating on these claims. A recent op-ed by Maj. Gen. Dunlap called on the United States to "think creatively" about airpower and counterinsurgency -- and proposed striking Iranian oil facilities. 

AT: Heg Ext

Heg fails

Mastanduno 9 (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 alternatives 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.

No impact to hegemony 
Friedman 10 research fellow in defense and homeland security, Cato. PhD candidate in pol sci, MIT (Ben, Military Restraint and Defense Savings, 20 July 2010, http://www.cato.org/testimony/ct-bf-07202010.html) 


Another argument for high military spending is that U.S. military hegemony underlies global stability. Our forces and alliance commitments dampen conflict between potential rivals like China and Japan, we are told, preventing them from fighting wars that would disrupt trade and cost us more than the military spending that would have prevented war. The theoretical and empirical foundation for this claim is weak. It overestimates both the American military's contribution to international stability and the danger that instability abroad poses to Americans. In Western Europe, U.S. forces now contribute little to peace, at best making the tiny odds of war among states there slightly more so.7 Even in Asia, where there is more tension, the history of international relations suggests that without U.S. military deployments potential rivals, especially those separated by sea like Japan and China, will generally achieve a stable balance of power rather than fight. In other cases, as with our bases in Saudi Arabia between the Iraq wars, U.S. forces probably create more unrestthan they prevent. Our force deployments can also generate instability by prompting states to develop nuclear weapons. Even when wars occur, their economic impact is likely to be limited here.8 By linking markets, globalization provides supply alternatives for the goods we consume, including oil. If political upheaval disrupts supply in one location, suppliers elsewhere will take our orders. Prices may increase, but markets adjust. That makes American consumers less dependent on any particular supply source, undermining the claim that we need to use force to prevent unrest in supplier nations or secure trade routes.9 Part of the confusion about the value of hegemony comes from misunderstanding the Cold War. People tend to assume, falsely, that our activist foreign policy, with troops forward supporting allies, not only caused the Soviet Union's collapse but is obviously a good thing even without such a rival. Forgotten is the sensible notion that alliances are a necessary evil occasionally tolerated to balance a particularly threatening enemy. The main justification for creating our Cold War alliances was the fear that Communist nations could conquer or capture by insurrection the industrial centers in Western Europe and Japan and then harness enough of that wealth to threaten us — either directly or by forcing us to become a garrison state at ruinous cost. We kept troops in South Korea after 1953 for fear that the North would otherwise overrun it. But these alliances outlasted the conditions that caused them. During the Cold War, Japan, Western Europe and South Korea grew wealthy enough to defend themselves. We should let them. These alliances heighten our force requirements and threaten to drag us into wars, while providing no obvious benefit. 

Regional powers fill in 
Sapolsky 97 – Prof PolSci, MIT Security Studies Program (Harvey and Daryl Press – Prof Government, Dartmouth – and Eugene Gholz – Research Associate, MIT Security Studies Program, “Come Home, America”, International Security 21.4, JSTOR) 

In today's world, disengagement will not cause great power war, and continued engagement will not reliably prevent it. In some circumstances, engagement may actually increase the likelihood of conflict. Second, selective engagers overstate the costs of distant wars and seriously understate the costs and risks of their strategies. Overseas deployments require a large force structure. Even worse, selective engagement will ensure that when a future great power war erupts, the United States will be in the thick of things. Although distant great power wars are bad for America, the only sure path to ruin is to step in the middle of a faraway fight. Selective engagers overstate America's effect on the likelihood of future great power wars. There is little reason to believe that withdrawal from Europe or Asia would lead to deterrence failures. With or without a forward U.S. presence, America's major allies have sufficient military strength to deter any potential aggressors. Conflict is far more likely to erupt from a sequence described in the spiral model. The danger of spirals leading to war in East Asia is remote. Spirals happen when states, seeking security, frighten their neighbors. The risk of spirals is great when offense is easier than defense, because any country's attempt to achieve security will give it an offensive capability against its neighbors. The neighbors' attempts to eliminate the vulnerability give them fleeting offensive capabilities and tempt them to launch preventive war. 71 But Asia, as discussed earlier, is blessed with inherent defensive advantages. Japan and Taiwan are islands, which makes them very difficult to invade. China has a long land border with Russia, but enjoys the protection of the East China Sea, which stands between it and Japan. The expanse of Siberia gives Russia, its ever-trusted ally, strategic depth. South Korea benefits from mountainous terrain which would channel an attacking force from the north. Offense is difficult in East Asia, so spirals should not be acute. In fact, no other region in which great powers interact offers more defensive advantage than East Asia. The prospect for spirals is greater in Europe, but continued U.S. engagement does not reduce that danger; rather, it exacerbates the risk. A West European military union, controlling more than 21 percent of the world's GDP, may worry Russia. But NATO, with 44 percent of the world's GDP, is far more threatening, especially if it expands eastward. The more NATO frightens Russia, the more likely it is that Russia will turn dangerously nationalist, redirect its economy toward the military, and try to re-absorb its old buffer states.72 But if the U.S. military were to withdraw from Europe, even Germany, Europe's strongest advocate for NATO expansion, might become less enthusiastic, because it would be German rather than American troops standing guard on the new borders. Some advocates of selective engagement point to the past fifty years as evidence that America's forward military presence reduces the chance of war. The Cold War's great power peace, however, was overdetermined. Nuclear weapons brought a powerful restraining influence.73 Furthermore, throughout the Cold War, European and Asian powers had a common foe which encouraged them to cooperate. After an American withdrawal, the Japanese, Koreans, and Russians would still have to worry about China; the Europeans would still need to keep an eye on Russia. These threats can be managed without U.S. assistance, and the challenge will encourage European and Asian regional cooperation. 

2AC Impact Modules

AT: Humanitarianism

[Laugh at the team and tell them to read a card with a real warrant]

Squo solves – US increasing human rights now 

Medical Whistleblower 10 (OpenEdNews branch, organization dedicated to advocacy and emotion support for those exposing fraud, “Nothing About Us Without Us.” 4-2-10. http://www.opednews.com/articles/Nothing-About-Us-Without-by-MedicalWhistleblow-100330-109.html)

On July 30, 2009, the President of the United States signed the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD), which is a treaty defining the rights of persons with disabilities under international human rights law, which affects more than 600 million persons with disabilities around the world. The purpose of the CRPD is was to promote, protect, and ensure the full and equal enjoyment of all human rights and fundamental freedoms by all persons with disabilities and to promote respect for their inherent dignity. Expressed in the CRPD is the concept of reasonable accommodation, which is a new way to conceptualize the whole field of human rights. The Center for the Human Rights of Users and Survivors of Psychiatry (CHRUSP), with the leadership of Tina Minkowitz, played a significant role in negotiations on the text of the CRPD in advocating for the rights of users and survivors of psychiatry as well as the rights of all persons with disabilities. For the first time in 34 years, the United States will this fall be examining its own record in regards to human rights and preparing a report for the United Nations Human Rights Council. The United States as a nation has never participated in this United Nations Universal Periodic Review of Human Rights before (UPR). Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stated that the Obama administration was "committed to holding everyone to the same standard, including ourselves." The Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) is an office of the United Nations Secretariat mandated to promote and protect all rights established in international human rights laws and treaties. Located in Geneva, the OHCHR works to prevent human rights violations, secure respect for all human rights, promote international cooperation to protect human rights, and coordinate related activities throughout the United Nations. According to the UN's Office of the High Commissioner of Human Rights (OHCHR), "The Universal Periodic Review (UPR) is a unique process which involves a review of the human rights records of all 192 UN Member States once every four years. The UPR is a significant innovation of the Human Rights Council which is based on equal treatment for all countries. It provides an opportunity for all States to declare what actions they have taken to improve the human rights situations in their countries and to overcome challenges to the enjoyment of human rights. The UPR also includes a sharing of best human rights practices around the globe. Currently, no other mechanism of this kind exists." This UPR is an important first step to establishing a direct feedback from the people of the U.S.A. to the President about how our nation is doing in regards to Human Rights.

AT: Humanitarianism Ext

EU fills in – solves and promotes Human Rights abuses

ECER 10 (European Commission of External Relations, presides over the Foreign Affairs Council, conducts the EU foreign and security policy, manages relations with the world, exercises authority over 130 EU delegations in third world countries and international organizations. “Promotion of Human Rights and Democratisation in the EU’s External Relations.” 2-20-10. http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/human_rights/index_en.htm)

The principles of liberty, democracy, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms and the rule of law are inherent to the European integration process. Adherence to these principles constitutes the prerequisite for peace, development and security in any society. The EU fosters the universality and indivisibility of all human rights – civil, political, economic, social and cultural – as stipulated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and reaffirmed by the World Conference on Human Rights (Vienna, 1993). The Treaty on European Union (article 11) defines that one of the objectives of the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy is the development and consolidation of democracy, and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. The Treaty further provides (article 177 (2)) that Community development policy shall contribute to the objective of developing and consolidating democracy, rule of law and human rights, and makes a similar provision (article 181a) concerning Community economic, financial and technical cooperation with third countries. The EU has made human rights and a central aspect of its external relations: in the political dialogues it holds with third countries; through its development policy and assistance; or through its action in multilateral fora such as the United Nations. Since 1995 the European Community has inserted a human rights clause in all agreements, other than sectoral agreements, concluded with non-industrialised countries defining respect for human rights and democracy as an essential element underlying the bilateral relations. Human rights and democratisation issues are mainstreamed into all aspects of EU policy decision-making and implementation, as outlined in the Communication (2001) on the EU’s role on promoting human rights and democratisation in third countries. The European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) is a European Union programme that promotes and supports human rights and democracy worldwide mainly through civil society projects. It also supports regional and international organizations in this field, such as the Council of Europe, the OSCE and the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights.

AT: Indo Pak

No conflict – economic concerns

Chu 8 (Henry, “India-Pakistan conflict called unlikely: Economy, politics discourage war, analysts say” Los Angeles Times, December 7, http://www.boston.com/news/world/asia/articles/2008/12/07/india_pakistan_conflict_called_unlikely/)

Hostility between India and Pakistan is at its worst in years, but tensions stemming from the terrorist attacks in Mumbai, India, are unlikely to bloom into full-blown war between the nuclear-armed rivals - at least for now, according to analysts on both sides of the border.  Indian authorities say that the gunmen who rampaged through luxury hotels and other crowded sites in Mumbai, killing more than 160 people, were trained and guided by the Pakistan-based militant group, Lashkar-e-Taiba. India has demanded that Pakistan turn over leaders of Lashkar and has refused to rule out military action, warning that it reserved the right to protect Indian territory "with all the means at our disposal."  But a combination of new political and economic realities, US pressure, and perhaps some lessons learned in the past have inhibited a rush to open conflict.  Any war would be devastating financially, especially at a time of worldwide recession. India's economic juggernaut has lost some steam; and even more dire, Pakistan has had to appeal to the International Monetary Fund to keep its economy afloat.  Foreign investment in both countries, which fled during the 2001-2002 standoff, would vanish once again in the event of an armed clash.  "No one can afford it," said Abhay Matkar, a former Indian Army major in Mumbai. "Both countries are not ready for war, and it will not happen."

AT: Indo Pak Ext

Doesn’t go nuclear – they will stay conventional 

Chari 03– P.R. Chari is a Research Professor. "IPCS Nuclear Crisis, Escalation Control, and Deterrence in South Asia” P.R. Chari Working Paper Version 1.0 August 2003 http://www.stimson.org/images/uploads/research-pdfs/escalation_chari_1.pdf

However, the involvement of nuclear installations in the Indo-Pak crises of 1984–85 does not qualify these events as nuclear crises. Similarly speculative reports have suggested that a nuclear dimension imbued the Brasstacks and Kashmir-related 1990 crisis, but evidence here is tenuous. However, the Indo-Pakistani crises that followed their reciprocal nuclear tests in May 1998 had a nuclear dimension; they include the Kargil conflict and the border confrontation following a Pakistan-sponsored terrorist attack on the Indian Parliament on December 13, 2001. The situation that arose could have erupted into a “shooting war.” The danger of Indo-Pakistani crises escalating across the nuclear threshold is apparent, but a thesis has gained currency in India that limited wars can be fought under the rubric of nuclear deterrence. As stated by George Fernandes, India’s Defence Minister, “Pakistan did hold out a nuclear threat during the Kargil War last year. But it had not absorbed the real meaning of nuclearization; that it can deter only the use of nuclear weapons, but not all and any war…. [S]o the issue was not that war had been made obsolete by nuclear weapons, and that covert war by proxy was the only option, but that conventional war remained feasible though with definite limitations.” 9 India and Pakistan have conducted proxy wars and sub rosa operations against each other and fought a limited war under the aegis of nuclear weapons. Hence, there is optimism that limited conflicts can be fought and will not escalate to general war and further to a nuclear exchange, despite the prevailing atmosphere of mistrust and convictions regarding the irrationality of the “Other.” 

Empirically stays conventional

Giorgio et al 10  *Tina Søndergård Madsen is a bachelor student at Global Studies and Public Administration at Roskilde University(DK) **Maia Juel Giorgio, ***Mark Westh and ****Jakob Wiegersma are bachelor students at Global Studies and International Development Studies at Roskilde University(DK)) “Nuclear Deterrence  in South Asia  An Assessment of Deterrence and Stability in the Indian – Pakistan  Conflict”  Autumn 2010 Global Studies Bachelor Module – Institute for Globalization and Society - Roskilde University 
When India conducted several nuclear tests in 1998, Pakistan promptly followed suit and responded with nuclear tests of its own, fuelling fears of a new nuclear arms race. The acquisition of nuclear weapons was met with open arms in the region as there was a widespread belief that these weapons and their deterring effect would be able to solve all outstanding issues between the two adversaries, including the issue of Kashmir (Waltz, 2003: 111). Consider, for example, this argument from 1999 put forward by senior Pakistani diplomat Shamshad Ahmad: “In South Asia nuclear deterrence may, [...], usher in an era of durable peace between Pakistan and India, providing the requisite incentives for resolving all outstanding issues, especially Jammu and Kashmir” (Ahmad, 1999: 125). However, it soon became clear that a solution to the Kashmir dispute was a long time coming. With the Kargil crisis in 1999, where Pakistani troops and militants crossed the Line of Control and seized Indian positions in the Kashmiri Kargil district, the risk of an all-out war between the two nuclear weapon states seemed imminent. The conflict did, however, not escalate into nuclear war but the notion that nuclear weapons equal peace was called into question. Two years later both countries deployed hundreds of thousands of soldiers along their collective border and once again the possibility of an all-out war seemed to be in the offing. Again, the international society held its breath, dreading an escalation into a nuclear war with unimaginable consequences. However, the standoff never actually came to bloodshed, but the stability in the region was seriously rattled. 

Neither side will start a war, they realize there is no “winning” – mutually assured destruction AND international sanctions.

Chari and Rizvi 08 *P. R. Chari is a research professor at the Institute for Peace and Conflict Studies in New Delhi and a former member of the Indian Administrative Service. **Hasan Askari Rizvi is an independent political and defense consultant in Pakistan and is currently a visiting professor with the South Asia Program of the School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University. “Making Borders irrelevant in Kashmir” http://www.usip.org/files/resources/sr210.pdf

The Kashmir dispute has reached an impasse. Unable to impose their preferred solution, both India and Pakistan have become flexible regarding their traditional positions on Kashmir, without officially abandoning them. Subtle changes in their positions have stimulated creative ideas for managing the conflict. Several developments have contributed to this attitudinal shift, among them the end of the Cold War, the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the current resurgence of Russia, the rise of China and its support for the peace process between India and Pakistan, the spread of globalization and its implications for international security, internal economic pressures, the nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in May 1998 that consolidated a nuclear deterrent relationship, and the U.S. global response to the attacks of September 11, 2001. The last two of these developments have led India and Pakistan to realize that a military victory over the other is not possible. The acquisition of nuclear weapons has highlighted the grave risks of trying to alter the status quo by military means, as illustrated during the Kargil conflict of 1999 and the 2001–02 border confrontation. During the Kargil conflict neither country could extend its theater of operations because of fears that the conflict might become nuclearized. For similar reasons, India was deterred from attacking Pakistan during the border confrontation in 2001–02. Pakistan has also realized the dangerous implications of supporting militancy; it was Pakistani-backed militants who attacked the Indian Parliament on December 13, 2001, triggering the border confrontation. Pakistan’s readiness to support militancy has also diminished since Pakistan itself has become the target of Islamic jihadists and has experienced terrorist attacks throughout the country. The U.S. global war on terrorism has also increased the cost for Pakistan of indulging in provocative behavior. The terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, D.C., on September 11, 2001, created a global consensus for controlling transnational terrorism, especially Islamic militants and jihadi groups. Pakistan has since found it difficult to support the jihadi Islamic groups in J&K. Furthermore, the passage of a 2007 law in the United States has linked American military and economic assistance to Pakistan to its performance in stopping cross-border terrorism. The United States has now established a physical presence in Pakistan to pursue its “war on terror” in Afghanistan, which inhibits hostilities being initiated by either India or Pakistan. Any attempt by either country to improve its ground situation in Kashmir would be frowned upon by the international community and might prompt economic repercussions, as occurred during the 2001–02 border confrontation crisis when “travel advisories” were issued by the United States and several other developed countries, discouraging their citizens from visiting India. Given that a major conventional conflict is dangerous, a nuclear conflict is unthinkable, and any forcible alteration of status quo would be unacceptable to the international community, both India and Pakistan have realized that they have no alternative but to enter into a peace process. India has discarded its traditional stand that the whole of Kashmir belongs to India and has shown signs of departing from its stated policy of negotiating with Pakistan only after cross-border terrorism ceases. Further, India’s longstanding policy of shunning international mediation and insisting on strict bilateralism in its dealings with Pakistan has been diluted considerably. On Pakistan’s part, former President Pervez Musharraf abandoned his country’s traditional position of insisting on implementing the UN resolutions on Kashmir. The new government in Pakistan has declared that it wishes to take the peace process forward. Indeed, Asif Zardari, cochairman of the Pakistan People’s Party, even suggested freezing the Kashmir issue, although he later had to backtrack on that proposal. This transformation in India-Pakistan relations can be traced back to Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee’s statement in the symbolically significant venue of Srinagar— the summer capital of J&K—on April 18, 2003, extending a “hand of friendship” to Pakistan. 1 A cease-fire along the LOC was suggested by Pakistan’s prime minister, Zafarullah Khan Jamali, in November 2003. India accepted his offer and suggested its extension to Siachen, an undemarcated region north of but adjacent to the LOC. On November 26, the cease-fire went into effect, greatly improving the safety of people living along the border. The resulting peace process, though slow, has made steady progress, with significant improvements occurring in cross-border communications and the movement of people and goods. 

xAT: Isarel-Palestine
xAT: Leadership

AT: Soft Power
Soft power fails – Iran is more dangerous and North Korea is not negotiating

Roberts 09 (John, Anchor of CNN's American Morning 05/22/09 interview with Matalin: Obama's 'soft power' makes us weak http://amfix.blogs.cnn.com/2009/05/22/matalin-obamas-soft-power-makes-us-weak/)

President Obama wants to close the detention center at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. He made that point clear yesterday during his speech at the National Archives. “So the record’s clear – rather than keeping us safer, the prison at Guantanamo has weakened American national security. It is a rallying cry for our enemies. It sets back the willingness of our allies to work with us in fighting an enemy that operates in scores of countries.”A short time after President Obama concluded his speech, former Vice President Dick Cheney addressed the American Enterprise Institute on national security and he offered some blistering rebuttals. He called the release of the Bush-era memos a reckless distraction and belittled Obama's decision to close Guantanamo "with little deliberation and no plan." CNN Contributor Mary Matalin was an aide to the former vice president. She spoke to John Roberts on CNN’s “American Morning” Friday. John Roberts: The former vice president has said several times that the Obama administration's policies are making America less safe. Where's the evidence for that? Mary Matalin: Common sense and history… It’s one thing to say all of the thigs Obama said on the campaign trail but within hours of being the actual commander in chief, he was suggesting the previous seven years marked by no attacks were policies that were ineffective, were immoral, were illegal. That broadcast to our enemies a weakness. Weakness invites provocation. Secondly, as he was clear in his speech yesterday, he wants to return to a 9/10 law enforcement policy rather than a prevention policy. Three, the threshold and key tool for fighting this enemy is gathering intelligence. And he’s clearly demoralized and undermined those intelligence gatherers. Four, Gitmo, releasing the hardest of the hardened terrorists into some system, whatever system that might be, either would divulge classified material... if they put them in the prison population, they can hatch plots as was the case in New York. So I could go on and on. But some of these policies, by virtue of the former vice president speaking out, were stopped as in the release of the detainee photos. Roberts: But is there any empirical evidence that America is less safe today? Has anything happened around the world to suggest that we are less safe? There are many people who believe that this administration's policy of engagement, in fact, will make this country more safe. Matalin: Well there's no evidence of that either. In fact there's evidence to the contrary. This so-called “soft power” has resulted in Iran being more verbose, launching a missile this week. North Korea’s pulled out of any negotiating posture. Soft power isn't working. There's no evidence for that. And there's plenty of evidence to the contrary that weakness invites provocation. During the '90s, when we did not respond to six attacks in six years, the ranks of al Qaeda swelled by some 20,000. That was the recruitment tool. Weakness and successful attacks is the recruitment tool. Roberts: Just to go back to what you said about Iran and North Korea – both of those countries did exactly the same thing during the Bush administration. Matalin: This supposedly “let's sit down and talk,” was supposed to make them come to the table and talk. In fact, they've gotten more aggressive. So, he's doing what he said he would do, which would render them putty in his hands as he thinks is the case as sometimes appears to be the case in America in his own party. That's not what's happening. That's not real politics. So he's been in there a couple of 16 weeks, three months, whatever it's been. But if he were allowed to pursue un-debated, these sorts of policies that he's put on the table and heretofore, they have been un-debated, it’s been a one-sided argument, there’s no doubt, and history shows and common sense would dictate that we would be a less safe country than we were for the past seven or eight years. Roberts: The president said yesterday he believes America is less safe because of the very existence of Guantanamo Bay, that it's probably created more terrorists worldwide than it's ever detained. Do you agree with that statement? Because the Bush administration, President Bush said he would like to close Guantanamo and just has to figure out how to do it. Matalin: Yeah, John, I'll go to your construct. He offered no evidence for that. And it's a tautological argument, as I just noted. The ranks of al Qaeda were absolutely exponentially swollen during the '90s when we did not respond… This enemy existed way before Guantanamo. It makes no sense to say that fighting the terrorists makes the terrorist. That's a tautological argument. Yes, President Bush wanted to close it. Some of us disagreed with that. For the very reasons we're disagreeing with President Obama right now. What are you going to do with these detainees? Even the ones that have been released, which were supposed to be the ones that could have been released, the D.O.D. and some suspect this is an under-estimate – one out of seven go back to the battlefield. The top operatives in Yemen, which is the new hot grounds, the top operatives in Waziristan, were released from Gitmo. It’s not good to close it down or release these into our population, certainly, or any population. 
AT: Soft Power Ext

Soft power fails – it’s just a hollow catchphrase

Ogoura 06 (Kazuo, President of the Japan Foundation – “The Limits of Soft Power” Wochi Kochi, June/July 2006, pp. 60-65 by Japan Echo Inc http://www.cgp.org/popups/articleswindow.php?articleid=341&print=print)

The concept of soft power has been the subject of debate for quite some time now. The debate was ignited by Joseph Nye, and the soft power concept developed in the United States , where it has been used in connection with the notion of public diplomacy. The concept suits Japan ’s status as a country that is constitutionally unable to carry out any international respon​sibilities involving military power but keen to carry out other, nonmilitary international cooperation, and so there has been much discussion of soft power in this country. The concept of soft power has also been used to represent the power of Japanese culture overseas, also known as “Japanese cool.”  During this process, however, the concept has been distorted, misused, and—in extreme cases—abused. With confusion surrounding the concept of soft power and its original meaning still poorly understood, there is a risk that it will become nothing more than a hollow catchphrase. In order to clear up such misunderstandings, I would like to delve back to the origins of this concept and analyze some examples of its use. Through this analysis, I will show how soft power is in danger of being ensnared in a kind of hypocrisy. CONCEPTUAL CONFUSION Needless to say, the essence of the soft power concept lies in the word soft. Nye originally coined this term to describe a third type of power that was neither military nor economic in character (see the table). Since then, however, the idea has emerged that all nonmilitary power is soft, giving rise to confusion surrounding the meaning of “soft.” “Hard power” for Nye means any method that is coercive, in other words, anything that involves compulsion or threats. Methods in which the other party is encouraged to accept something in some way of its own free will, he termed “soft power.” There is, however, an undeniable weak spot in Nye’s argument. The problem is that if compulsion or threats are used in conjunction with soft power, much will depend on whether one is viewing the situation from the perspective of the party exercising the power or from that of the party coming under pressure. Regardless of whether or not the party exercising power actually has coercive or threatening designs, when seen from the viewpoint of the target of this power—the party under pressure—there is always going to be some perception of threat or coercion. For example, when forming a multinational force without a resolution from the United Nations, the United States has been known to apply political pressure as a form of “soft” persuasion to “help” other countries decide whether or not to participate in the force. Can it really be said that this is neither coercive nor threatening?
Can’t measure soft power – we don’t know if the plan increases soft power or not 

Ogoura 06 (Kazuo, President of the Japan Foundation – “The Limits of Soft Power” Wochi Kochi, June/July 2006, pp. 60-65 by Japan Echo Inc http://www.cgp.org/popups/articleswindow.php?articleid=341&print=print)

MEASURING SOFT POWER – What are the constituent elements that make up soft power, and are there any precise indices for quantifying it? Movies, anime (animated films), ideas, ideology, and language are often cited as concrete examples of soft power; many regard the English language as a particularly compelling example. Yet viewed from the perspective of people learning English, it is clear that a great many of them study the language not because it is in some way attractive or because it is indispensable for taking part in the decision-making process of international politics but because it serves their commercial interests. And if that is the case, then perhaps language is best viewed as nothing more than a commercial asset, and perhaps linking language with the concept of power is tantamount to confusing language as a means of communicating ideas with the ideas that are communicated. Some regard the number of foreign students that come to study at a country’s universities as an indicator of that country’s soft power, but this is not convincing. The weakness of this argument becomes quite apparent when we consider the large number of people educated at US universities who are nonetheless anti-American and the fact that many of the terrorists who have carried out attacks in recent years were educated in the United States . Regarding scholarship and culture as one of the sources of soft power implies approval of the commercialization of culture and of linking culture with the power structure. Yet scholarship and culture are by rights independent of political power. Very often, in fact, they are a means of resisting authority, and the idea that this is their rightful role is well established. Even if the arts or scholarship have the potential to serve as one face of power, therefore, there remain serious doubts as to whether it is acceptable for governments to actually use them. 

Soft power is a theory loaded with ideology and riddled with hypocrisy – it legitimizes hard power 

Ogoura 06 (Kazuo, President of the Japan Foundation – “The Limits of Soft Power” Wochi Kochi, June/July 2006, pp. 60-65 by Japan Echo Inc http://www.cgp.org/popups/articleswindow.php?articleid=341&print=print)
CONTRADICTIONS AND HYPOCRISY If all of the above points are considered together, it is clear that soft power as an actual political theory is loaded with ideology and riddled with contradictions and hypocrisy. Religion and ideology, for example, are seen by some as potent examples of soft power. Looking back through history, however, one cannot fail to notice that whenever religion and ideology have spread around the world, they have invariably been accompanied by military might. History teaches us that soft power needs to be backed by hard power, and this is something that many soft power theorists are now recognizing. It is possible, therefore, to see soft power as no more than a means of rationalizing the exercise of hard power. Describing the use of military force as a “war on terror” is a deft use of soft power. Labeling the use of force with the ideology of a righteous struggle against terrorism is a means of legitimizing military action undertaken without the consent of the international community. To put it another way, we need to be aware that soft power can be a subtle way of rationalizing military action that lacks international legitimacy by bringing into play the concept of good and evil. In this light, it is hard to escape the conclusion that the concept of soft power is a kind of hypocrisy.
xAT: Southwest Prolif

No realistic prolif scenario – too long timeframe

Allison 10 (Graham Allison, American political scientist and professor at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard. 02/2010 Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)

After listening to a compelling briefing for a proposal or even in summarizing an argument presented by himself, Secretary of State George Marshall was known to pause and ask, "But how could we be wrong?" In that spirit, it is important to examine the reasons why the nonproliferation regime might actually be more robust than it appears. Start with the bottom line. There are no more nuclear weapons states now than there were at the end of the Cold War. Since then, one undeclared and largely unrecognized nuclear weapons state, South Africa, eliminated its arsenal, and one new state, North Korea, emerged as the sole self-declared but unrecognized nuclear weapons state.  One hundred and eighty-four nations have forsworn the acquisition of nuclear weapons and signed the NPT. At least 13 countries began down the path to developing nuclear weapons with serious intent, and were technologically capable of completing the journey, but stopped short of the finish line: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Egypt, Iraq, Italy, Libya, Romania, South Korea, Sweden, Taiwan, and Yugoslavia. Four countries had nuclear weapons but eliminated them: South Africa completed six nuclear weapons in the 1980s and then, prior to the transfer of power to the postapartheid government, dismantled them. Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine together inherited more than 4,000 strategic nuclear weapons when the Soviet Union dissolved in December 1991. As a result of negotiated agreements among Russia, the United States, and each of these states, all of these weapons were returned to Russia for dismantlement. Ukraine's 1,640 strategic nuclear warheads were dismantled, and the highly enriched uranium was blended down to produce low-enriched uranium, which was sold to the United States to fuel its nuclear power plants. Few Americans are aware that, thanks to the Megatons to Megawatts Program, half of all the electricity produced by nuclear power plants in the United States over the past decade has been fueled by enriched uranium blended down from the cores of nuclear warheads originally designed to destroy American cities. Although they do not minimize the consequences of North Korea's or Iran's becoming a nuclear weapons state, those confident in the stability of the nuclear order are dubious about the prospects of a cascade of proliferation occurring in Asia, the Middle East, or elsewhere. In Japan, nuclear neuralgia has deep roots. The Japanese people suffered the consequences of the only two nuclear weapons ever exploded in war. Despite their differences, successive Japanese governments have remained confident in the U.S. nuclear umbrella and in the cornerstone of the United States' national security strategy in Asia, the U.S.-Japanese security alliance. The South Koreans fear a nuclear-armed North Korea, but they are even more fearful of life without the U.S. nuclear umbrella and U.S. troops on the peninsula. Taiwan is so penetrated and seduced by China that the terror of getting caught cheating makes it a poor candidate to go nuclear. And although rumors of the purchase by Myanmar (also called Burma) of a Yongbyon-style nuclear reactor from North Korea cannot be ignored, questions have arisen about whether the country would be able to successfully operate it.  In the Middle East, it is important to separate abstract aspirations from realistic plans. Few countries in the region have the scientific and technical infrastructure to support a nuclear weapons program. Saudi Arabia is a plausible buyer, although the United States would certainly make a vigorous effort to persuade it that it would be more secure under a U.S. nuclear umbrella than with its own arsenal. Egypt's determination to acquire nuclear weapons, meanwhile, is limited by its weak scientific and technical infrastructure, unless it were able to rent foreign expertise. And a Turkish nuclear bomb would not only jeopardize Turkey's role in NATO but also undercut whatever chances the country has for acceding to the EU.  Looking elsewhere, Brazil is now operating an enrichment facility but has signed the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which outlaws nuclear weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean, and has accepted robust legal constraints, including those of the Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials. Other than South Africa, which retains the stockpile of 30 bombs' worth of highly enriched uranium that was once part of its nuclear program, it is difficult to identify other countries that might realistically become nuclear weapons states in the foreseeable future.  
xAT: Warfighting
***ECONOMY*** 

Frontline

Airline industry is super resilient

FAA, 12
FAA, You know what it is, 3-7-12, [“FAA Aerospace Forecast Fiscal Years 2012-2032,” http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/aviation_forecasts/aerospace_forecasts/2012-2032/] E. Liu
Since the beginning of the century, the commercial air carrier industry has suffered several major shocks that have led to reduced demand for air travel. These shocks include the terror attacks of September 11, skyrocketing prices for fuel, debt restructuring in Europe and the United States (U.S.), and a global recession. To manage this period of extreme volatility, air carriers have fine-tuned their business models with the aim of minimizing financial losses by lowering operating costs, eliminating unprofitable routes and grounding older, less fuel efficient aircraft. To increase operating revenues, carriers have initiated new services that customers are willing to purchase. Carriers have also started charging separately for services that were historically bundled in the price of a ticket. The capacity discipline exhibited by carriers and their focus on additional revenue streams bolstered the industry to profitability in 2011 for the second consecutive year. Going into the next decade, there is cautious optimism that the industry has been transformed from that of a boom-to-bust cycle to one of sustainable profits. 

Next Gen can’t solve congestion – this is their author.
Schank 1AC Author 6/23/12

[Joshua L. Schank President & CEO Eno Center for Transportation http://www.enotrans.org/eno-brief/the-federal-role-in-transportation-four-ideas-for-greater-federal-involvement]

We often think of airports as local economic generators, and they are that, but some also have substantial national importance. The aviation network is dependent on large hub airports for the efficient and timely movement of passengers across the country and the world. A safe and reliable aviation network is essential for maintaining our competitiveness in the global economy. Unfortunately, we are in danger of losing our edge in this area because of congestion. Successful NextGen implementation could greatly alleviate the problem, but even if that happens airlines could take advantage of the new capacity and provide more frequent flights. Once economic growth picks up again we are likely to see airport congestion and delays increase as well. Airports such as Newark, San Francisco, and Chicago O’Hare already have approximately 30-40 percent of their flights delayed.  Airports face substantial challenges in trying to tackle this issue on their own. The most widely recommended solution is pricing airport runways by time of day. But this politically unpopular solution has faced substantial opposition from communities such as smaller cities flying into hubs, or general aviation aircraft that are concerned about being effectively priced out of the market for a given airport. Congested airports would have a much greater chance of success if they were trying to tackle congestion in partnership with the federal government and other local transportation agencies. The federal role could be improved by dedicating a portion of the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) to provide grants to airports in regions that have a plan to work collaboratively to reduce congestion and overcome some of the political barriers to more effective pricing. Or the AIP could be retooled to set specific performance goals for airports and rewarding achievement. However it is done, there is a clear national interest at play here and the federal government needs to be more involved. 

NextGen doesn’t solve trip reliability

Smith, NASA Langley Research Center, et al., 10
Jeremy C. Smith, NASA Langley Research Center, et al., Nelson M. Guerreiro, Jeffrey K. Viken, Samuel M. Dollyhigh, James W. Fenbert, 9-13-10,  [“Meeting Air Transportation Demand in 2025 by using Larger Aircraft and Alternative Routing to Complement NextGen Operational Improvements,” http://ntrs.nasa.gov/search.jsp?R=20100033386] E. Liu
The model described in this paper shows that the reduction in lost economic productivity generated from NAS-wide simulations will be under-reported, as passenger trip delays due to delayed flights only account for approximately 45% of the total passenger trip delays. Further, the model identifies the significant roles played by factors other than flight performance, such as airline itinerary structure, airline fleet mix (i.e. aircraft size), load factors and airline hub banking structure, on total passenger trip delay. Careful book-keeping must be done capture the underlying factors assumed when validating the return-oninvestment for NextGen to account for airline network structure effects. For example, for a 51 airport hub-and-spoke network, a 7-10% increase in load-factor can nullify the reduction in total passenger trip delay gained by a 5% improvement in flight on-time performance achieved by NextGen. 

The impact is empirically denied – 2007 recession proves that decline doesn’t cause war

Morris Miller, economist, adjunct professor in the University of Ottawa’s Faculty of Administration, consultant on international development issues, former Executive Director and Senior Economist at the World Bank, Winter 2000, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Vol. 25, Iss. 4, “Poverty as a cause of wars?” p. Proquest

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).
Competitiveness is not key to heg because of growth speed disparity 

Ferguson 03 
Niall Ferguson, Herzog professor of financial history at New York University, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, 2003
Not necessarily. It's tempting to assume that power is synonymous with a large economy-that big GDP equals big power. Hence many ana-lysts point to China's huge economy and rapid growth as evidence that the country will soon gain superpower rank, if it hasn't already. Just project forward the average annual growth rates of the past 30 years, and Chinese GDP will equal that of the United States and exceed that of the EU within just two decades. But GDP doesn't stand for great diplomatic power. If institutions aren't in place to translate the economy grows faster than public interest in foreign affairs-then product is nothing more than potential power. The United States over-took Great Britain in terms of GDP in the 1870s. But it was not until World War I that the United States finally overtook the British Empire as a global power. In any case, national growth rates in the next 20 years are unlikely to match those of the last three decades. Depressed Japan's will almost cer-tainly be lower, while growth in the United States might conceivably be higher, if there is any truth to the claim that investments in information tech-nology during the 1990s permanently boosted U.S. productivity. And China will have trouble sus-taining average annual growth rates of more than 5 percent in the coming decades. Already the Asian behemoth is suffering serious social growing pains as market forces rend asunder what was once a command economy. Before 1914, Russia had the fastest growing economy in Europe. But the ensu-ing social polarization and war caused Russia's collapse in 1917. 

Airlines Resilient Ext

Airline growth now and into the future

FAA, 12
FAA, You know what it is, 3-7-12, [“FAA Aerospace Forecast Fiscal Years 2012-2032,” http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/aviation_forecasts/aerospace_forecasts/2012-2032/] E. Liu
The aviation industry continued to show resilience last year despite tough economic times. The activity of U.S. carriers at home and abroad increased by 3.5 percent in 2011. Despite a slight pause in growth projected for 2012, we expect that over the long run, aviation will continue to experience steady, moderate growth. U.S. airlines have returned to profitability in the last two years and we expect that trend will continue in 2012 as well. This forecast looks at how many planes and how many people will fly on U.S. carriers in the future – from 2012 to 2032. We want to see a picture of air travel in the next 20 years, and we want to know what we at the FAA should strive to meet and accommodate. The FAA sees a competitive and profitable industry continuing to grow over the long term despite the fact that we are operating in a climate of economic uncertainty and rising oil prices. As the economy continues to recover, the total number of takeoffs and landings and the number of passengers who board U.S. airlines will continue to climb. This year, we expect that international markets for U.S. carriers will continue to grow faster than domestic markets, as they did last year. 

Can’t solve congestion Ext

NextGen doesn’t meet demand – even assumes the best case scenario.

Smith, NASA Langley Research Center, et al., 10
Jeremy C. Smith, NASA Langley Research Center, et al., Nelson M. Guerreiro, Jeffrey K. Viken, Samuel M. Dollyhigh, James W. Fenbert, 9-13-10,  [“Meeting Air Transportation Demand in 2025 by using Larger Aircraft and Alternative Routing to Complement NextGen Operational Improvements,” http://ntrs.nasa.gov/search.jsp?R=20100033386] E. Liu
A significant finding of this study is that the adaptive behavior of passengers to avoid congested airline-routes is an important factor when projecting demand for transportation systems. TSAM projects that passengers will seek alternative airline routes where available and will choose to travel by automobile for shorter trips. This causes a large reduction in delays on the congested routes and an overall reduction in delay to the air-transportation network. This reduction in delays for the most-delayed passengers has a cost. Total system-wide origin-to-destination travel time increases by 0.4% and some of the delayed passengers are inconvenienced to the extent that they abandon their first choice of route or transportation mode. Relying on the adaptive behavior of passengers is not a solution to the capacity problem. The increase in total travel time is undesirable, the avoidance of long delays by the most delayed passengers leads to a small overall increase in trip times. It is clearly preferable to have sufficient capacity to meet demand. If sufficient capacity cannot be achieved at a few airports, adaptive behavior of passengers will likely lead to a system that functions without very large system-wide average delays in ideal weather. The ACES simulation results from this study determined that: • NextGen Operational Improvements alone, using the estimated capacity-benefit values, do not provide sufficient airport capacity to meet the projected demand for passenger air transportation in 2025 without significant system delays. • Using larger aircraft with more seats on high-demand routes and introducing new direct routes, where demand warrants, significantly reduces delays, complementing NextGen improvements. This still does not reduce delays to acceptable levels on some routes. 

AT: Economy

Economic decline doesn’t cause war

Ferguson 6 (Niall, Professor of History – Harvard University, Foreign Affairs, 85(5), September / October, Lexis)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.

No resources

Duedney 91 (Daniel, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society – Princeton University, “Environment and Security: Muddled Thinking?”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, April)

Poverty wars.  In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil, then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups, class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are war-prone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict.  Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930s increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.

AT: Economy key to Heg

And, even if decline was uneven, this wouldn’t cause conflict or damage hegemony

Deudney 1999 
Daniel Deudney, Asst Prof of Poli Sci at Johns Hopkins, Contested Grounds: Security and Conflict in the New Environmental Politics, 1999
Alterations in the relative power of states are unlikely to lead to war as readily as the lessons of history suggest because economic power and military power are not as tightly coupled as in the past. The relative economic power position of major states such as Germany and Japan has changed greatly since the end of World War II. But these changes, while requiring many complex adjustments in interstate relations, have not been accompanied by war or the threat of war. In the contemporary world, whole industries rise, fall, and relocate, often causing quite substantial fluctuations in the economic well-being of regions and peoples, without producing wars. There is no reason to believe that changes in relative wealth and power positions caused by the uneven impact of environmental degradation would be different in their effects.

***LEADERSHIP***

Frontline

China military not a threat – they don’t have the capability for war against the US yet

Thompson 10 (Drew Thompson, Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at the Nixon Center | Foreign Policy MARCH/APRIL 2010, “Think again:Why China’s Military is not yet a threat” Foreign Policy) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military

Similar developments have reliably shown up in annual Pentagon reports on China's military expansion, not to mention in articles such as Robert Kaplan's alarmist 2005 essay: "How We Would Fight China." Even Robert Gates, the mild-mannered U.S. defense secretary, warned last year that China's military modernization "could threaten America's primary means of projecting power and helping allies in the Pacific: our bases, air and sea assets, and the networks that support them." Last fall, Adm. Robert Willard, the new head of the U.S. Pacific Command, noted that "in the past decade or so, China has exceeded most of our intelligence estimates of their military capability," implying that maybe the alarmists are onto something. At the same time, China's leaders vehemently denounce any suggestion that they are embarked on anything other than what they have referred to as a "peaceful rise" and haven't engaged in major external hostilities since the 1979 war with Vietnam. But they also don't explain why they are investing so heavily in this new arms race. Beijing's official line is that it wants to be able to defend itself against foreign aggression and catch up with the West, as it was famously unable to do in the 19th century. When the late Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping began the process of reform and opening in 1979, he decided that bolstering the civilian economy would take precedence over military investments. But a dozen years later, the first Gulf War served as a wake-up call in Beijing, raising concerns about how quickly an inferior army could be demolished by better-equipped Western forces. In 1991, the Pentagon unleashed some of its most advanced weapons -- including stealth technology and precision-guided munitions -- against the Iraqi Army, the world's fourth largest at the time. U.S. and allied forces made short work of Iraq's Warsaw Pact military hardware, and the Chinese were duly shocked and awed. It became immediately clear that Mao Zedong's doctrine of "human wave attacks" -- having more soldiers than your enemy has bullets -- would not meet China's defense needs in the 21st century. From the early 1990s, China's defense planners began intensively studying doctrine and sought to acquire superior foreign technologies for their People's Liberation Army (PLA). They also made a major strategic shift by cutting the size of their force to emphasize new technologies that would enable them to catch up with the United States and other possible foes. Should the rest of the world be worried Taiwan, long claimed as Chinese territory and well within range of Chinese ballistic missiles and conventional forces, certainly has cause to feel threatened. Even as cross-strait relations have warmed in recent years, Beijing has positioned more medium-range missiles facing Taiwan than ever. When asked why, Beijing demurs. India, Asia's other would-be superpower, also seems increasingly on edge. Last September, Indian analysts and media loudly worried over the publication of an article by Chinese analyst Li Qiulin in a prominent Communist Party organ that urged the PLA to bolster its ability to project force in South Asia. But it's probably too soon for Americans to panic. Many experts who've looked closely at the matter agree that China today simply does not have the military capability to challenge the United States in the Pacific, though its modernization program has increased its ability to engage the United States close to Chinese shores. And the U.S. military is still, for all its troubles in Iraq and Afghanistan, the most capable fighting force on the planet. 
No solvency – 

a. Checchio is in the context of the UK, not the US

b. Checchio assumes improvements in aircraft, NextGen only improves radar
Airspace is strong—bolsters trade and generates thousands of jobs

Trupo 5/21, Mary Trupo, International Trade Administration, US Department of Commerce, June 21, 2011.

http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp

The U.S. aerospace industry ranks among the most competitive in the world, boasting a positive trade balance of $44.1 billion – the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry.  It directly sustains about 430,000 jobs, and indirectly supports more than 700,000 additional jobs.  Ninety-one percent of U.S. exporters of aerospace products are small and medium-sized firms.
No miscalc- logically impossible

Quinlan 09- former senior fellow at the International Institute of Strategic Studies 

(Sir Michael, “Thinking About Nuclear Weapons: Principles, Problems, Prospects,” Oxford University Press)
One special form of miscalculation appeared sporadically in the speculations of academic commentators, though it was scarcely ever to be encountered-at least so far as my own observation went-in the utterances of practical planners within government. This is the idea that nuclear war might be erroneously triggered, or erroneously widened, through a state under attack misreading either what sort of attack it was being subjected to, or where the attack came from. The postulated misreading of the nature of the attack referred in particular to the hypothesis that if a delivery system-normally a missile-that was known to be capable of carrying either a nuclear or a conventional warhead was launched in a conventional role, the target country might, on detecting the launch through its early warning systems, misconstrue the mission as an imminent nuclear strike and immediately unleash a nuclear counter-strike of its own. This conjecture was voiced, for example, as a criticism of the proposals for giving the US Trident SLBM, long associated with nuclear missions, a capability to deliver conventional warheads. Whatever the merit of those proposals (it is not explored here), it is hard to regard this particular apprehension as having any real-life credibility. The flight time of a ballistic missile would not exceed about thirty minutes, and that of a cruise missile a few hours, before arrival on target made its character-conventional or nuclear-unmistakable. No government will need, and no non lunatic government could wish, to take within so short a span of time a step as enormous and irrevocable as the execution of a nuclear strike on the basis of early-warning information alone without knowing the true nature of the incoming attack. The speculation tends moreover to be expressed without reference either to any realistic political or conflict-related context though to render the episode plausible, or to the manifest interest of the launching country, should there be any risk of doubt, in enduring- that there was no misinterpretation of its conventionally armed launch.

AT: China War Ext

China’s military is weaker and smaller than often projected – defense spending and global range proves

Thompson 10 (Drew Thompson, Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at the Nixon Center | Foreign Policy MARCH/APRIL 2010, “Think again:Why China’s Military is not yet a threat” Foreign Policy) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,1)
"China's Armed Forces Are the Biggest in the World." Yes, but it depends on how you count. The PLA has the most people on its payroll -- 2.2 million active personnel (though between 1985 and 2005, it shrank by 1.7 million soldiers and is still shrinking today). That's still far more than the 1.4 million active service members in the U.S. military. Then again, the United States also has more than 700,000 civilian Defense Department employees and significant uncounted numbers of contractors. (In Iraq and Afghanistan, there are roughly equal numbers of contractors and uniformed personnel -- about 250,000 contractors to 180,000 soldiers.) But in China, uniformed PLA soldiers carry out many of the same duties that contractors perform for the U.S. military. Arguably, the more significant figure for comparison is defense spending. Here the PLA lags far behind the Pentagon. In 2009, the U.S. military spent $738 billion on defense and homeland security. Estimates for China's annual military budget vary considerably, ranging from $69.5 billion to $150 billion, but it's clear that U.S. military spending is still several times higher than China's, the world's second highest. And the PLA's global range is much more limited. As of last June, the United States had 285,773 active-duty personnel deployed around the world. But China operates no overseas bases and has only a handful of PLA personnel stationed abroad in embassies, on fellowships, and in U.N. peacekeeping operations. 

No China war - US military deters it 

Ross 09 (Robert,  professor of political science at Boston College, The National Interest, “Myth”, 9/1, http://nationalinterest.org/greatdebate/dragons/myth-3819)

Yet China does not pose a threat to America's vital security interests today, tomorrow or at any time in the near future. Neither alarm nor exaggerated assessments of contemporary China's relative capabilities and the impact of Chinese defense modernization on U.S. security interests in East Asia is needed because, despite China's military advances, it has not developed the necessary technologies to constitute a grave threat. Beijing's strategic advances do not require a major change in Washington's defense or regional security policy, or in U.S. policy toward China. Rather, ongoing American confidence in its capabilities and in the strength of its regional partnerships allows the United States to enjoy both extensive military and diplomatic cooperation with China while it consolidates its regional security interests. The China threat is simply vastly overrated. AMERICA'S VITAL security interests, including in East Asia, are all in the maritime regions. With superior maritime power, the United States can not only dominate regional sea-lanes but also guarantee a favorable balance of power that prevents the emergence of a regional hegemon. And despite China's military advances and its challenge to America's ability to project its power in the region, the United States can be confident in its ability to retain maritime dominance well into the twenty-first century.

Airspace High

Aerospace industry is strong—highly skilled workforce, generates jobs, expands markets

Blakey’10, Marion C. Blakey, Aerospace Industries Association President and CEO, June 8, 2010. “AIA - Keeping the Aerospace Industry Strong”.

http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/opinion_articles/aia_-_keeping_the_aerospace_industry_strong/

The aerospace and defense industry is a strong contributor to the U.S. economy, vital to our national security interests and a global leader in technological innovation.  The industry directly employs 844,000 workers and supports 2.2 million middle-class jobs in related fields. There are more than 30,000 aerospace and defense suppliers in all 50 states.  As America’s leading manufacturing export industry, aerospace contributes a positive balance of $56 billion to U.S. trade, the largest of any manufacturing sector. Last year the industry’s exports totaled $81 billion, providing an important boost to our economy.  We are leading the modernization of America’s aviation infrastructure and maintaining our leadership in space.  Aerospace technology innovation creates jobs, expands markets and improves our balance of trade. Aerospace and defense research and development secure our nation’s future and industrial base.  The industry’s workforce is highly skilled, leading our nation in global competitiveness. The workforce is comprised of proud, productive and patriotic citizens and there are growing opportunities for young people to have an exciting and well-paying career in the industry.

AT: Miscalc

Rational proportionality prevents miscalc – actors recognize response

Mowatt-Larssen 11 (January 2011, Rolf, senior fellow at Harvard’s Belfer Center,  Islam and the Bomb: Religious Justification For and Against Nuclear Weapons,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/uploads/Islam_and_the_Bomb-Final-pt1.pdf)

The stability of nuclear stalemate is predicated on an assumption that no rational actor will use nuclear weapons against an adversary who has the capacity to retaliate in kind. The resulting doctrine of “mutually assured destruction” might seem like madness, but it has lowered the risks of making serious miscalculations that could unleash a nuclear holocaust. States are not deterred from using nuclear weapons because of moral or ethical concerns; decision-makers make cold, hard calculations of self interest and have concluded that they cannot achieve their goals by using nuclear arsenals.  

Nuclear miscalculation theory false – defensive realism posits proportionality assessment comes first

Clifton 11 (January 2011, Joseph K., Lead Information Technology Assistant at Claremont McKenna College, “Disputed Theory and Security Policy: Responding to the "Rise of China,” http://scholarship.claremont.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1164&context=cmc_theses&sei-redir=1#search=%22miscalculation%20nuclear%20war%20rational%20actors%22)
The controversy over offense-defense balance is extensive and highly technical, including additional criticisms of the ability to calculate the balance, the degree to which the balance changes over time, and how relevant the balance is to explaining the behavior of states. 85 While the entirety of the debate is beyond the scope of this paper, it is worth noting that Charles Glaser offers a powerful defensive realist critique of Mearsheimer’s position on the debate. Glaser argues that distinguishing between the offensive and defensive capabilities of any particular weapon or tactic is not important, especially because the offense-defense balance of any weapon or tactic can vary depending on other contextual factors. Instead, all that is required is that one be able to assess the probability of success in an offensive mission and the probability of success in a defensive mission against an attacking opponent. While such an assessment could be complicated, military strategists do this all the time when they make military net assessments. 86 Acknowledging the possibility that offensive capabilities will be inferior to defensive capabilities is cause for greater optimism in the case of future Sino-American relations. The offense-defense variable could result in little ability for either side to pose a threat to the other, ensuring security and reducing the need for competition. Even though the possibility of a future change in the offense-defense variable could lead to a greater likelihood of conflict, 87 both sides can pursue strategies that focus on defensive capabilities and increase transparency to reduce the risk of miscalculation.  Ultimately, equating power and security ignores too much. Considerations of the offense-defense balance (both in terms of weapons and geographic constraints) are necessary for good analysis. They allow for more detailed explanation by accounting for relevant factors that the most barebones of structural realisms (Waltz’s and Mearsheimer’s) reject, and they can allow for more correct analysis by taking these relevant factors into consideration. This has an enormous impact on policy because it empowers policymakers to use their knowledge to pursue policies that result in less intense competition. In the end, these policies possibly avoid the “tragic” outcomes of offensive realism.
2AC Impact Modules
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(see Africa section)

***NANOBIOBLAHBLAHTECH**

Frontline

Current NextGen funding solves – already revolutionizing regulation – 1AC Author.

Checchio 1AC Author, Vice President, Legislation Affairs, Mid-Atlantic Aviation Coalition, Aviation Policy and Economics Researcher, 11
Robert A Checchio, Vice President, Legislation Affairs, Mid-Atlantic Aviation Coalition, Aviation Policy and Economics Researcher, 11, [“CRISIS IN THE SKY: THE CHALLENGES OF DEVELOPING A UNITED STATES   NATIONAL AVIATION POLICY,” Ph. D. Thesis, http://mss3.libraries.rutgers.edu/dlr/outputds.php?pid=rutgers-lib:31018&mime=application/pdf&ds=PDF-1] E. Liu
"We're in the process of developing a comprehensive NextGen environment and energy policy giving fairly equal treatment … to noise, air quality issues, climate change, energy, and water quality. We are doing that through our mutual FAA processes, but also in addition …we have Joint Planning Development Office that Congress established for NextGen pulling in other agencies and other folks outside the government; I think [this] offers additional, very helpful consultation and brain power."
Status quo solves – Karkkainen says that we’re overregulating, not underregulating, means nanobiotechnology will never get out of hand. 

Regulation of nanotech fails – 8 reasons

David Forrest, materials engineer at the Naval Surface Warfare Center in Bethesda, MD, President of the non-profit Institute for Molecular Manufacturing, and Senior Fellow, Standards, at the Foresight Institute, “Regulating Nanotechnology Development,” Foresight, March 23, 1989
But regulatory control has its share of problems as well: 1. In the appointments process the people best qualified to handle regulatory responsibilities are not always chosen. 2. Regulatory commissions often have an imbalanced representation of members with various backgrounds, talents, and outlook 3. The current mechanisms for public participation in the regulatory process result in low participation rates; this in turn results in a reduced range for ideas and information, and heavy domination of rulemaking and adjudicatory proceedings by the regulated industries 4. Commissions of co-equal members have difficulty making general policy rules, manage bureaucracies inefficiently, and don’t effectively coordinate their efforts with other regulatory agencies 5. Administrative procedures are slow and cumbersome 6. There is often redundancy of effort and lack of coordination between agencies with overlapping areas of jurisdiction 7. Because (a) regulators tend to be specialists in particular areas and (b) their time is often consumed with rulemaking, adjudications, and administrative tasks, regulators generally do not consider broad policy issues or the effects of new technology on future regulation 8. Mechanistic application of regulations by inspectors tends to alienate those who are fundamentally law-abiding and discourages cooperation; flexible enforcement (for example, disregarding trivial violations, or getting a firm to remedy an obvious hazard not covered in the regulations) vests an extraordinary degree of discretion in public officials, generates opportunities for bribery or favoritism, and provides agency critics with examples of overlooked violations. 
No impact - can't build the assemblers their evidence assumes – not chemically possible

Smalley 03 (Dr. Richard E., chem., physics prof @ Rice, Nobel Prize Winner, "Nanotech", Chemical and Engineering News, Dec. 1, v. 81 #48, p. http://pubs.acs.0rg/cen/coverstory/8148/8148counterpoint.html)

I am gratified that you appear to agree that the precision picking and placing of individual atoms through the use of "Smalley fingers" is an impossibility. If in fact you do agree with this statement, that is progress. In the infinity of all conceivable ideas for self-assemblers, we agree that at least this computer-controlled "Smalley finger" type of assembler tool will never work. I hope you will further agree that the same argument I used to show the infeasibility of tiny fingers placing one atom at a time applies also to placing larger, more complex building blocks. Since each incoming "reactive molecule" building block has multiple atoms to control during the reaction, even more fingers will be needed to make sure they do not go astray. Computer-controlled fingers will be too fat and too sticky to permit the requisite control. Fingers just can't do chemistry with the necessary finesse. Do you agree? So if the assembler doesn't use fingers, what does it use? In your letter you write that the assembler will use something "like enzymes and ribosomes." Fine, then I agree that at least now it can do precise chemistry. But where does the enzyme or ribosome entity come from in your vision of a self-replicating nanobot? Is there a living cell somewhere inside the nanobot that churns these out? There then must be liquid water present somewhere inside, and all the nutrients necessary for life. And now that we're thinking about it. how is it that the nanobot picks just the enzyme molecule it needs out of this cell, and how does it know just how to hold it and make sure it joins with the local region where the assembly is being done, in just the right fashion? How does the nanobot know when the enzyme is damaged and needs to be replaced? How does the nanobot do error detection and error correction? And what kind of chemistry can it do? Enzymes and ribosomes can only work in water, and therefore cannot build anything that is chemically unstable in water. Biology is wonderous in the vast diversity of what it can build, but it can't make a crystal of silicon, or steel, or copper, or aluminum, or titanium, or virtually any of the key materials on which modern technology is built. Without such materials, how is this self-replicating nanobot ever going to make a radio, or a laser, or an ultrafast memory, or virtually any other key component of modern technological society that isn't made of rock, wood, flesh, and bone? I can only guess that you imagine it is possible to make a molecular entity that has the superb, selective chemical-construction ability of an enzyme without the necessity of liquid water. If so, it would be helpful to all of us who take the nanobot assembler idea of "Engines of Creation" seriously if you would tell us more about this nonaqueous enzymelike chemistry. What liquid medium will you use? How are you going to replace the loss of the hydrophobic/hydrophilic, ion-solvating, hydrogen-bonding genius of water in orchestrating precise three-dimensional structures and membranes? Or do you really think it is possible to do enzymelike chemistry of arbitrary complexity with only dry surfaces and a vacuum? The central problem I see with the nanobot self-assembler then is primarily chemistry. If the nanobot is restricted to be a water-based life-form, since this is the only way its molecular assembly tools will work, then there is a long list of vulnerabilities and limitations to what it can do. If it is a non-water-based life-form, then there is a vast area of chemistry that has eluded us for centuries.  

Nanotech makes Utopia - laundry list

Marlow 04 (John Robert, nanotech expert, "NanoFAQ",

http://johmobertmarlow.corn/)
Nanites can be used to eliminate pollution, achieve a 100% recycling rate, repair the environment, and restore extinct species whose DNA survives. Nanites can provide enough food and clean water to support many times the earth's present population, and enough electrical power and other resources to raise the entire world to an American standard of living—with low to no pollution. "Nanocomputers" will be billions of times more powerful than today's best supercomputers, billions of times faster, and billions of times smaller. Nanites can employed to cure all known illnesses and genetic defects, to make space travel and colonization literally dirt-cheap, and to extend the human lifespan indefinitely. [2] 

Impact to Biodiversity is a myth
NPR, 7 (5/30/2007, Donald J. Dodds M.S. P.E., President of the North Pacific Research, “The Myth of Biodiversity,” northpacificresearch.com/downloads/The_myth_of_biodiversity.doc)

Biodiversity is a corner stone of the environmental movement. But there is no proof that biodiversity is important to the environment. Something without basis in scientific fact is called a Myth. Lets examine biodiversity through out the history of the earth. The earth has been a around for about 4 billion years. Life did not develop until about 500 million years later. Thus for the first 500 million years bio diversity was zero. The planet somehow survived this lack of biodiversity. For the next 3 billion years, the only life on the planet was microbial and not diverse. Thus, the first unexplainable fact is that the earth existed for 3.5 billion years, 87.5% of its existence, without biodiversity. Somewhere around 500 million years ago life began to diversify and multiple celled species appeared. Because these species were partially composed of sold material they left better geologic records, and the number of species and genera could be cataloged and counted. The number of genera on the planet is a indication of the biodiversity of the planet. Figure 1 is a plot of the number of genera on the planet over the last 550 million years. The little black line outside of the left edge of the graph is 10 million years. Notice the left end of this graph. Biodiversity has never been higher than it is today. 

Regulation Fails Ext

Regulation of nanotech isn’t theoretically possible

Drexler 86 (K. Eric, B.S. in Interdisciplinary Sciences in 1977, M.S. in 1979 in Astro/Aerospace Engineering, and PhD, all from MIT, “Engines of Creation”)

First, these technologies are less well-defined than nuclear weapons: because current nuclear technology demands certain isotopes of rare metals, it is distinct from other activities. It can be defined and (in principle) banned. But modern biochemistry leads in small steps to nanotechnology, and modern computer technology leads in small steps to AI. No line defines a natural stopping point. And since each small advance will bring medical, military, and economic benefits, how could we negotiate a worldwide agreement on where to stop? Second, these technologies are more potent than nuclear weapons; because reactors and weapons systems are fairly large, inspection could limit the size of a secret force and thus limit its strength. But dangerous replicators will be microscopic and AI software will be intangible. How could anyone be sure that some laboratory somewhere isn’t on the verge of a strategic breakthrough? In the long run, how could anyone even be sure that some hacker in a basement isn’t on the verge of a strategic breakthrough? Ordinary verification measures won’t work, and this makes negotiation and enforcement of a worldwide ban almost impossible. Pressure for the right kinds of international agreements will make our path safer, but agreements simply to suppress dangerous advances apparently won’t work. Again, local pressure must be part of a workable strategy. Global Suppression by Force If peaceful agreements won’t work, one might consider using military force to suppress dangerous advances. But because of verification problems, military pressure alone would not be enough. To suppress advances by force would instead require that one power conquer and occupy hostile powers armed with nuclear weapons – hardly a safe policy. Further, the conquering power would itself be a major technological force with massive military power and demonstrated willingness to use it. Could this power then be trusted to suppress its own advances? And even if so, could it be trusted to maintain unending, omnipresent vigilance over the whole world? If not, then threats will eventually emerge in secret, and in a world where open work on active shields has been prevented the likely result would be disaster.

Nanotech Good Ext

Nanotech solves species loss

Foresight Update 4, October 15,1988, http://wvw.foresight.org/Updates/Update04/Update04J.html, accessed 3/17/02

Nanotechnology will one day let us restore lands torn by industry and agriculture, but without this genetic information, today's species and ecosystems will be lost forever. The simplest way to preserve species is to preserve their habitats, but the immediate survival needs of nearby human populations often make this practically impossible. An alternate way to preserve endangered species was suggested in Eric Drexler's book Engines of Creation: preserving tissue samples in cryogenic storage. He pointed out that "preserving just tissue samples doesn't preserve the life of an animal or an ecosystem, but it does preserve the genetic heritage of the sampled species. We would be reckless if we failed to take out this insurance policy against the permanent loss of species. The prospect of cell repair machines thus affects our choices today." To pursue this option, the Foresight Institute is initiating the BioArchive Project. This project will coordinate existing field workers with existing cryopreservation facilities to collect and store samples from endangered animal and plant species, establishing a group of low-cost gene banks distributed around the U.S. and~ideally~the world. Since the rainforest environment of the Amazon River basin is both rich in species and under intense pressure from human populations, it is a natural focus for early efforts. We are fortunate that the task of freezing species samples was begun even before understanding of nanotechnology showed how thev could be restored. Germ cells of endangered species, along with other cells from common animals, are stored at liquid nitrogen temperatures at the Center for Reproduction of Endangered Species (CRES) at the San Diego Zoo. This effort focuses on freezing germ cells and embryos, since when warmed up they are often viable without the need for cell repair technology. The freezers containing these treasures have been labeled "Frozen Zoo: Twentieth Century Ark." Dr. Barbara Durrant told Update that "Right now the Frozen Zoo contains cells representing virtually every mammalian species on Earth. Mostly, these are blood and skin cells for chromosome studies that help us in making breeding decisions." Dr. Durrant explained that quite a few bird, reptile, and amphibian species were included, but no insects. FI's goal is to spread awareness of the long-term value of such samples, to establish multiple sites as backups in case of disaster, and to develop a collection program so broad that even the many unknown, unclassified species are included, besides the well-known larger animals. Seeds from today's plants are protected in seed banks, but again more sites are needed for redundancy's sake. We need to verify that storage is at sufficiently low temperatures, and that non-agricultural plants and even "weeds" are sampled. To ensure that ecosystems—not just individual species—can someday be restored, we will encourage sampling of the widest possible range of plants and animals in an endangered area. This can be done far less expensively if no effort is made to identify each species or to keep them separate. With future technology to sort out the sampled cells, present day techniques can be quick and crude: To sample rainforest trees, use a helicopter to drag a bucket-rake through canopy, then freeze the leaf fragments. To sample soil insects, use standard progressive-drying techniques on soil samples to drive them out for freezing. A variety of techniques used by ecologists to sample populations will be applicable. We will need to freeze only a small volume of material from each area this volume can be minimized (and costs reduced) by pulverizing and mixing samples before sending portions to each storage facility. To succeed, one need get only a few cells from each organism, and a cubic millimeter of tissue typically contains a million cells.

Nanotech will lead to immortality - solves aging and death

Keiper 03 (Adam, "The Nanotech revolution", Managing Editor, The New Atlantis,

Summer, http://www.thenewatlantis.eom/archive/2/keiperprint.htm)

And the respirocyte is among the simplest medical nanomachines imaginable. Others might be able to repair cells and fix damaged DNA; to remove toxins, clean out cholesterol, and eliminate scar tissue; to destroy cancer cells and fight countless diseases. And the same nanotechnology that keeps your body healthy can indefinitely stave off senescence. The process of aging. Drexler argued in Engines of Creation, is "fundamentally no different from any other physical disorder," so cell repairing nanomachines should, in theory, be able to halt aging or reverse it. You can pick the age you want to be—in fact, you can play mix and match: give yourself the distinguished hairline of a fifty-year-old, the sturdy frame of a thirty-year-old, the lusty libido of a twenty-year-old, and the keen eyesight of a ten-year-old. Even the Grim Reaper is in for tough times: Death may already be "slave to Fate, Chance, kings, and desperate men," but in the age of nanotechnology, Death will increasingly obey the whims of Tom, Dick, and Harry, too. Molecular machines will bridge the gap between living matter and nonliving matter, making the border between life and death much fuzzier. In the age of nanotechnology, a person might intentionally put himself into stasis, perhaps to "time travel" dreamlessly into the future, or to wait out a centuries-long interstellar voyage. Even today, hundreds of people of sufficient means are making plans to freeze themselves in hopes that nanotech will someday restore them; these people are willing to shell out big bucks to cryonics companies that promise to preserve their corpses, or some meaningful fraction thereof, until the prospect of reanimation becomes realistic. 

Nanotech can solve environmental destruction

Eric Drexler, professor of nanotechnology at Rice, and Chris Peterson, Unbounding the Future: The Nanotechnology Revolution, 1991, http://www.foresight.org/TJTF/Unbound_LBW/chapt_9.html, accessed 3/17/02 

Nanotechnology can help with the cleanup of these pollutants. Living organisms clean the environment when they can, by using molecular machinery to break down toxic materials. Systems built with nanotechnology will be able to do likewise, and to deal with compounds that aren't biodegradable. Alan Liss is director of research for Ecological Engineering Associates, a company that uses knowledge of how natural ecosystems function to address environmental problems such as wastewater treatment. He explains how cleanup could work: "The more we learn about the ecosystem the more we find that functions are managed by particular organisms or groups of organisms. Nanotech 'managers' might be able to step in when the' natural managers are not available, thereby having a particular ecological activity occur that otherwise wouldn't have happened. A nanotech manager might be used for remediation in a situation where toxicants have destroyed some key members of a particular ecosystem—some managerial microbes, for example. Once the needed activities are reinitiated, the living survivors of the stressed ecosystem can jump in and continue;. the ecosystem recovery effort."

AT: BioD

Diversity has minimal effect on ecosystems

Mokani et al 08-School of Botany and Zoology, The Australian National University, Canberra, ACT 0200, Australia (2008, Karel Mokany, Julian Ash and Stephen Roxburgh, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology 2008, 96, 884–893 - British Ecological Society CS)
In contrast, traditional measures of community diversity (i.e. richness, evenness, Simpson’s diversity) generally explained very little variation in ecosystem processes (Fig. 1; Table 2a,b). Of particular interest are the weak relationships between species richness and ecosystem processes. Species richness has been a core focus of most early studies examining the interaction between biodiversity and ecosystem processes, with much empirical research and mechanistic theory devoted to understanding how the number of species in a community may influence ecosystem processes (Schmid 2002; Hooper et al. 2005). The weak relationships we observed between richness and ecosystem processes suggest that the number of species present in a community is likely to have little direct impact on ecosystem processes, and that changes in the identity and abundance of the most dominant species will be of far greater importance.

Ecosystems are resilient – new peer-reviewed studies

McDermott 9 [“Good news: most ecosystems can recover in one lifetime from human induced or natural disturbance”, http://www.treehugger.com/files/2009/05/most-ecosystems-can-recover-from-disturbance-in-one-lifetime.php] 
There's a reason the phrase "let nature take its course" exists: New research done at the Yale University School of Forestry & Environmental Science reinforces the idea that ecosystems are quiet resilient and can rebound from pollution and environmental degradation. Published in the journal PLoS ONE, the study shows that most damaged ecosystems worldwide can recover within a single lifetime, if the source of pollution is removed and restoration work done: Forests Take Longest of Ecosystems Studied The analysis found that on average forest ecosystems can recover in 42 years, while in takes only about 10 years for the ocean bottom to recover. If an area has seen multiple, interactive disturbances, it can take on average 56 years for recovery. In general, most ecosystems take longer to recover from human-induced disturbances than from natural events, such as hurricanes. To reach these recovery averages, the researchers looked at data from peer-reviewed studies over the past 100 years on the rate of ecosystem recovery once the source of pollution was removed. Interestingly, the researchers found that it appears that the rate at which an ecosystem recovers may be independent of its degraded condition: Aquatic systems may recover more quickly than, say, a forest, because the species and organisms that live in that ecosystem turn over more rapidly than in the forest.
No impact to biodiversity loss - species and environments are adaptive 

Times 9 (“Experts say that Fears Surrounding Climate Change are overblown”, 6 November 2009, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/science/article6905082.ece, 

Alarming predictions that climate change will lead to the extinction of hundreds of species may be exaggerated, according to Oxford scientists. They say that many biodiversity forecasts have not taken into account the complexities of the landscape and frequently underestimate the ability of plants and animals to adapt to changes in their environment. “The evidence of climate change-driven extinctions have really been overplayed,” said Professor Kathy Willis, a long-term ecologist at the University of Oxford and lead author of the article. Professor Willis warned that alarmist reports were leading to ill-founded biodiversity policies in government and some major conservation groups. She said that climate change has become a “buzz word” that is taking priority while, in practice, changes in human use of land have a greater impact on the survival of species. “I’m certainly not a climate change denier, far from it, but we have to have sound policies for managing our ecosystems,” she said. The International Union for the Conservation of Nature backed the article, saying that climate change is “far from the number-one threat” to the survival of most species. “There are so many other immediate threats that, by the time climate change really kicks in, many species will not exist anymore,” said Jean Christophe Vie, deputy head of the IUCN species program, which is responsible for compiling the international Redlist of endangered species. He listed hunting, overfishing, and destruction of habitat by humans as more critical for the majority of species. However, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds disagreed, saying that climate change was the single biggest threat to biodiversity on the planet. “There’s an absolutely undeniable affect that’s happening now,” said John Clare, an RSPB spokesman. “There have been huge declines in British sea birds.” The article, published today in the journal Science, reviews recent research on climate change and biodiversity, arguing that many simulations are not sufficiently detailed to give accurate predictions. In particular, the landscape is often described at very low resolution, not taking into account finer variations in vegetation and altitude that are vital predictors for biodiversity. In one analysis of the likelihood of survival of alpine plant species in the Swiss Alps, the landscape was depicted with a 16km by 16km (10 miles by 10 miles) grid scale. This model predicted that all suitable habitats for alpine plants would have disappeared by the end of the century. When the simulation was repeated with a 25m by 25m (82ft by 82ft) scale, the model predicted that areas of suitable habitat would remain for all plant species. The article suggests that migration to new regions and changes in living patterns of species would take place but that actual extinction would be rare. Other studies comparing predictions of extinction rates with actual extinction rates have come to similar conclusions. According to a high-profile paper published in the journal Nature in 2004, up to 35 per cent of bird species would be extinct by 2050 due to changes in climate. To be on track to meet this figure, Professor Keith Bennett, head of geography at Queen’s University Belfast, calculated that about 36 species would have to have become extinct each year between 2004 and 2008. In reality, three species of bird became extinct. He said that many species are far more versatile than some prediction models give them credit for. “If it gets a couple of degrees warmer than they’re comfortable with, they don’t just die, they move,” he said.

***RUSSIA***

Frontline
No International partnerships

Checchio, Vice President, Legislation Affairs, Mid-Atlantic Aviation Coalition, Aviation Policy and Economics Researcher, 11
Robert A Checchio, Vice President, Legislation Affairs, Mid-Atlantic Aviation Coalition, Aviation Policy and Economics Researcher, 11, [“CRISIS IN THE SKY: THE CHALLENGES OF DEVELOPING A UNITED STATES   NATIONAL AVIATION POLICY,” Ph. D. Thesis, http://mss3.libraries.rutgers.edu/dlr/outputds.php?pid=rutgers-lib:31018&mime=application/pdf&ds=PDF-1] E. Liu

Airline advocates noted the federal government's attitude towards international partnerships as a stumbling block to developing rational aviation policy. Airline advocates see the ability of airlines to join with overseas partners as an important way to leverage air travel systems in other countries, particularly in Europe. Alliances and antitrust immunity were noted as "one of the few ways that the carriers can cope with the question of the limitations of the United States...", giving them "an opportunity to leverage their system with a competitor‘s system in another part of the world, getting benefits from both parties in the United States and over there." Congress, however, has raised concerns about potential violations of U.S. antitrust laws for which the airlines have been granted immunity in the past. This worries the airlines, since a key part of making international partnerships effectively serve both parties is the ability to make long-range commitments. According to the International Air Transport Association, the lead-time on purchasing a new airliner exceeds two years.87 Yet, the Department of Transportation is apparently considering implementing a new policy reviewing international alliances and antitrust immunity as often as every two years. As an airline sector participant put it, "The Department of Transportation has the authority [to exempt airlines from antitrust laws] and yet now we‘ve got people talking about revoking or changing that authority and having these things reviewed every two years or five years or making it impossible to really make a serious long-term and commitment to these kind of things. … It makes little or no sense, and yet that‘s the kind of direction that we seem to be headed in." 

Can’t solve – Holtsmark is in the context of cooperation of the ARCTIC, not airspace. 

Status quo solves – current cooperation.

Deborah Circelli, education writer for the News Journal, “Seminar at Embry-Riddle focuses on U.S.-Europe air traffic control,” The Daytona Beach News Journal, 6/26/2012, http://www.news-journalonline.com/news/local/east-volusia/2012/06/26/seminar-at-embry-riddle-focuses-on-us-europe-air-traffic-control.html
DAYTONA BEACH -- Educators and business leaders from nine countries are at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University this week sharing ideas on how to improve air traffic control in the United States and Europe.  The first International Conference for Interdisciplinary Science for Air Traffic Management is meeting through Wednesday and includes researchers from the United States, Canada, France, Great Britain, India, Japan, Netherlands, Spain and Thailand.  Thirty-six people are attending the conference on the Daytona Beach campus in the Willie Miller Instructional Center that involves gathering theories to share about developing an entirely new air traffic control system intended to increase safety, efficiency and capacity.  In the United States, the new system is called NextGen -- the Next Generation Air Transportation System, which is being implemented in phases by 2025 and will transform an antiquated 1950s ground-based radar system to a satellite-based surveillance and navigation system.  Europe, which has representatives on a U.S. advisory committee, is developing a similar system anticipated to be completed by 2020. The U.S. and Europe are working together to properly connect the two systems to ensure when pilots fly from one country to another the communication and technology are consistent.

Alt causes damaging Russian relations – WTO, BMD, trade ties, and nukes

Charap 11
Samuel Charap, Associate Director for Russia and Eurasia and a member of the National Security and International Policy team at the Center for American Progress, interview with Rianovosti, a Russian news agency, “U.S.-Russian relations: The reset process may not be irreversible,” 3/11/11, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110311/162949812.html
I don’t think Vice President Joe Biden’s visit was at all connected to the upcoming presidential elections in the United States. But the fact that he met with both members of the Russian governing tandem in Moscow indicates that the United States is ready to cooperate with either man after the elections, whoever the Russians elect. In my opinion, domestic political processes and election results in Russia and the United States could influence the relationship. If the current presidents are re-elected, the elections’ outcome will not influence it, but internal political tensions during the election period sometimes affect a country’s foreign policy actions… As for the most promising areas of U.S.-Russian relations, bilateral cooperation is possible in many spheres, from economic development to strategic nuclear weapons. The immediate issues on their agenda include Russia’s accession to the World Trade Organization, cooperation on ballistic missile defense, and developing trade and economic ties.  I am not sure that we have entered a phase of bilateral relations where the current positive atmosphere could be said to be irreversible. In my opinion, we have not yet disarmed all the time bombs that still threaten to take our relations back to where they were 2.5 years ago. I think that, unfortunately, should certain circumstances arise, this process could be reversed. 

No arctic war – international law and cooperation check 

Dominick Zimmermann, International Law Observer, 2009.  “Arctic Ownership and the U.S. Approach to the Law of the Sea,” http://internationallawobserver.eu/2009/03/02/arctic-ownership-and-the-us-approach-to-the-law-of-the-sea/

But could the US’s approach turn due to the fact that more and more States are referring to and seemingly relying on various judicial dispute settlement mechanisms, and the ITLOS in particular, as a tool to deal with conflicts regarding the Arctic area? A couple of days ago during a meeting with his Danish counterpart, the Russian Foreign Minister stated that ”all problems in the Arctic, including climate change and reducing ice cover, can successfully be considered and resolved within specially created international organisations such as the Arctic Council”. He further stated that “as for possible disputed issues, we call for resolving them on the basis of the international law and through existing mechanisms of the law of the sea”. The Danish Foreign Minister Per Stig Moller said that his government agreed cooperation was the best way to solve disputes and that “international law should be used if there are contradicting claims from different states.” Hence it seems as if the US in the near future could be faced with the decision between trying to pursue its interests in the Arctic area in a predictable legal framework accepted by other Arctic States and the interest to stay out of the jurisdiction of international judicial bodies.  Of course, it should be remembered that UNCLOS is not the only legal mechanism that comes to mind as a tool to help peacefully settle potential disputes in the Arctic. As becomes clear from the above cited provision of UNLOS, e.g. the ICJ could just as easily be called upon to rule on a dispute involving the law of the sea, if the parties to a dispute prefer this body over ITLOS. But the advantage of UNCLOS is that it provides a predictable and stable legal framework that might just be what is needed in view of the growing importance of the seas and deep sea bed.

No ATM

ATM Transparency bad – degrades national security.

Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director for Technology and Public Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Witkowsky 04 
James A. Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director for Technology and Public Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Anne Witkowsky, senior fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program, 4-04, [“TRANSFORMING AIR TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT,” CSIS, csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/040501_air_traffic_management.pdf] E. Liu
Another set of security concerns relates to military operations. Ironically, while transparency could increase homeland security, it might also degrade national security by exposing military operations to greater scrutiny, if the proper safeguards are not or cannot be built into the system. The global operations of the U.S. military could be compromised by more transparent, situationally aware conditions. Other nations will also not appreciate transparency in their military air operations—for example, China treats military flight information as a “state secret,” with penalties for disclosure. Reviewing the U.S. Air Force (USAF) record in keeping pace with evolutionary civilian ATM modernization, the Air Force Scientific Advisory Board (AFSAB) suggested that, “High priority military programs compete for limited funds. In the past we have resisted or ignored similar challenges until the threat of airspace exclusion or an accident involving loss of life forced an emergency reaction equipping essential aircraft.”38 Moreover, the military will have to develop contingency plans to operate stealthy aircraft in a system designed to create transparency in the skies. “It is unlikely that all USAF combat aircraft can comply with all future international regulations,” the AFSAB noted, “It will be necessary to conduct some ‘fighter drag’ operations in which combat aircraft are accompanied by [global air traffic management system]–qualified aircraft. There will be emergency situations where aircraft proceed with ‘due regard.’” 

Too complicated to get to global coordination

Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director for Technology and Public Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Witkowsky 04 
James A. Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director for Technology and Public Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Anne Witkowsky, senior fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program, 4-04, [“TRANSFORMING AIR TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT,” CSIS, csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/040501_air_traffic_management.pdf] E. Liu
A new ATM architecture based on technologies that expand situational awareness and increase capacity will require a greater degree of political coordination among nations, which will be difficult to achieve and which historically has been absent from the ATM arena. Moving from a fragmented, ground-based system that closely tracks sovereign national borders to a “seamless” and “global” system will create a new set of political and operational challenges. Among them, use of new satellite and information technologies will increase situational awareness for flight, increasing capacity and safety, but it also raises challenges for cross-border coordination and sovereignty that are much greater than today—a seamless global network would result in more widely available integrated information for commercial, military, and private flights. As other countries begin to modernize and consolidate their management of air traffic, the United States faces some difficult choices in technology, organization, and international cooperation for the twenty-first century. New ATM systems will raise a series of questions for public policy. Are the right mechanisms in place internationally to ensure the development and implementation of compatible systems? What are the issues for countries that have air traffic control managed by military organizations or managed jointly between civilian and military organizational entities? How will an informationrich, highly automated environment affect the respective roles of controllers, pilots, and planners? What security elements should be built into new systems? What is needed to ensure a smooth transition from legacy architectures? 

No cooperation – Security concerns

Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director for Technology and Public Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Witkowsky 04 
James A. Lewis, Senior Fellow and Director for Technology and Public Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Anne Witkowsky, senior fellow with the CSIS Technology and Public Policy Program, 4-04, [“TRANSFORMING AIR TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT,” CSIS, csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/040501_air_traffic_management.pdf] E. Liu
Increasingly, in the post-9/11 environment security has become an important dimension of ATM. Although specific solutions are under more immediate consideration (e.g., surface-to-air missiles at key airports), there is some argument for also looking at a network-centric, information-managed future where a broad community can share information to understand threats and adaptively respond to those threats when they present themselves. However, that too raises questions about what kind of information should be shared across national boundaries and across civilian and military operations. This in turn raises questions about cooperation among the civilian, military, and security officials within nations and across borders, as well as the means by which one integrates the information that must flow across these lines. 

AT: Russian Relations Ext

Russian relations resilient – relationship defined by divergent cycles

Fenenko 11 (6/21/11, Alexei, leading researcher at the Russian Academy of Sciences' Institute for International Security, “The Cyclical Nature of Russian-American Relations,” http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20110621/164739508.html)

There is nothing special or unusual about the current difficulties. Over the past twenty years, both Russia and the United States have experienced several cycles of convergence and divergence in their bilateral relations. It seems that Moscow and Washington are doomed to repeat these cycles time and again. Such changes in bilateral relations are no mere coincidence. Russia and the United States base their relations on mutual nuclear deterrence. The material and technical foundations for Russian-American relations differ little from those underpinning the Soviet-American relations of the 1980s. Thus, these cycles of Russian-American rapprochement are due to two factors. First comes the desire to consistently reduce aging nuclear systems so that during disarmament neither party risked destroying the military-strategic parity. Second, the reaction to a major military-political crisis after which the parties seek to reduce confrontation and update the rules of conduct in the military-political sphere. After confronting these tasks, Russia and the United States returned to a state of low intensity confrontation. The first rapprochement cycle was observed in the early 1990s. Yeltsin’s government needed U.S. support in recognizing Russia within the 1991 borders of the RSFSR. Boris Yeltsin also needed U.S. assistance in addressing the problem of the Soviet “nuclear legacy” and taking on the Supreme Council. The administrations of George Bush Senior and Bill Clinton were willing to help the Kremlin solve these problems. However, the Americans demanded major strategic concessions from Russia in return, outlined in START-III: making the elimination of heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles a priority. The parties reached an unofficial compromise: U.S. recognition of the Russian leadership in exchange for the rapid decrease in Russia’s strategic nuclear forces (SNF). However, the stronger Russian state institutions became, the weaker the impetus to the rapprochement. In autumn 1994, Russia refused to ratify the original version of START-II and declared NATO’s eastward expansion unacceptable. The United States adopted the concept of “mutually assured safety” (January 1995) under which Russia’s democratic reforms qualified as inseparable from continued armament reduction. The “Overview of U.S. nuclear policy” in 1994 also confirmed that America deemed Russian strategic nuclear forces a priority threat. The crises that unfolded during the late 1990s in Iran and Yugoslavia were, like NATO expansion, the logical results of a restoration of the old approach to Soviet-American relations. It was actually the events of 1994, not 2000, that in fact predetermined the subsequent development of Russian-American relations. The second cycle of Russian-American rapprochement was also rooted in strategic considerations. In 2000 START-II and the ABM Treaty collapsed. Both Washington and Moscow were faced with the problem of their agreed decommissioning of nuclear systems dating back to the 1970s. These events pushed presidents Vladimir Putin and George W. Bush to reach a strategic compromise at a meeting in Crawford (12 November 2001). The United States agreed to sign a new Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), and Russia did not object to Washington’s withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. Instead of the ABM Treaty, the parties signed the Moscow Declaration on May 24, 2002, under which the United States pledged to consult with Russia on all issues pertaining to missile defense deployment. However, after the “compromise at Crawford,” the agenda for Russian-American rapprochement was exhausted. The disputes between Moscow and Washington over Iraq, Iran, Georgia, Ukraine and Beslan, which had been gathering steam since 2003, necessitated a return to the traditional format for Russian-American relations. At the Bratislava meeting (February 24, 2005) President Vladimir Putin refused to accept George W. Bush’s suggestion of including issues of fissile material safety in the agenda. Since then, the “rapprochement” between Russia and the U.S. has reached a dead end, including at the official level. 

No accidental war – US-Russian relations don’t affect launch on warning systems

Ryabikhin et. al. 09 (June 2009, Dr. Leonid Ryabikhin (Executive Secretary, Committee of Scientist for Global Security and Arms Control; Senior Fellow, East West Institute) Viktor Koltunov (Deputy Director, Institute for Strategic Stability of Rosatom), Dr. Eugene Miasnikov ( Senior Research Scientist, Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies), “De-alerting: Decreasing the Operational Readiness of Strategic Nuclear Forces*” http://www.ewi.info/system/files/RyabikhinKoltunovMiasnikov.pdf)

Why did this happen? Why do the major nuclear powers constantly vote against such resolutions or abstain from voting? The United States Representative on behalf of the U.S., France and UK stated in the First Committee of the UNGA on October 29, 2008 that the Resolution is unacceptable to these three states because they disagree with the Resolution's main contention that the maintenance of nuclear weapons system at a high level of readiness increases the risk of the use of such weapons, including the unauthorized, unintentional or accidental use. "The alert postures that we are in today are appropriate, given our strategy and guidance and policy," Air Force Gen. Kevin Chilton, who heads U.S. Strategic Command, said recently. 2 It is known that Russian and US strategic nuclear forces are able to conduct three types of combat operations: preventive (first) strike; “launch on warning” strike; and retaliatory strike. During the Cold War both states considered the “launch on warning” to be the major concept of deterrence strategy. This concept has defined the necessity to maintain nuclear forces at the highest level of operational readiness. In spite of deep changes in US-Russia relations “launch on warning” continues to be the basis for nuclear doctrines of both states. Adherence to the “launch on warning” concept is more important for Russia than for the U.S. because Russian strategic nuclear potential is based mostly in ground-launched ICBM in silos. Silo-based ICBMs sites are well known and vulnerable against not only the ICBM attack but also against precision guided missiles including cruise missiles attack. The U.S. has a more powerful SLBM arsenal, which is less vulnerable against first strike. Russia also has ground mobile ICBM systems which theoretically have a higher degree of survivability by maintaining the continuous random movement within the positioning area. However in reality ICBM ground mobile systems mostly stay in the stationary shelters, thus increasing the probability to be destroyed by a surprise attack. 

AT: Arctic War Ext
Cooperation outweighs conflict

David Speedie, Senior Fellow at the Carnegie Council and Director of the Council's new program on U.S. Global Engagement, December 2009.  “US – Russia Relations and the Arctic,” http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0038.html

On the whole, we may see a "glass half-full" prognosis for this critical region, with the balance tipping in favor of cooperation rather than competition. Byers describes a "web of international law that extends across the Arctic," and which even extends to a joint U.S.-Russia notification agreement on military flyovers. More generically, the 1996 Arctic Council has "institutionalized cooperation" on non-military (especially environmental) matters among the eight Arctic countries"—a lesson, perhaps, not to be lost in Copenhagen.

Their ev assumes cold war mindset – climate change ensures cooperation

Michael Byers, Canada Research Chair  in Global Politics and International Law at the Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia, December 2009.  “Cold Peace: International Cooperation Takes Hold in the Arctic,” http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0040.html

The Arctic, located directly between the United States and the Soviet Union, was on the front lines of the Cold War. Nuclear submarines prowled the Arctic Ocean while long-range bombers circled overhead. Many runways and radar stations were built, along with underwater acoustic sensors for detecting the submarines.  A more cooperative approach has emerged since 1990, when the United States and the Soviet Union agreed on the location of their maritime boundary in the Bering Strait and Chukchi Sea. In 1996, the creation of the Arctic Council institutionalized cooperation on nonmilitary matters among the eight Arctic countries: Russia, the United States (Alaska), Canada, Denmark (Greenland), Norway, Iceland, Sweden, and Finland.  In the past decade, the cooperation has intensified because of climate change, which is melting the Arctic sea ice, opening new shipping routes, and facilitating access to oil and gas. As a result, existing and potential maritime boundary disputes have acquired new relevance. In May 2008, the five countries that border on the Arctic Ocean (Russia, the United States, Canada, Denmark, and Norway) adopted the Ilulissat Declaration, in which they reaffirmed their commitment to working within an existing framework of international law to delimit their respective areas of jurisdiction over the seabed.

International law checks***

Michael Byers, Canada Research Chair  in Global Politics and International Law at the Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia, December 2009.  “Cold Peace: International Cooperation Takes Hold in the Arctic,” http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0040.html

Much of the cooperation is based on the sovereign rights that Arctic countries hold over their territories, adjoining waters, and continental shelf. This should come as no surprise, for the international legal system is the result of centuries of cooperation between sovereigns, as countries defined the boundaries between their respective jurisdictions and worked together in pursuit of common goals. In the Arctic, sovereign rights can facilitate cooperation by providing clear jurisdiction for regulating shipping and the extraction of natural resources, and for guarding against nonstate security threats.  Thanks to international law, there is no race for Arctic resources. Nor is there any appetite for military confrontation. The Arctic, instead, has become a zone of quiet cooperation, as countries work together to map the seabed, protect the environment, and guard against new, non-state security threats.

***UAVS***

Frontline

Non unique – Colorado just had a gigantic forest fire, no reason pyroterrorism would be any worse. 

Moose only assumes normal forest fires – if pyroterrorists are as scary as their hack professor claims, they’ll need a specific solvency card. 
No impact – Bendle assumes Australian bushfire – there’s no way fires in the US would spread and destroy the entire country. 
***SOLVENCY*** 

Frontline

Internal and external governance issues block NextGen implementation
Goldsmith, Daniel Paul Professor of the Practice of Government and the Director of the Innovations in American Government Program at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government. Stephen is also the Chair of the Corporation for National and Community Service, et al., 10
Stephen Goldsmith, Daniel Paul Professor of the Practice of Government and the Director of the Innovations in American Government Program at Harvard's Kennedy School of Government. Stephen is also the Chair of the Corporation for National and Community Service, et al., Zachary Tumin, Fred Messina, Booz Allen Hamilton, 3-10, [“Assuring the Transition to the Next Generation Air Transportation System A New Strategy for Networked Governance,” Findings and Discoveries of the Executive Session on the Next Generation Air Transportation System, www.ash.harvard.edu/extension/ash/docs/nextgen.pdf] E. Liu
The issues of governance loom large for NextGen, in both expected and unexpected ways. As with any government-involved initiative, questions arise for NextGen, including determining levels and concentrations of authority within FAA; achieving unambiguous lines of report and charters; and distributing or acquiring powers to bind, commit, and ultimately lead. Ultimately, such gaps do slow decision making or make mandates fuzzy, frustrating government and industry executives alike. Remedies ultimately involve straightening lines of report, clarifying duties, empowering those tasked to do certain work to accomplish the mission, and performing other bureaucratic housekeeping. They often lead to calls for strong and decisive—even somewhat autocratic—leaders. The solutions proposed for NextGen are no exception. What is characteristic of these moves is this: they are predicated on the belief that much that impedes NextGen from delivering needed external transformations can be addressed by remedying FAA’s internal governance arrangements. It is true that NextGen might improve its overall performance by making its operations more efficient for necessary decision making, policy redesign, financing and acquisition, and other deliverables. The roundtable, however, produced the notable discovery that the conundrum, challenges, and obstacles of the NextGen external environment will not likely be solved by fixing internal NextGen governance alone. Essential as the internal moves are for improved performance, the meeting also found that solving all the external challenges—from financing and incentivizing, to proving and documenting, to rescripting procedures and flight paths, to gaining political support and new user buy-in—represented a set of capacities that few could easily envision any one group possessing or able to deliver alone. Indeed, solving any one of these problems has proved difficult; solving them altogether and at once appears practically impossible—even with a strong hierarchy; charters and authorities; and clear, unambiguous internal governance.

Airlines won’t adopt NextGen – Fears of competition, free riding, and near term benefits

bin Salam, Fellow, Eno Center for Transportation, 12
Sakib bin Salam, Fellow, Eno Center for Transportation, 4-12, [“NextGen Aligning Costs, Benefits and Political Leadership,” Eno Center for Transportation Policy, https://www.enotrans.org/store/research-papers/nextgen-aligning-costs-benefits-and-political-leadership] E. Liu
Most US operators have been less than enthusiastic about paying for NextGen equipage because the technology does not provide benefits unless the infrastructure and ATC procedures are in place to use it. Investing in new technology for which the infrastructure is not yet in place poses a significant financial risk operators are not incentivized to bear. Equipage is at a standstill due to concerns of rapid technological obsolescence and uncertainty. “If I go first, I’ll have to bear the cost of updating the software, and when NextGen is turned on, I’ll have the oldest, most obsolete systems out there”,34 is an oft-expressed concern, according to Russell Chew of Nexa Capital, a private financing firm for NextGen equipage. Operators have also expressed concerns regarding the lack of control over benefits arising from NextGen, which can only be reaped if a majority of operators decide to equip. If only some operators equip, that may lead to freeriding by other operators. 

No Adoption EXT

Delays and cost means nobody believes in the FAA

bin Salam, Fellow, Eno Center for Transportation, 12
Sakib bin Salam, Fellow, Eno Center for Transportation, 4-12, [“NextGen Aligning Costs, Benefits and Political Leadership,” Eno Center for Transportation Policy, https://www.enotrans.org/store/research-papers/nextgen-aligning-costs-benefits-and-political-leadership] E. Liu
Secondly, there are doubts about costs and the FAA’s ability to deliver technology solutions of this magnitude. In the early 1980s, aviation modernization projects were projected to cost $12 billion and be ready in 10 years. NextGen infrastructure and equipage is now estimated to cost about $40 billion with expected completion by 2025.1 Testimony by the US Department of Transportation Inspector General and a recent report by the Government Accountability Office (GAO) have pointed out cost overruns and delays in several NextGen programs. This continued uncertainty regarding the total infrastructure and equipage cost figure of NextGen has planted seeds of doubt amongst stakeholders and potential NextGen beneficiaries. 

Won’t adopt - 

bin Salam, Fellow, Eno Center for Transportation, 12
Sakib bin Salam, Fellow, Eno Center for Transportation, 4-12, [“NextGen Aligning Costs, Benefits and Political Leadership,” Eno Center for Transportation Policy, https://www.enotrans.org/store/research-papers/nextgen-aligning-costs-benefits-and-political-leadership] E. Liu
In order for NextGen to succeed, there must be greater certainty about potential benefits and costs. In the highly competitive low profit-margin airline industry, few want to take on the burden of paying for something that spreads speculative benefits so widely. It will also be essential to have a mechanism that raises sufficient capital for NextGen infrastructure in a transparent and equitable manner, while imposing minimal burdens on those who pay for it. Without a sustainable, stable, and reliable strategy for both continued infrastructural improvements and incentives for equipage, there is no guarantee that NextGen can be implemented in a timely and cost-effective manner. Without strong political leadership, a clear and unbiased delineation of costs and benefits, a transparent source of funds, and incentives for operators to equip, it is unlikely that NextGen benefits can be delivered in a timely manner if at all. 

Spending DA Link

NextGen requires breaking discretionary budget caps

Deloitte, 12
Deloitte, the brand under which tens of thousands of dedicated professionals in independent firms throughout the world collaborate to provide audit, consulting, financial advisory, risk management and tax services to selected clients. These firms are members of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited (DTTL), 6-13-12, [“Transforming the Air Transportation System A business case for program acceleration,” www.deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitedStates/Local%2520Assets/Documents/AD/us_ad_Transforming_ATS_06132011.pdf] E. Liu
First, under the acceleration scenario, the study assumes that funding for the multibillion dollar NextGen program will be increased . Accelerating the program would require substantial annual increases by pulling forward funding intended to be spent for the 2021–2025 budget years . If the relevant constituents support acceleration of NextGen, this action would likely require an exemption from the president’s five-year budget freeze for the discretionary civil budget .

NEXTGEN AFF CARDS

NextGen solves interagency coordination. 

Cox et al., 12
Vicki Cox, Senior Vice President, NextGen, et al., lots of people in the FAA, DoD, NASA, and other, 3-15-12, [“Next Generation Air Transportation System Unmanned Aircraft Systems Research, Development and Demonstration Roadmap,” Joint Planning and Development Office,  http://www.jpdo.gov/library/20120315_UAS%20RDandD%20Roadmap.pdf] E. Liu
Interagency coordination and collaboration is challenging. Differences in terminology, priorities, and culture must be identified and dealt with in order to identify true linkages. This requires a significant investment of manpower and support at the program level. Senior leadership at each NextGen partner agency committed these resources to the effort of producing the UAS Roadmap. The outcome of that commitment was the development of a process by which the partner agencies can coordinate their research to maximize the return on investment dollars for UAS R&D, while also coordinating with the FAA to ensure that research products developed address the FAA’s needs in order to accomplish full integration of UAS operations in NextGen. The process to date has enabled the partner agencies to identify the most critical R&D challenges that must be addressed to accomplish UAS operation in NextGen, to match existing and planned partner agency R&D against those R&D challenges, and to begin to map the challenges identified from an R&D performer perspective against the FAA’s needs as a user of the outcomes of that R&D. The next steps in this process will enable identification of gaps in current and planned agency R&D plans that must be addressed to deliver the information needed by the FAA for crucial UAS integration decisions, and will enable development of an approach leveraging the work of all partner agencies toward the most timely and efficient delivery of needed information to the FAA. 
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