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A2: New Iraq Advantages



1NC No Terrorism

Drone strikes have punked Al Qaeda. They can’t pull off big attacks.

Eurasia Review, 2 – 10  (“Analysis Of Al Qaeda's Current Strength And Leadership”, http://www.eurasiareview.com/2010/02/31700-analysis-of-al-qaedas-current.html)

Due in large part to the actions of the U.S. government, “corporate” Al Qaeda, reportedly located in Pakistan, is under tremendous pressure. U.S. military and intelligence operations appear to have degraded the core’s capacity for conducting large catastrophic operations similar to the attacks of September 11, 2001.  During the 2009 Annual Threat Assessment hearing in front of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, Dennis C. Blair, Director of National Intelligence (DNI) stated that Al Qaeda “today is less capable and effective than it was a year ago.”4 At the time many analysts suggested this lack of corporate Al Qaeda planning and operational execution capability was due to the significant leadership losses the movement has suffered during the past 24 months. The Obama Administration launched a total of 39 missile strikes from drone aircraft into Pakistan from the beginning of 2009 until the end of September; the Bush Administration launched 36 such strikes in 2008.5 Those attacks killed 13 senior Al Qaeda leaders, including Khalid Habib, Abu Laith al Libi, Abu Khabab al-Masri, and Usama al-Kini.6  According to DNI Blair, the loss of so many top commanders in such a short period has made it difficult for the organization to find replacements with equal levels of operational experience.

Al Qaeda has massive money problems. They’re unable to attack or train new operatives.

Daily Telegraph, 10 – 14 (David Blair, Diplomatic Editor, “Al-Qaeda in retreat as cash stops flowing”, 2009, L/N)
AL-QAEDA has been forced into retreat as the flow of funds to the terrorist network is steadily choked off, a senior American official said on Tuesday.  In the first half of this year, al-Qaeda's core leadership was compelled to make four public appeals for cash, complaining in one case of a "weakness in operations because of lack of money''. Part of the reason for this is that some funding is believed to have gone to the Taliban instead.  This financial squeeze has compounded the problems faced by "core al-Qaeda''. Highly effective attacks launched by American Predator drones have eliminated a raft of its most able leaders. Experts believe that Osama bin Laden's network is under immense pressure inside its last redoubts in the Tribal Areas lining Pakistan's north-west frontier.  David Cohen, the assistant secretary at the US Treasury responsible for countering terrorist finance, said that al-Qaeda's recent appeal for funds showed its "financial predicament''.  He added: "We assess that al-Qaeda is in its weakest financial condition in several years, and that, as a result, its influence is waning. This success is important. It is a sign that we are moving in the right direction.''  America and its allies have taken increasingly sophisticated steps to choke the movement of funds to all terrorist groups, principally by freezing assets belonging to "designated'' individuals, banks and companies.  Traditionally, al-Qaeda's money has tended to come from the  Gulf kingdoms, but there is evidence that this flow is being blocked.  Carrying out terrorist attacks is relatively cheap - the bombing of the London Underground on 7 July 2005 probably cost only pounds 8,000 - but al-Qaeda also needs cash to train new operatives and buy the safety of its leading figures in the Tribal Areas. Without these funds, its ability to operate is severely constrained. Meanwhile, the drone strikes  are taking a steady toll of "core al-Qaeda''. Pakistani authorities calculate that 14 al-Qaeda figures died in 60 American drone attacks in the Tribal Areas between January, 2006, and April this year.  Those left are forced to concentrate on securing their own safety and hunting down informers, rather than planning attacks. "Operationally, it does look increasingly difficult for them to hold together as a coherent, disciplined terrorist group,'' said Paul Cornish, the head of international security at the Chatham House think tank.  Al-Qaeda probably isn't the great demon that it once used to be, although there's still a serious threat. They keep getting punched again and again and they can't go on like this.''  A British official said that al-Qaeda's capabilities had been reduced. "AQ seem less able to plan and implement an overseas attack in Europe, partly to do with funding and partly to do with the impact of Predator drone strikes,'' he said.  The elimination of key leaders was having an impact. The loss of "credible go-betweens'' who liaised between core al-Qaeda and new recruits or affiliated terrorist groups had imposed "severe operational difficulties''.

Muslim backlash is damaging their ability to operate. 

Kellerhals 12 –11 (Merle David, Staff, Washington File, State Department Documents and Publications, “U.S. Says al-Qaida Has Been Degraded, but Is Still a Threat”, 2009, L/N)

The terrorist group al-Qaida remains a significant security threat to the United States but is finding it tougher to raise money, train new recruits and plan attacks outside of South Asia, says the U.S. coordinator for counterterrorism.  "The group is under severe pressure in Pakistan and Afghanistan, where the [United States] and its allies have succeeded in severely degrading its operational leadership," Ambassador Daniel Benjamin said.  In addition to these setbacks, al-Qaida has not been successful in carrying out attacks that would disrupt governments in the Arab world, which has been a long-term focus of the group, Benjamin said December 9 during a Jamestown Foundation conference on terrorism held in Washington. The terrorist group long has sought to mobilize the masses in the Arab world in an effort to establish Islamic emirates throughout the region, he said.  However, indiscriminate targeting of Muslim civilians in Iraq and Pakistan has alienated many who had previously been sympathetic to al-Qaida's larger aspirations, Benjamin added.  "The result has been both popular disaffection and a backlash from clerics in Muslim countries who have issued fatwas (religious edicts) against the killing of other Muslims, notably in Iraq," Benjamin said. In addition, al-Qaida's ideological hard line has alienated more pragmatic organizations and individuals who might previously have been receptive to insurgency, he said.  Denunciations of al-Qaida by clerics have damaged the group's attempts to claim any religious legitimacy and called into question the proper use of violence, especially in countries where there is no overt military action, he said. Finally, al-Qaida and its affiliated groups have become increasingly vague about who their enemy is, which has caused confusion among insurgent groups about their strategic direction, he added.
They won't attack the US because we're in Iraq.

Slate ‘9  (Timothy Noah, “Why No More 9/11s?” 3-5, L/N)
The 9/11 attacks led to a U.S. invasion of Afghanistan, whose Taliban regime was sheltering al-Qaida. That made sense. Then it led to a U.S. invasion of Iraq. That made no sense. The Bush administration claimed that Iraq's Saddam Hussein had close ties to al-Qaida. This was based on:  a) allegations made by an American Enterprise Institute scholar named Laurie Mylroie, later discredited;  b) an al-Qaida captive's confession under threat of torture to Egyptian authorities, later retracted;  c) a false report from Czech intelligence about a Prague meeting between the lead 9/11 hijacker, Mohamed Atta, and an Iraqi intelligence agent;  d) Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld's zany complaint at a Sept. 12, 2001, White House meeting that "there aren't any good targets in Afghanistan, and there are lots of good targets in Iraq";  and  e) certain Oedipal preoccupations of President George W. Bush.  The purported terror link flatly contradicted the findings of intelligence agencies, and this became widely known to the public before the shooting started in Iraq. For the Bush administration, the absence of credible evidence linking Iraq and al-Qaida was deeply frustrating, especially after the other chief justification for the war-the presence of biological, chemical, and possibly nuclear weapons in Iraq-was disproved.  Then something wonderful happened. The al-Qaida link became true. After the U.S. invasion, Iraq was suddenly teeming with terrorists loyal to al-Qaida. Granted, this was terrible news for the nascent government in Iraq and for the American military, both of which came under violent attack as they tried to impose order. But it allowed President Bush to say, in effect: See? I told you the war in Iraq was part of the war on terror! Thus was born the Flypaper Theory.  The Flypaper Theory states that al-Qaida isn't attacking the United States because it's too busy attacking Americans in Iraq. Although sometimes mistaken for a strategy, this is, in fact, an after-the-fact justification. (If the Bush White House had expected al-Qaida to swarm into Iraq, it wouldn't have predicted prior to the invasion that American troops would be greeted "as liberators, not conquerors.") Lt. Gen. Ricardo Sanchez, then the top U.S. military commander in Iraq, may have been the first person to articulate the Flypaper Theory in a July 2003 interview with CNN's Wolf Blitzer:  This is what I would call a terrorist magnet, where America, being present here in Iraq, creates a target of opportunity, if you will. But this is exactly where we want to fight them. We want to fight them here. We prepared for them, and this will prevent the American people from having to go through their attacks back in the United States [italics mine].

Terrorism is laughably minimal. No existential threat.

Mueller ‘9  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., in “American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear Threat inflation since 9/11”, Ed. A. Trevor Thrall and Jane K. Cramer, p. 193)

First, there is a cluster left over from the struggles in Afghanistan against the Soviets in the 1980s. Currently they are huddled around, and hiding out with, Osama bin Laden somewhere in Afghanistan and/or Pakistan. This band, concludes Sageman, probably consists of a few dozen individuals. Second, joining them in the area are perhaps a hundred fighters left over from al-Qaeda's golden days in Afghanistan in the 1990s. These key portions of the enemy forces would total, then, less than 150 actual people. They may operate something resembling "training camps," but these appear to be quite minor affairs. They also assist with the Taliban's far larger and very troublesome insurgency in Afghanistan. Beyond this tiny band, concludes Sageman, the third group consists of thousands of sympathizers and would-be jihadists spread around the globe who mainly connect in internet chat rooms, engage in radicalizing conversations, and variously dare each other actually to do something. All of these rather hapless — perhaps even pathetic — people, should of course be considered to be potentially dangerous. From time to time they may be able to coalesce enough to carry out acts of terrorist violence, and policing efforts to stop them before they can do so are certainly justified. But the notion that they present an existential threat to just about -anybody seems at least as fanciful as some of their schemes.

XT – Al Qaeda Losing – Must Read 2NC

Al Qaeda is losing. Most comprehensive evidence proves.

Kemp, 1 – 26  (Colonel Richard, Former Chair – Gov. Cobra Intelligence Group, The Times (London), “Al-Qaeda is losing. Prepare for a daring hit; The latest supposed message from Osama bin Laden underlines his weakness, not his strength”, L/N)

'God willing, our raids on you will continue," said Osama bin Laden - or someone purporting to be him - in a message broadcast on al-Jazeera over the weekend. The blunt message to "Obama from Osama" is intended to reaffirm that, despite Barack Obama's overtures to the Islamic world, he and his country remain infidels, every bit as evil as they were under George W. Bush.  But ignore the bloodcurdling rhetoric. That bin Laden was reduced to claiming that the failed Christmas Day attempt to blow up an airliner was comparable to 9/11 is a sign of al-Qaeda's current parlous state. The new recording also revealed another weakness: al-Qaeda fears that it is losing the battle for hearts and minds.  President Obama and the Western world were not his true audience. His broadcast was aimed at Muslims - hence its focus on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, a cause that has never been important to the leader of al-Qaeda. Bin Laden knows well the powerful emotion inspired around the globe by the Palestinians' plight. By feigning support for them he hopes to regain some of al-Qaeda's dramatically diminished popularity.  Former sympathisers have become disillusioned by the death toll inflicted by bin Laden's terrorists in Iraq, Pakistan and Afghanistan; they have killed many more Muslims than non-Muslims since 9/11. The Combating Terrorism Centre in the US concludes that only 15 per cent of the 3,010 victims killed by al-Qaeda between 2004 and 2008 were Westerners.  But the loss of support is not bin Laden's only concern: al-Qaeda's leadership has been decapitated. After it was ejected from Afghanistan, key elements of the leadership fled to Iraq, Iran and Pakistan.  Those who went to Iraq butchered thousands, mainly fellow Muslims, but have now either been killed or are barely able to operate. The so-called "management council" that ended up in Iran - along with one of bin Laden's wives, six children and 11 grandchildren - are under house arrest. The core leadership of al-Qaeda, on the run in Pakistan, are forced to spend most of their time and effort just staying alive. Pakistani military operations continue to damage their outer defence of Taleban fighters. And US drone strikes have killed key al-Qaeda figures, including the external operations chief, Abu Sulayman al-Jazairi, and the head of its weapons of mass destruction programme, Abu Khabab al-Masri.  For those terrorists who remain at large, the operating environment has become tough, as the unprecedented numbers of arrests and convictions in the US and UK demonstrate. Politicians and security chiefs in most Muslim countries have greatly increased their co-operation with Western agencies. Today the US no-fly list for terror suspects stands at 4,000 names; before 9/11 it was just 16.  But no security regime can ever be perfect, as the attempt to detonate a device on Northwest Airlines Flight 253 to Detroit shows. This was one of a series of strikes planned by al-Qaeda in the past 12 months. We saw the targeting of the New York subway system last autumn and the Fort Hood shooting. In Saudi Arabia al-Qaeda terrorists carried out an abortive suicide attack against Prince Muhammad bin Nayef, the Deputy Interior Minister. Its greatest recent strategic coup was a suicide bombing that killed seven CIA officers at a US forward base in Khost, Afghanistan.  None of this, though, will satisfy bin Laden. To achieve his aim of a global caliphate he needs to inflict mass casualties against "the enemies of Islam". This means further spectaculars on the scale of 9/11 - or at least to compare with the crippling of the USS Cole in 2000 and the devastating attacks against US embassies in East Africa in 1998.  But al-Qaeda cannot succeed without an Afghan-style base from which to plan, train and launch attacks. That's why the operations against al-Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan remain critical. Al-Qaeda does now have footholds in Yemen and Somalia. But its footing is not yet sure, and neither country adequately replicates the conditions of pre-9/11 Afghanistan.

XT – Can’t Pull Off Significant Attacks

Recent attacks prove they're only capable of small-scale mischief. No large attacks on the US.

Eurasia Review, 2 – 10  (“Analysis Of Al Qaeda's Current Strength And Leadership”, http://www.eurasiareview.com/2010/02/31700-analysis-of-al-qaedas-current.html)

Though Al Qaeda affiliated groups have perpetrated numerous deadly terrorist attacks over the past two years, the core in Pakistan has demonstrated limited operational effectiveness in that time span. Because of the loss of top commanders and continued pressure from U.S. intelligence activities and foreign partners, the Al Qaeda core has been unable to orchestrate many spectacular attacks.  Analysts routinely point to only two such attacks occurring in 2008: the suicide attack on the Danish Embassy in Islamabad, with a Saudi suicide bomber, and the bombing of the Marriott hotel in Islamabad.10  The core organization’s apparent inability to commit large-scale attacks has led some analysts to question the relevancy, capabilities, and competency of the group.11 There is also some evidence that the Al Qaeda core, at times, struggles to retain recruits and raise funds. In June 2009, the group’s leader in Afghanistan, Mustafa Abu al-Yazid, released an audio message stating that Al Qaeda members in that country were short of food, weapons, and other supplies.12  In light of the numerous smaller scale attempted terrorist attacks throughout 2009, and the most recent events directed at U.S. interests of the November shootings at Ft. Hood, Texas, and the December bombing attempt aboard a U.S. airliner, some analysts view these operations as evidence that the organization and its affiliates are no longer capable of launching a large-scale catastrophic terrorist attack directed at U.S. interests. These analysts suggest that recent acts are an acknowledgment that the destructive capabilities of corporate Al Qaeda and those individuals with similar philosophical goals are actually on the decline and are indicative of an organization desperate to prove its continued viability.

Attacks are growing less sophisticated. No risk of nuke terrorism now.

Shane, 1 – 12  (Scott, NY Times, “A Year of Terror Plots, Through a Second Prism”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/13/us/13intel.html)

But the politically charged clamor has lumped together disparate cases and obscured the fact that the enemies on American soil in 2009, rather than a single powerful and sophisticated juggernaut, were a scattered, uncoordinated group of amateurs who displayed more fervor than skill. The weapons were old-fashioned guns and explosives — in several cases, duds supplied by F.B.I. informants — with no trace of the biological or radiological poisons, let alone the nuclear bombs, that have long been the ultimate fear.  And though 2009 brought more domestic plots, and more serious plots, than any recent year, their lethality was relatively modest. Exactly 14 of the approximately 14,000 murders in the United States last year resulted from allegedly jihadist attacks: 13 people shot at Fort Hood in Texas in November and one at a military recruiting station in Little Rock, Ark., in June.

Al Qaeda isn't a big threat.

Innocent and Carpenter ‘9  (Malau, Foreign Policy – Cato Institute, and Ted Galen, VP for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan"”, 9-14, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Al Qaeda is not an existential threat to the United States. It is increasingly unlikely that the group could mount another attack on the scale of 9/11, much less anything larger. All of al Qaeda’s attacks since 9/11 have been more modest, and they have grown more infrequent. In fact, Washington’s continued fixation on the group presents a bigger threat to genuine American interests than the group itself can pose. Alarmism increases the group’s credibility while diverting finite economic and military resources away from increased domestic security. And, as John Mueller, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at Ohio State University argues, a national predisposition to overreact to terrorism can make the United States a more appealing terrorist target.18 Though the United States should continue to monitor al Qaeda carefully and carry out operations against it as opportunities arise, it does not merit the strategic obsession that it currently receives.

Terrorist capacity is declining. Christmas bombing proves.

Shane, 1 – 12  (Scott, NY Times, “A Year of Terror Plots, Through a Second Prism”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/13/us/13intel.html)

But even that near miss, said Mark M. Lowenthal, assistant director of the Central Intelligence Agency for analysis from 2002 to 2005, may offer indirect evidence of the enemy’s diminished strength, compared with the coordinated attacks of Sept. 11, 2001.

  “Sending one guy on one plane is a huge step down,” Mr. Lowenthal said. “They’re less capable, even if they’re still lethal. They’re not able to carry out the intense planning they once did.”

XT – Drone Strikes Hurting Al Qaeda

Drone strikes are fucking Al Qaeda.

Wood, 2 – 12  (David, War columnist, Politics Daily, “Obama's Drone War: Does the Killing Pay Off?” http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/02/12/obama-s-drone-war-does-the-killing-pay-off/)

An air strike last month by a U.S. robot plane killed Taliban chief Hakimullah Mehsud, Pakistani officials confirmed this week, in a bit of good news. A notoriously brutal extremist, Mehsud played a key role in the killing of seven CIA operatives by a suicide bomber in Afghanistan Dec. 30. But there was bad news, too: Mehsud has been replaced by an even more dangerous and unpredictable terrorist named Maulvi Noor Jamal. Air strikes by unmanned drones against terrorist leaders in Pakistan and elsewhere, which have intensified since President Obama took office, are a proven tactic in the war against Islamist extremists. In the past two months, according to a tally by the Long War Journal, drone attacks have killed, among others, two senior al-Qaeda leaders, a senior Taliban commander, two senior al-Qaeda operatives, and a wanted Palestinian terrorist who was allied with al-Qaeda. But as the campaign to eliminate the leaders of terrorist groups accelerates, there are growing questions about whether the men who take their place are any better than the ones who are killed. The evidence so far suggests that the second- and third-tier terrorists who take leadership positions may, like Maulvi, be far worse. "The drone attacks have become very effective over time, hitting an increased number of targets, more precisely with less collateral damage,'' said Haider Ali Hussein Mullick, a counterinsurgency analyst at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University. But those stepping into vacant leadership positions, he added, "are more deadly. They do not have strong ideological links. They are dangerous. These are not guys you can talk to.'' Maulvi Noor Jamal, for instance, already has a reputation for brutality (his nom de guerre, Maulana Tufan, means "violent gale"'). A recent video shows him flogging two men and a teenager for refusing to grow beards. "He kills humans like one will kill chickens,'' a local Pakistani, requesting anonymity, told The New York Times. Bill Roggio, managing editor of The Long War Journal, takes a dissenting view about second- and third-generation leaders being more radical . "How much more extreme can these guys get? They're already blowing up girls' schools, beheading people; I don't doubt if they had weapons of mass destruction, they'd use them. And that's the existing leadership.'' Drone attacks, first begun under President George W. Bush, have struck repeatedly at al-Qaeda and Taliban compounds and safe houses, specifically targeting individual leaders (despite an official U.S. ban on assassinations). The attacks in Pakistan have come at a high price, eroding public support for its government (which has vigorously condemned the attacks, though it has supplied the intelligence for them) and raising anti-American anger. But even as dozens have been killed, the terrorist threat to Americans has grown and metastasized, with two new forms of attack: the homegrown jihadist, U.S. Army Maj. Nidal Hussein, who allegedly killed 12 in a shooting spree at Fort Hood, Tex., in November, and the quick-hit attempted firebombing of a passenger jet on Christmas Day by Umar Farouq Abdulmutallab. Both kinds of attack are far harder to intercept and disrupt than long-planned, complex operations by large terrorist organizations, intelligence officials said. And neither is the kind of operation that can be easily prevented by a drone strike. These attacks, the resurgence of al-Qaeda, and the flare-up of its operations in Somalia, Yemen and elsewhere, suggest that the campaign to stop terrorists by killing off terrorist leaders has been less than successful. "Killing leaders supports an illusion of progress, but not the reality,'' said John McCreary, former strategic analyst for the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Terrorism and counterinsurgency experts said leadership succession in the core al-Qaeda organization and in the dozens of smaller terrorist groups is a difficult process that takes time and attention. The organizations are often led by a charismatic leader whose death ignites an extended and sometimes violent struggle among contenders and their factions. Those who rise to the top often do so by being more radical, more hardline, than their predecessor. They may be "under more pressure'' to prove their worth by staging spectacular or daring attacks, said McCreary. "Each successive leader is more virulent than his predecessors,'' he said. "One might be tempted to think that perceptive people could see a lesson here.'' In his annual assessment of security threats facing the United States, Dennis Blair, director of national intelligence, said last week that drone attacks and other initiatives against al-Qaeda and related terrorist organizations "have put the organization in one of its most difficult positions'' since 2001. "However,'' he added, "while these efforts have slowed the pace of anti-U.S. planning and hindered progress on new external operations, they have not been sufficient to stop them.'' Lest anyone miss the point, Blair went on to suggest that key al-Qaeda operatives are being replaced faster than they can be killed. "At least until Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawwahiri are dead or captured, al-Qaeda will retain its resolute intent to strike the homeland,'' he said. "Until counterterrorism pressure on al-Qaeda's place of refuge, key lieutenants and operative cadre outpaces the group's ability to recover,'' Blair said, " al-Qaeda will retain its capability to mount an attack.'' But that's not all. Terrorist plots also are festering in places where the United States is not systematically using drones to attack terrorist leaders. Blair, for instance, acknowledged that al-Qaeda operatives -- including North Americans -- are moving from Iraq to Afghanistan, Somalia and North Africa, and are providing manpower to extremist networks in Europe. Despite the unrelenting drone attacks on al-Qaeda's base in Pakistan, he said, "we face a persistent terrorist threat from al-Qaeda and potentially others who share its anti-Western ideology.'' But if there are heavy long-term costs of drone attacks, they do provide significant short-term gains. Not to be overlooked is the psychological impact of a weapon that can drop silently from the sky without warning on any gathering of al-Qaeda operatives. Merely finding a succession of secret safe houses and to arrange transportation and other logistics can become a greater preoccupation than carrying out terrorist operations. And plunging a terrorist cell into a debilitating leadership struggle is certainly a plus. "Drone strikes on militants disrupt the al Qaeda leadership and force the organization to keep its head down,'' Daniel Byman, senior terrorism analyst at the Brookings Institution, recently wrote.

Drones are crushing senior leadership.

Goure, 2 – 16  (Daniel, PhD and VP – Lexington Institute, “The Pros and Cons of Drone Wars”, http://www.algerie-defense.com/2010/02/lexington-institute-the-pros-and-cons-of-drone-wars/)

Over the past year, the Obama Administration has decimated Al Qaeda, killing twelve of the terror group’s top twenty leaders as well has hundreds of rank and file. The very week that the Christmas Day bomber conducted his abortive attack, U.S. drones conducted multiple attacks against Al Qaeda on the Arabian Peninsula. One of the most senior Taliban commanders was recently confirmed as killed in a drone attack last fall. According to Vice President Biden, the Administration is racking up the kills.  The use of drones, otherwise known as unmanned aerial vehicles, has made it possible for the United States to counter two of the terrorists’ principal operational advantages: the ability to hide among a civilian population and the use of neutral or even friendly territory as a base of operations. These unmanned systems can be deployed for long periods over hostile territory, usually undetected, until the location of a target is confirmed. Equally important, the surveillance and strike operations can be accomplished without risk to U.S. personnel.  The extensive use of drones in the global war on terrorism has allowed that conflict to be increasingly unmanned and out of sight. These features inherent to the use of unmanned aerial vehicles are both the principal advantages of drones and a source of concern. Out of sight can mean out of mind. The Washington Post reports that the CIA does not have to seek higher authority before striking. Had the same campaign been conducted with manned aircraft rather than drones, without doubt there would have been a global uproar. Questions would have been raised in Congress. Moreover, such a campaign could not have been undertaken by the Central Intelligence Agency alone.

XT – No $, Mo Problems

Al Qaeda is running out of money. Makes them incompetent for attacks.

Vardi, 2 – 11  (Nathan, Forbes, “Is al Qaeda Bankrupt?” http://www.forbes.com/forbes/2010/0301/terrorism-funds-finance-osama-al-qaeda-bankrupt.html?boxes=Homepagetoprated)

Jihadists had a name for Abd al Hamid al Mujil--"the million dollar man." Al Mujil had forged a personal relationship with Osama bin Laden and Khalid Sheikh Muhammad, the self-described mastermind of the Sept. 11 attacks, spending parts of the late 1990s in Afghanistan. In those days the Kuwaiti-born al Mujil traveled to various Arab countries to meet with bin Laden's deputies. As recently as 2006 al Mujil conducted fundraising in Saudi Arabia, where he was executive director of the eastern province branch of the International Islamic Relief Organization, a charitable group. He provided donor funds directly to al Qaeda, says the U.S. government, and was particularly focused on helping al Qaeda affiliates in the Philippines by handing out cash to a supporter who pretended to be on an Islamic pilgrimage to Saudi Arabia. These days al Mujil is out of business. That's largely thanks to efforts by the U.S. Treasury Department and the U.N. Security Council. Designating al Mujil as a terrorist financier and singling out the Philippine and Indonesian offices of his charity, they have prohibited U.S. financial firms from conducting any transaction with him or those offices and required U.N. member states to freeze his assets. The Saudi Arabian government has met that requirement, in addition to restricting the transfer of iiro funds outside of the kingdom. The charity's U.S. lawyer says the iiro is not a terrorist organization and has done nothing wrong. Al Mujil, he adds, no longer has a role with the charity.  Such actions, across many fronts, have made a significant dent in al Qaeda's treasury. On the eve of the attacks on America al Qaeda was running a $30 million annual budget, according to the CIA. The terrorists were tapping into deep-pocketed Saudi and other Arab donors. Now they are hard up. Witness the pathetically ill-equipped and mistrained underwear bomber.

Al Qaeda is out of money. Cripples their ability to terrorize.

Watson, 2 – 14  (Bruce, Daily Finance, “Is Al Qaeda Bankrupt? Authorities Cripple Group by Cutting Off Money Supply” http://www.dailyfinance.com/story/authorities-are-crippling-al-qaeda-by-cutting-off-its-money-supp/19356203/)

For much of the past decade, Western governments have waged war against al Qaeda, trying to find a way to undermine the terrorist organization and its infamous head, Osama bin Laden. Yet, for all their work on the Internet or in the field, the most successful battleground may well be in the bank. As international efforts to track down and close off the organization's flow of money have borne fruit, al Qaeda's central leadership has increasingly found itself cut off from a source of power.  A big part of al Qaeda's troubles lies with Abd al Hamid al Mujil, a major figure in the group's fund-raising activities. As executive director of the International Islamic Relief Organization (IIRO), Mujil traveled around the world, collecting donations for various Islamic groups, one of which was al Qaeda.  Since 2006, the U.S. Treasury and United Nations Security Council have singled him out as a major funding source for international terrorism, and have prohibited U.S. firms and U.N. member states from working with him. In the process, they have cut off a large financial stream to the terrorist group.  Terrorism Costs Money  Al Qaeda's money problem is very common: Terrorism is an expensive business, and many famous terrorists -- including the Baader Meinhof gang and Josef Stalin -- even resorted to old-fashioned bank robberies to fund their attacks. While some supporters romanticize this behavior by invoking visions of Bonnie and Clyde or Robin Hood, plebian robberies tend to tarnish the revolutionary image. For example, famed terrorist/revolutionary Carlos the Jackal is still dogged by claims that he kept $30 million in ransom for his own personal use.  The most successful terrorists tend to search out deep-pocketed patrons to foot the bill. During the Cold War, this was a lot easier, as both the U.S. and the Soviet Union used terrorists to harass the other side. While the Soviet Union trained and funded members of the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO), Peru's Shining Path guerrillas and other groups, the U.S. gave money to warriors in Afghanistan -- including Osama bin Laden.  It also didn't hurt that bin Laden was independently wealthy, having inherited an estimated $7 million from his father. In 1984, he used some of these funds to start up Maktab al-Khidamat, a group that funneled $600 million in charity donations and CIA funds into Afghanistan.  Bin Laden Switched Focus  Later, when bin Laden switched his focus to the West, he folded Maktab al-Khidamat into Al Qaeda. By then, he had established a money-raising network that drew from charities, opium manufacturers and various governments. In fact, much of his funding came from the U.S., either through charitable fund-raising, or in the form of gas revenues that trickled down through the Saudi government and various charities.  But moving charitable donations to al Qaeda's central leadership and back out to its cells requires a bank. The financial attacks on the terrorist group have wreaked havoc on its ability to move money. This has caused the original organization to fragment from a strongly centralized group to a much more diffuse collection of individual cells. With funding cutbacks, the main al Qaeda leadership has lost much of its power to direct the focus and activities of the group.  In the absence of a strong central authority, al Qaeda cells have had to find their own sources of funding; in many cases, they have done so by resorting to crime. A North African group, al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb, smuggles cocaine from South America to Europe, via North Africa. Another affiliate has been running narcotics through New York City. Afghan heroin remains a strong source of income, as does kidnapping, and some elements in the group have discussed the possibility of moving into piracy.  But, as Carlos the Jackal learned, common crime tends to dilute one's ideological purity. According to Forbes, many al Qaeda decision-makers are concerned that "criminal activity creates bad p.r. and erodes the brand within Muslim communities."

XT – No Recruiting

Drone strikes and Muslim backlash has screwed Al Qaeda recruiting.

Star Phoenix, 1 – 6  (William Maclean, “Attacks show al-Qaida evolving; Intelligence suggests terrorist organization has re-invented itself”, L/N)

Big inroads were made into al-Qaida in 2009, in particular by aerial drones in Pakistan that killed a string of operatives including at least two top members of its external wing. Fear of death from the air means top men like bin Laden and Egyptian number two Ayman al-Zawahri hide in remote locations and reportedly communicate only by courier, a method which limits their effectiveness either as organizers or ideologues.  "They are very, very wary indeed of meeting anybody that they don't know . . . they will do almost anything to deal with people at two or three removes, rather than directly," UN security official Richard Barrett told a Washington audience.  "This makes it very difficult for them to give out a coherent message, an accurate message, and also to use whatever charisma they may have to try and recruit and inspire people."  The group continues to be irrelevant to the daily concerns of Muslims struggling variously with unemployment, war, famine or bad governance and this limits its following to a hardcore.  Al-Qaida is also under challenge intellectually, with prominent Libyan and Moroccan anti-Western activists in 2009 disowning its view of the world in online writings.
XT – Al Qaeda Losing Public Support

Moderates have won. No threat of serious Al Qaeda support anywhere.

Zakaria, 2 – 22  (Fareed, Editor of Newsweek, “The Jihad Against the Jihadis; How moderate Muslim leaders waged war on extremists--and won”, 155:8, L/N)

More than eight eventful years have passed, but in some ways it still feels like 2001. Republicans have clearly decided that fanning the public's fears of rampant jihadism continues to be a winning strategy. Commentators furnish examples of backwardness and brutality from various parts of the Muslim world--and there are many--to highlight the grave threat we face.  But, in fact, the entire terrain of the war on terror has evolved dramatically. Put simply, the moderates are fighting back and the tide is turning. We no long-er fear the possibility of a major country succumbing to jihadist ideology. In most Muslim nations, mainstream rulers have stabilized their regimes and their societies, and extremists have been isolated. This has not led to the flowering of Jeffersonian democracy or liberalism. But modern, somewhat secular forces are clearly in control and widely supported across the Muslim world. Polls, elections, and in-depth studies all confirm this trend.  The focus of our concern now is not a broad political movement but a handful of fanatics scattered across the globe. Yet Washington's vast nation-building machinery continues to spend tens of billions of dollars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and there are calls to do more in Yemen and Somalia. What we have to ask ourselves is whether any of that really will deter these small bands of extremists. Some of them come out of the established democracies of the West, hardly places where nation building will help. We have to understand the changes in the landscape of Islam if we are going to effectively fight the enemy on the ground, rather than the enemy in our minds.  Once, no country was more worrying than bin Laden's homeland. The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, steward of the holy cities of Mecca and Medina, had surpassed Egypt as the de facto leader of the Arab world because of the vast sums of money it doled out to Islamic causes--usually those consonant with its puritanical Wahhabi doctrines. Since 1979 the Saudi regime had openly appeased its homegrown Islamists, handing over key ministries and funds to reactionary mullahs. Visitors to Saudi Arabia after 9/11 were shocked by what they heard there. Educated Saudis--including senior members of the government--publicly endorsed wild conspiracy theories and denied that any Saudis had been involved in the 9/11 attacks. Even those who accepted reality argued that the fury of some Arabs was inevitable, given America's one-sided foreign policy on the Arab-Israeli issue.  America's initial reaction to 9/11 was to focus on Al Qaeda. The group was driven out of its base in Afghanistan and was pursued wherever it went. Its money was tracked and blocked, its fighters arrested and killed. Many other nations joined in, from France to Malaysia. After all, no government wanted to let terrorists run loose in its land.
Moderates are winning. Even Jihadis are opposing terrorism and killing Al Qaeda's debates.

Zakaria, 2 – 22  (Fareed, Editor of Newsweek, “The Jihad Against the Jihadis; How moderate Muslim leaders waged war on extremists--and won”, 155:8, L/N)

Ultimately, the catalyst for change was something more lethal than a report. After 9/11, Al Qaeda was full of bluster: recall the videotapes of bin Laden and his deputy, Ayman al-Zawahiri, boasting of their plans. Yet they confronted a far less permissive environment. Moving money, people, and materials had all become much more difficult. So they, and local groups inspired by them, began attacking where they could--striking local targets rather than global ones, including a nightclub and hotel in Indonesia, a wedding party in Jordan, cafas in Casablanca and Istanbul, and resorts in Egypt. They threatened the regimes that, either by accident or design, had allowed them to live and breathe.  Over the course of 2003 and 2004, Saudi Arabia was rocked by a series of such terrorist attacks, some directed against foreigners, but others at the heart of the Saudi regime--the Ministry of the Interior and compounds within the oil industry. The monarchy recognized that it had spawned dark forces that were now endangering its very existence. In 2005 a man of wisdom and moderation, King Abdullah, formally ascended to the throne and inaugurated a large-scale political and intellectual effort aimed at discrediting the ideology of jihadism. Mullahs were ordered to denounce suicide bombings, and violence more generally. Education was pried out of the hands of the clerics. Terrorists and terror suspects were "rehabilitated" through extensive programs of education, job training, and counseling. Central Command chief Gen. David Petraeus said to me, "The Saudi role in taking on Al Qaeda, both by force but also using political, social, religious, and educational tools, is one of the most important, least reported positive developments in the war on terror."  Perhaps the most successful country to combat jihadism has been the world's most populous Muslim nation, Indonesia. In 2002 that country seemed destined for a long and painful struggle with the forces of radical Islam. The nation was rocked by terror attacks, and a local Qaeda affiliate, Jemaah Islamiah, appeared to be gaining strength. But eight years later, JI has been marginalized and main-stream political parties have gained ground, all while a young democracy has flowered after the collapse of the Suharto dictatorship.  Magnus Ranstorp of Stockholm's Center for Asymmetric Threat Studies recently published a careful study examining Indonesia's success in beating back extremism. The main lesson, he writes, is to involve not just government but civil society as a whole, including media and cultural figures who can act as counterforces to terrorism. (That approach obviously has greater potential in regions and countries with open and vibrant political systems--Southeast Asia, Turkey, and India--than in the Arab world.)  Iraq occupies an odd place in this narrative. While the invasion of Iraq inflamed the Muslim world and the series of blunders during the initial occupation period created dangerous chaos at the heart of the Middle East, Iraq also became a stage on which Al Qaeda played a deadly hand, and lost. As Al Qaeda in Iraq gained militarily, it began losing politically. It turned from its broader global ideology to focus on a narrow sectarian agenda, killing Shias and fueling a Sunni-Shia civil war. In doing so, the group also employed a level of brutality and violence that shocked most Iraqis. Where the group gained control, even pious people were repulsed by its reactionary behavior. In Anbar province, the heart of the Sunni insurgency, Al Qaeda in Iraq would routinely cut off the fingers of smokers. Even those Sunnis who feared the new Iraq began to prefer Shia rule to such medievalism.  Since 9/11, Western commentators have been calling on moderate Muslim leaders to condemn jihadist ideology, issue fatwas against suicide bombing, and denounce Al Qaeda. Since about 2006, they've begun to do so in significant numbers. In 2007 one of bin Laden's most prominent Saudi mentors, the preacher and scholar Salman al-Odah, wrote an open letter criticizing him for "fostering a culture of suicide bombings that has caused bloodshed and suffering, and brought ruin to entire Muslim communities and families." That same year Abdulaziz al ash-Sheikh, the grand mufti of Saudi Arabia, issued a fatwa prohibiting Saudis from engaging in jihad abroad and accused both bin Laden and Arab regimes of "transforming our youth into walking bombs to accomplish their own political and military aims." One of Al Qaeda's own top theorists, Abdul-Aziz el-Sherif, re-nounced its extremism, including the killing of civilians and the choosing of targets based on religion and nationality. Sherif--a longtime associate of Zawahiri who crafted what became known as Al Qaeda's guide to jihad--has called on militants to desist from terrorism, and authored a rebuttal of his former cohorts.

Support for jihad is minimal. Muslims are turning against terrorism.

Zakaria, 2 – 22  (Fareed, Editor of Newsweek, “The Jihad Against the Jihadis; How moderate Muslim leaders waged war on extremists--and won”, 155:8, L/N)

Al-Azhar University in Cairo, the oldest and most prestigious school of Islamic learning, now routinely condemns jihadism. The Darul Uloom Deoband movement in India, home to the original radicalism that influenced Al Qaeda, has inveighed against suicide bombing since 2008. None of these groups or people have become pro-American or liberal, but they have become anti-jihadist.  This might seem like an esoteric debate. But consider: the most important moderates to denounce militants have been the families of radicals. In the case of both the five young American Muslims from Virginia arrested in Pakistan last year and Christmas bomber Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, parents were the ones to report their worries about their own children to the U.S. government--an act so stunning that it requires far more examination, and praise, than it has gotten. This is where soft power becomes critical. Were the fathers of these boys convinced that the United States would torture, maim, and execute their children without any sense of justice, they would not have come forward. I doubt that any Chechen father has turned his child over to Vladimir Putin's regime.  The data on public opinion in the Muslim world are now overwhelming. London School of Economics professor Fawaz Gerges has analyzed polls from dozens of Muslim countries over the past few years. He notes that in a range of places--Jordan, Pakistan, Indonesia, Lebanon, and Bangladesh--there have been substantial declines in the number of people who say suicide bombing and other forms of violence against civilian targets can be justified to defend Islam. Wide majorities say such attacks are, at most, rarely acceptable.  The shift has been especially dramatic in Jordan, where only 12 percent of Jordanians view suicide attacks as "often or sometimes justified" (down from 57 percent in 2005). In Indonesia, 85 percent of respondents agree that terrorist attacks are "rarely/never justified" (in 2002, by contrast, only 70 percent opposed such attacks). In Pakistan, that figure is 90 percent, up from 43 percent in 2002. Gerges points out that, by comparison, only 46 percent of Americans say that "bombing and other attacks intentionally aimed at civilians" are "never justified," while 24 percent believe these attacks are "often or sometimes justified."  This shift does not reflect a turn away from religiosity or even from a backward conception of Islam. That ideological struggle persists and will take decades, not years, to resolve itself. But the battle against jihadism has fared much better, much sooner, than anyone could have imagined.  The exceptions to this picture readily spring to mind--Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen. But consider the conditions in those countries. In Afghanistan, jihadist ideology has wrapped itself around a genuine ethnic struggle in which Pashtuns feel that they are being dispossessed by rival groups. In Pakistan, the regime is still where Saudi Arabia was in 2003 and 2004: slowly coming to realize that the extremism it had fostered has now become a threat to its own survival. In Yemen, the state simply lacks the basic capacity to fight back. So the rule might simply be that in those places where a government lacks the desire, will, or capacity to fight jihadism, Al Qaeda can continue to thrive.

Al Qaeda has lost massive support. It's swamp of political support is being drained.

Zakaria, 2 – 22  (Fareed, Editor of Newsweek, “The Jihad Against the Jihadis; How moderate Muslim leaders waged war on extremists--and won”, 155:8, L/N)

But the nature of the enemy is now quite different. It is not a movement capable of winning over the Arab street. Its political appeal does not make rulers tremble. The video messages of bin Laden and Zawahiri once unsettled moderate regimes. Now they are mostly dismissed as almost comical attempts to find popular causes to latch onto. (After the financial crash, bin Laden tried his hand at bashing greedy bankers.)  This is not an argument to relax our efforts to hunt down militants. Al Qaeda remains a group of relentless, ruthless killers who are trying to recruit other fanatics to carry out hideous attacks that would do terrible damage to civilized society. But the group's aura is gone, its political influence limited. Its few remaining fighters are spread thinly throughout the world and face hostile environments almost everywhere.  America is no longer engaged in a civilizational struggle throughout the Muslim world, but a military and intelligence campaign in a set of discrete places. Now, that latter struggle might well require politics, diplomacy, and development assistance--in the manner that good foreign policy always does (Petraeus calls this a "whole-of-government strategy"). We have allies; we need to support them. But the target is only a handful of extremist organizations that have found a small group of fanatics to carry out their plans. To put it another way, even if the United States pursues a broad and successful effort at nation building in Afghanistan and Yemen, does anyone really think that will deter the next Nigerian misfit--or fanatic from Detroit--from getting on a plane with chemicals in his underwear? Such people cannot be won over. They cannot be reasoned with; they can only be captured or killed.  The enemy is not vast; the swamp is being drained. Al Qaeda has already lost in the realm of ideology. What remains is the battle to defeat it in the nooks, crannies, and crevices of the real world.

XT – No Existential Threat

Very few terrorists and they aren't that deadly. The odds of dying are VERY low.

Mueller ‘9  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., in “American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear Threat inflation since 9/11”, Ed. A. Trevor Thrall and Jane K. Cramer, p. 194)

Although there are some who worry that al-Qaeda has been able to reconstitute itself and is now on the march (see Bergen 2007; Hoffman 2008; Mazzetti and Rohde 2008),2 estimates of the size of al-Qaeda central generally come in with numbers in the same order of magnitude as those suggested by Sageman. Egyptian intelligence, for example, puts the number at less than 200, while American intelligence estimates run from 300 to upwards of 500 (Wright 2008). One retired U.S. intelligence officer suggests it could be "as many as 2000" (Mazzetti and Rohde 2008), but that number should obviously be taken essentially to define the upper range of contemporary estimates. Another way to evaluate the threat is to focus on the actual amount of violence perpetrated around the world by Muslim extremists since 9/11 outside of war zones. Included in the count would be terrorism of the much-publicized and fearinducing sort that occurred in Bali in 2002, in Saudi Arabia, Morocco, and Turkey in 2003, in the Philippines, Madrid, and Egypt in 2004, and in London and Jordan in 2005. Three think-tank publications have independently provided lists of such incidents. Although these tallies make for grim reading, the total number of people killed comes to some 200 or 300 per year. That, of course, is 200 or 300 per year too many, but it hardly suggests that the perpetrators present a major threat, much less an existential one. For comparison: over the same period far more people have drowned in bathtubs in the United States alone. Another comparison comes from the consequences of policies instituted by the Transportation Security Administration. Increased delays and added costs at airports due to new security procedures provide incentive for many short-haul passengers to drive to their destination rather than flying. Since driving is far riskier than air travel, the extra automobile traffic generated by increased airport security screening measures has been estimated to result in 400 or more fatalities per year (Ellig et al. 2006: 35). Another assessment comes from astronomer Alan Harris. Using State Department figures, he estimates a worldwide death rate from international terrorism outside of war zones of 1,000 per year—that is, he assumes in his estimate that there would be another 9/11 somewhere in the world every several years. Over an 80 year period under those conditions some 80,000 deaths would occur which would mean that the probability that a resident of the globe will die at the hands of international terrorists is about one in 75,000 (6 billion divided by 80,000). In comparison, an American's chance of dying in an auto accident over the same time interval is about one in 80. If there are no repeats of 9/11, the probability of being killed by an international terrorist becomes more like one in 120,000.

1NC Nuclear Terrorism

No nuclear terrorism. If they haven’t done it with more power over 15 years, they won’t now.

Sigger, 1 – 26  (Jason, Defense Policy Analyst focusing on Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Defense issues, “Terrorism Experts Can Be Alarmists, Too”, http://armchairgeneralist.typepad.com/my_weblog/2010/01/terrorism-experts-can-be-alarmists-too-1.html)

You find the famous bin Laden 1998 quote about WMDs, references from George "slam dunk" Tenet's book on al Qaeda intentions and actions in the desert, meetings between Muslim scientists and suppliers, statements by terrorists that were obtained under "interrogations," and yes, even Jose Padilla's "dirty bomb" -  a charge which people may remember the US government dropped because it had no evidence on this point. And no discussion about AQ would be complete without the "mobtaker" device that never really emerged in any plot against the West. That is to say, we have a collection of weak evidence of intent without any feasible capability and zero WMD incidents - over a period of fifteen years, when AQ was at the top of their game, they could not develop even a crude CBRN hazard, let alone a WMD capability.  Mowatt-Larsen doesn't attempt to answer the obvious question - why didn't AQ develop this capability by now? He points to a June 2003 article where the Bush administration reported to the UN Security Council that there was a "high probability" that al Qaeda would attack with a WMD within two years. The point that the Bush administration could have been creating a facade for its invasion into Iraq must have occurred to Mowatt-Larsen, but he dodges the issue. This is an important report to read, but not for the purposes that the author intended. It demonstrates the extremely thin thread that so many terrorist experts and scientists hang on when they claim that terrorists are coming straight at the United States with WMD capabilities. 

It’s incredibly difficult to build a bomb. And stolen material wouldn’t be effective.

Slate ‘9  (Timothy Noah, “The Burden-of-Success Theory”, 2-28, L/N)

Graham Allison, a Harvard political scientist of some renown, wrote in his 2004 book Nuclear Terrorism that "a nuclear terrorist attack on America in the decade ahead is more likely than not." When the paperback came out, he wrote in an afterword that "the likelihood, indeed inevitability, of a nuclear terrorist attack absent a major departure for current policy and practice" had increased over the previous year. In "World At Risk," a report about proliferation and terrorism released in December 2008, Allison and his fellow members of a congressional blue-ribbon panel pushed the deadline back to 2013, broadened the location to "somewhere in the world," and broadened the weapons category to include biological and chemical agents. Such predictions cause other terrorism experts to roll their eyes. John Mueller, a political scientist at Ohio State who believes the terrorism threat is overstated, twitted Allison for predicting as far back as 1995 that "acts of nuclear terrorism against American targets before this decade [i.e., the 1990s] is out."  In fact, the likelihood of nuclear terrorism isn't that great. Mueller points out that Russian "suitcase bombs," which figure prominently in discussions about "loose nukes," were all built before 1991 and ceased being operable after three years. Enriched uranium is extremely difficult to acquire; over the past decade, Mueller argues, there were only 10 known thefts. The material stolen weighed a combined 16 pounds, which was nowhere near the amount needed to build a bomb. Once the uranium is acquired, building the weapon is simple in theory (anti-nuclear activist Howard Morland published a famous 1979 article about this in the Progressive) but quite difficult in practice, which is why entire countries have had to work decades to acquire the bomb, only sometimes meeting with success. (Plutonium, another fissile material, is sufficiently dangerous and difficult to transport that nonproliferation experts seldom discuss it.)  Gathering material for a biological weapon may be somewhat easier, but actually fashioning that weapon would be harder, as witnessed by the fact that such weapons have scarcely ever been deployed, even by nations. On the rare occasions when they have been, they've failed to live up to their billing as weapons of mass destruction. "Perhaps the greatest disincentive to using biological weapons," John Parachini of the RAND Corporation testified before Congress in 2001, "is that terrorists can inflict (and have inflicted) many more fatalities and casualties with conventional explosives than with unconventional weapons." The same argument applies to chemical weapons. In theory, journalist Gregg Easterbrook has noted (citing a congressional report), under perfect conditions, one ton of sarin could kill up to 8,000 people. But it's "reasonably unlikely" that a terrorist group could acquire that much sarin, and perfect conditions mean no wind and no sun. Even light winds would reduce casualties to 800. You'd be better off detonating a conventional bomb in a city square.

Insider sources confirm Al Qaeda has no intention to go beyond the internet. They aren't going for a nuke seriously.

Mueller ’10  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., American Conservative, “Nuclear Bunkum”, 1-1, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/jan/01/00020/)

To show al-Qaeda’s desire to obtain atomic weapons, many have focused on a set of conversations that took place in Afghanistan in August 2001 between two Pakistani nuclear scientists, bin Laden, and three other al-Qaeda officials. Pakistani intelligence officers characterize the discussions as “academic.” Reports suggest that bin Laden may have had access to some radiological material—acquired for him by radical Islamists in Uzbekistan—but the scientists told him that he could not manufacture a weapon with it. Bin Laden’s questions do not seem to have been very sophisticated. The scientists were incapable of providing truly helpful information because their expertise was not in bomb design but in processing fissile material, which is almost certainly beyond the capacities of a non-state group. Nonetheless, some U.S. intelligence agencies convinced themselves that the scientists provided al-Qaeda with a “blueprint” for constructing nuclear weapons.  Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, the apparent mastermind behind the 9/11 attacks, reportedly said that al-Qaeda’s atom-bomb efforts never went beyond searching the Internet. After the fall of the Taliban in 2001, technical experts from the CIA and the Department of Energy examined information uncovered in Afghanistan and came to similar conclusions. They found no credible proof that al-Qaeda had obtained fissile material or a nuclear weapon and no evidence of “any radioactive material suitable for weapons.” They did uncover, however, a “nuclear related” document discussing “openly available concepts about the nuclear fuel cycle and some weapons related issues.” Physicist and weapons expert David Albright concludes that any al-Qaeda atomic efforts were “seriously disrupted”—indeed, “nipped in the bud”—by the invasion of Afghanistan in 2001. After that, the “chance of al-Qaeda detonating a nuclear explosive appears on reflection to be low.”

XT – Al Qaeda Can’t Detonate

Desire isn't capability. No evidence Al Qaeda can detonate.

Sigger, 12 – 24  (Jason, Defense Policy Analyst focusing on Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Defense issues, “Obama's Myopic Focus On Terrorism”, http://armchairgeneralist.typepad.com/my_weblog/2009/12/obamas-myopic-focus-on-terrorism.html)

But again, there is no evidence that terrorists have the capability to develop or acquire nuclear weapons or are in the process of doing so, with or without state assistance. Vague public statements by AQ leadership about the desire to use nuclear weapons does not enable al Qaeda to employ them if they can't get them. And there is more than adequate evidence that the technological barriers are too high, and that nation-states who own nuclear weapons do not wish to part with them. We shouldn't characterize intent as actual capability, as many analysts do.

Terrorists, including al Qaeda, all lack the expertise to use a nuclear weapon.

Mueller ‘9  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., in “American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear Threat inflation since 9/11”, Ed. A. Trevor Thrall and Jane K. Cramer, p. 197)

Moreover, no terrorist group, including al-Qaeda, has shown anything resembling the technical expertise necessary to fabricate or deal with a bomb. And contacts — "academic," it is claimed — between Pakistani scientists and al-Qaeda were abruptly broken off after 9/11 (Albright and Higgins 2003: 54-55; Suskind 2006: 69-70, 122). In testimony before the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on January 11, 2007, FBI Director Robert Mueller, who had been highly alarmist about the terrorist potential in previous testimony, was stressing that his chief concern within the United States had become homegrown groups, and that, while remaining concerned that things could change in the future, "few if any terrorist groups" were likely to possess the required expertise to produce nuclear weapons — or, for that matter, biological or chemical ones. If dealing with enemies like that is our generation's (or century's) "central battle," it would seem we are likely to come out quite well.

XT – Al Qeada Not Close To Nukes

Sources reveal they aren't close to obtaining a nuke.

Washington Post ‘9  (Peter Finn, Joby Warrick and Julie Tate, “How a Detainee Became An Asset; Sept. 11 Plotter Cooperated After Waterboarding”, 8-29, L/N)

* Mohammed is Khalid Sheik Mohammed, who talked after being waterboarded (but not tortured)

Mohammed told interrogators that after the Sept. 11 attacks, his "overriding priority" was to strike the United States, but that he "realized that a follow-on attack would be difficult because of security measures." Most of the plots, as a result, were "opportunistic and limited," according to the summary.  One former agency official recalled that Mohammed was once asked to write a summary of his knowledge about al-Qaeda's efforts to obtain weapons of mass destruction. The terrorist group had explored buying either an intact nuclear weapon or key components such as enriched uranium, although there is no evidence of significant progress on that front.  "He wrote us an essay" on al-Qaeda's nuclear ambitions, the official said. "Not all of it was accurate, but it was quite extensive."

Not close to getting a weapon.

Monterey County Herald, 12 – 4  (Laith Agha, “MIIS Center for Nonproliferation Studies marks 20 years”, 2009, L/N)

"There was a saying within the terrorism community that terrorists don't want a lot of people dead, they want a lot of people watching," Brooks said. "What has changed with 9/11 is that before that, we thought for most terrorists, nuclear weapons weren't interesting because they killed too many people and they would cause a revulsion against their cause. After 9/11, we saw that there was a small set of terrorists for whom killing a lot of people was in fact their goal."  While evidence suggests al-Qaida seeks nuclear weapons, the organization probably isn't close to acquiring any, said Brooks, who lives outside of Washington, D.C. But the more places there are weapons, the more places terrorists can get them, he said. Thus, the race to keep nuclear weapons from the wrong hands creates the demand for MIIS's new master's program.

XT – No Nuke Terrorism

They're less technically competent than past terrorists. The risk of a nuclear attack is small.

Mueller ’10  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., American Conservative, “Nuclear Bunkum”, 1-1, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/jan/01/00020/)

Glenn Carle, a 23-year veteran of the Central Intelligence Agency, where he was deputy national intelligence officer for transnational threats, warns about taking “fright at the specter our leaders have exaggerated” and argues that we should “see jihadists for the small, lethal, disjointed and miserable opponents that they are.” Terrorism specialist Bruce Hoffman remains quite worried about loose terrorist networks, but he also points out that they are likely to be “less sophisticated” and “less technically competent” than earlier terrorists.  In 1996, one of terrorism studies’ top gurus, Walter Laqueur, insisted that some terrorist groups “almost certainly” will use weapons of mass destruction “in the foreseeable future.” What was then the foreseeable future is presumably now history. In today’s reality, terrorists seem to be heeding the advice found in a memo on an al-Qaeda laptop seized in Pakistan in 2004: “Make use of that which is available ... rather than waste valuable time becoming despondent over that which is not within your reach.” That is: keep it simple, stupid. Although there have been plenty of terrorist attacks in the world since 2001, all—thus far, at least—have relied on conventional destructive methods. There hasn’t even been much in the way of gas bombings, even in Iraq where the technology is hardly a secret.  In sum, any notion that al-Qaeda is likely to come up with nuclear weapons looks far fetched in the extreme. We still have reason for concern or at least for watchfulness. But hysteria—not to mention sleeplessness—is hardly called for.

The threat is horseshit.

Sigger, 2 – 10  (Jason, Defense Policy Analyst focusing on Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Defense issues,
“Very Serious People Say Stupid Things”, http://armchairgeneralist.typepad.com/my_weblog/2010/02/very-serious-people-say-stupid-things.html)

"The biggest nightmare that many of us have is that one of these terrorist member organizations within this syndicate of terror will get their hands on a weapon of mass destruction," Ms. Clinton told CNN's "State of the Union" program in a taped interview broadcast Sunday. That's "the most, yes, threatening prospect we see," she said.      Since the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks in the U.S., the al-Qaida terrorist network has become "more creative, more flexible, more agile," Ms. Clinton said, according to a transcript of the interview. "They are unfortunately a very committed, clever, diabolical group of terrorists who are always looking for weaknesses and openings."      A nuclear-armed North Korea or Iran "poses both a real or a potential threat," Ms. Clinton said. "But I think that most of us believe the greater threats are the transnational non-state networks. Primarily the extremists -- the fundamentalist Islamic extremists who are connected to al-Qaida in the Arab peninsula."   What utter horseshit. You know, I get it that the Obama administration is concerned about the aspect of nuclear terrorism, and that Iran might be - in some far-off, stretched imagination of people who worry overly about such things - give nuclear material to al Qaeda. The Bush administration was similarly "concerned," which was part of its justification to preventively invade Iraq. But to maintain this line of horseshit that "the most threatening prospect we see" is a terrorist WMD incident is just unfounded by any objective review of current or future Defense and State initiatives.  Look at the Defense budget or the Quadrennial Defense Review. The amount of money spent on "countering WMD" falls into the area of less than one percent, and that's including the ten billion dollars spent on active missile defense. The overwhelming concern of DOD is to complete current operations in the Middle East - focused on insurgents and terrorists armed with conventional weapons and IEDs - and modernizing to meet future conventional state adversaries. The Nuclear Posture Review is not focused on terrorist WMDs. The ideas that we need to modernize the force for "hybrid" forces and to address security issues related to climate change receives more press and more funding than WMD terrorism.   I'm not going to run through the State Dept budget, but I'll just point out one fact. The DOD has, for several years, wrestled with the policy objective of preparing a capability that would be available deploy to a friendly nation's request for support in responding to a terrorist CBRN incident. We call this "foreign consequence management" or (FCM) although the idiots who debate this area are thinking about changing the name to "CBRN Response," as if that will make it easier to understand. The problem from DOD's aspect is that it really doesn't want to designate large numbers of troops as "consequence management" forces because frankly the threat isn't apparent enough, and oh yeah, there's this sausage grinder called Operation Enduring Freedom that is still occupying the majority of our attention.   What would make it easier is if the State Department, who is the "lead federal agency" to address host nation requests for FCM, actually told the DOD what capabilities would be required and in what time frame these forces would be most useful. This hasn't happened yet - for the past ten years that we've been debating the issue. Of course, OSD Policy is also staffed by idiots who refuse to, you know, develop policy to guide its military forces in planning such a response.   But yeah, terrorists with WMD, they're just causing us nightmares... What ridiculous statements. 

XT – Can’t Build A Bomb

Building a bomb is a Herculean task. Terrorists can't pull it off.

Mueller ‘9  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., in “American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear Threat inflation since 9/11”, Ed. A. Trevor Thrall and Jane K. Cramer, p. 196)

However, these cries of alarm have obviously so far proven to be much off the mark. It is also essential to note that making a nuclear weapon is an extraordinarily difficult task. As the Gilmore Commission, a special advisory panel to the President and Congress, stresses, building a nuclear device capable of producing mass destruction presents "Herculean challenges." The process requires obtaining enough fissile material, designing a weapon "that will bring that mass together in a tiny fraction of a second, before the heat from early fission blows the material apart," and figuring out some way to deliver the thing. And it emphasizes that these merely constitute "the minimum requirements." If each is not fully met, the result is not simply a less powerful weapon, but one that can't produce any significant nuclear yield at all or can't be delivered (Gilmore Commission 1999: 31, emphasis in the original). And after assessing this issue in detail, physicists Christoph Wirz and Emmanuel Egger conclude that fabricating a nuclear weapon "could hardly be accomplished by a subnational group" because of "the difficulty of acquiring the necessary expertise, the technical requirements (which in several fields verge on the unfeasible), the lack of available materials and the Jack of experience in working with these" (2005: 501). If Sageman has it even roughly correct, any notion that al-Qaeda jihadists could come up with such weapons seems farfetched in the extreme.

XT – No Nuke Terrorism

The threat is not growing.

Sigger, 1 – 27  (Jason, Defense Policy Analyst focusing on Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Defense issues, “Graham and Talent Get an "F" on their Assessment”, http://armchairgeneralist.typepad.com/my_weblog/2010/01/graham-and-talent-get-an-f-on-their-assessment.html)

Mr. GRAHAM: No. We found in 2008 that the threat had been growing over the preceding years, and I believe it has grown further in 2009. Factors like the increasing sophistication of the organization of al-Qaida, the increasing access to the materials necessary for a nuclear but particularly a biological weapon, access to those persons with the skill level to convert pathogens into a weapon, have all grown in the past 12 months.      RAZ: How do we know that these organizations could easily obtain and weaponize biological agents and maybe even possibly release them inside the United States?      Mr. GRAHAM: Well, we got our source of information as to capabilities largely from our intelligence agencies who have found a pattern of laboratories and scientists under the control of terrorist organizations who are working towards achieving what has been a long stated objective of those organizations, which is to have a weapon of mass destruction.     -------------     RAZ: What would be the one thing that the government could do fairly quickly and easily immediately to begin to address some of your concerns, Senator Talent?      Mr. TALENT: I'd love to see the president set a goal of being completely prepared for the likely bioweapons within a reasonable period of time, you know, three to five years. If you could do that in the top 25 cities, you could take bioweapons really off the list of weapons of mass destruction, and I think it's fully doable.  Okay, first of all, Mr. Graham, I would directly challenge you to show how the threat of a nuclear or biological threat has grown over the last 12 months due to increased access to weapon-grade material. I strongly doubt that there are any intel agencies who will agree on the record that there is "a pattern of laboratories and scientists under the control of terrorist organizations." That's just insane gibberish, unfounded and unsupported. No legitimate analyst in the community would state that as a fact. The usual statement is that, given the increase in technology and availability of information about how to make nuclear and biological weapons, there could be an increased risk that a terrorist group might develop such a capability. But to suggest that somehow things have gotten worse in the last year? Ridiculous.  And Mr. Talent, here's a news bulletin. Since 2004, more than 30 cities have had BioWatch sensors emplaced to provide early warning of biological warfare agents. And while I'm no fan of BioWatch, that seems to be more than 25 cities. DHS won't tell us which cities, but I'm guessing that the 30+ cities include the 25 most populated. And let's not forget the national stockpile and the national laboratory network from by DHHS and CDC. The lack of H1N1 vaccine stockpiles is NOT an indication of the nation's ability to respond to a bioterrorist incident, Mr. Talent, since we were using the vaccine as it was coming off the line. We're much better off than the condition that these Cassandras are describing.

Stop being an idiot.

Sigger, 2 – 10  (Jason, Defense Policy Analyst focusing on Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Defense issues, “Nuclear Mondays”, http://armchairgeneralist.typepad.com/my_weblog/2010/02/nuclear-mondays.html)

And in fact, the opening screen of "The Nuclear Tipping Point" asks dramatically, "what if terrorist got the nuclear bomb?" OHhhhh... scary music. At this point, I declare Sigger's Law on attributing terrorists with nuclear capabilities and the corollary to Sigger's Law, "Once such an observation is made, the discussion is finished and whoever mentioned terrorist possession of nuclear weapons has automatically lost whatever debate was in progress." This film is a loser.  I don't care that the four noble statesmen used to be staunchly hardened Cold Warriors who once built up the nuclear arsenal, developed the war plans, and debated the pros and cons of first-strike attacks, and now they've suddenly realized that nuclear weapons are "useless" because you can't use them short of strategic engagement without significant drawbacks. To emotionalize and dumb down the debate that so many Cold Warrior scholars have fine-tuned for decades is just wrong.  If you want to set out some vision of "Global Zero" because you're afraid that some nation will get excited and pop a nuke, which would be bad for everyone, then SAY SO. Don't feed me this horseshit about terrorists either creating, buying, or stealing a nuke. It Ain't Gonna Happen. And you can preach all you want, but there is no way that, within our lifetime, Russia, China, Israel, Pakistan, India, France, Britain, Iran, and North Korea are going to give up all of their nukes. And so neither will the United States. 

XT – Threat Exaggerated

Nuclear threat is grossly exaggerated.

Krepon ‘9  (Michael, Co-Founder – Stimson Center, and Diplomatic Scholar – UVA, Foreign Affairs, “The Mushroom Cloud that Wasn’t”, May/June, 88:3, Ebsco)

And yet, not a single death has occurred as a result of nuclear terrorism. Since 9/11, there have been more than 36,000 terrorist attacks, resulting in approximately 57,000 fatalities and 99,000 casualties. A terrible, mass-casualty attack using nuclear or biological weapons could occur at any time, and much more can be done to keep the United States safe. As the attacks that have occurred have repeatedly demonstrated, terrorists do not need weapons of mass destruction (WMD) to cause grievous harm; they can do so using hijacked airplanes, fertilizer, automatic weapons, and grenades.  But the situation is far from bleak. It is not easy for terrorist groups to acquire the skills and materials necessary to construct a nuclear weapon. Meanwhile, Washington and Moscow have reduced their nuclear arsenals by 34,000 weapons over the past two decades, nuclear testing is now rare, the list of countries with worrisome nuclear programs is very short by historical standards, and the permanent members of the UN Security Council now have less to fight about--and more reasons to cooperate in preventing worst-case scenarios from occurring--than ever before.  Yet warnings of the possibility of nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons attacks are as loud as ever. These warnings must be put in perspective. The United States has managed to remain safe from nuclear catastrophes in far more dangerous times. And if the threat is so great, and the protections so weak, why have there not been grievous WMD attacks on U.S. cities already? Wise U.S. initiatives to reduce these dangers have helped tremendously, such as programs initiated by then Senator Sam Nunn (D-Ga.) and Senator Richard Lugar (R-Ind.) to lock down dangerous weapons and materials and to dismantle Cold War-era missiles and bombers. There is another explanation as well: the threat itself has been greatly exaggerated.

XT – Al Qaeda Not Interested in Nukes

Nuclear terrorism is just alarism. No reliable sources support it. And Al Qaeda is the only risk.

Mueller ’10  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., American Conservative, “Nuclear Bunkum”, 1-1, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/jan/01/00020/)

According to Defense Secretary Robert Gates, every senior government leader is kept awake at night by “the thought of a terrorist ending up with a weapon of mass destruction, especially nuclear.”  This is, I suppose, understandable. It was in 1995 that the thoughtful analyst Graham Allison declared that “in the absence of a determined program of action, we have every reason to anticipate acts of nuclear terrorism against American targets before this decade is out.” Unabashed, he maintained in an influential 2004 book that “on the current path, a nuclear terrorist attack on America in the decade ahead is more likely than not.” And it was on “60 Minutes,” on Nov. 14, 2004, that former CIA analyst Michael Scheuer assured his rapt interviewer that the explosion of a nuclear or dirty bomb in the United States was “probably a near thing.”  In contrast to such bold proclamations, the evidence about the degree to which al-Qaeda—the only Islamic terrorist organization that targets the U.S. homeland—has pursued, or even had much interest in, a nuclear-weapons program is limited and often ambiguous. Still, the shards that exist have been routinely parlayed and exaggerated by a parade of official and unofficial alarmists.  For example, in 2004, the 9/11 Commission insisted that “al-Qaeda has tried to acquire or make nuclear weapons for at least ten years.” The only substantial evidence it provided for this assertion comes from an episode that supposedly took place around 1993 in Sudan, when Osama bin Laden’s aides were scammed as they tried to buy some uranium. Information about this caper apparently came entirely from Jamal al-Fadl, who defected from al-Qaeda in 1996 after he had been caught stealing $110,000 from the organization. He tried selling his story around the Middle East, but only the Americans were buying. In his prize-winning The Looming Tower, Lawrence Wright relays the testimony of the man who allegedly purchased the substance for bin Laden, as well as that of a Sudanese intelligence agent. Both assert that, although there were various other scams going around at the time that may have served as grist for Fadl, the uranium episode never happened.  It’s possible, of course, that Fadl—a “lovable rogue” who is “fixated on money” and “likes to please,” according to an FBI debriefer—is telling the truth, or at least what he thinks is the truth. But his allegations, now endlessly repeated, have gone from a colorful story relayed by an admitted embezzler on the lam to unquestioned fact. We know, it is repeatedly declared, that bin Laden tried to purchase weapons-grade uranium in Sudan. Qualifications, even modest ones, concerning the veracity of the evidence behind that declaration have vanished in the retelling.

Bin Laden nixed any idea of going after nukes.

Mueller ’10  (John, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Ohio State U., American Conservative, “Nuclear Bunkum”, 1-1, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/jan/01/00020/)

Various sources suggest that there were radical elements in bin Laden’s entourage interested in pursuing atomic weapons or other weapons of mass destruction when the group was in Afghanistan in the 1990s. Yet the same sources indicate that bin Laden essentially sabotaged the idea by refusing to fund a WMD project or even initiate planning for one. Analyst Anne Stenersen notes that evidence from a recovered al-Qaeda computer shows that only some $2,000 to $4,000 was earmarked for WMD research, apparently for very crude chemical work to make biological weapons. For comparison, she points out that the millennial terrorist group Aum Shinrikyo appears to have invested $30 million into manufacturing sarin gas.

1NC Deficit Alt Causes

Alt causes ----

Bush tax cuts.

Martire, 6 – 30  (Ralph, Ex. Dir. – Center for Tax and Budget Accountability, State Journal-Register, “Deficit Hawks Wrong to nix Jobless Benefits Extension”, 2010, L/N)

Oh, and according to Citizens for Tax Justice, 70 percent of Bush's tax break - or just over $200 billion in fiscal 2010 - goes to the wealthiest 20 percent of Americans. Certainly, helping everyday folks who've lost jobs put food on the table and sleep indoors is worth one-fifth of the welfare given to the wealthiest by Bush's tax cuts. Moreover, the $40 billion for extending UI is a one-time, short-term cost, while the Bush tax cuts are long-term, recurring costs that drill holes in the budget every single year, are the greatest single cause of the long-term deficit and account for more of the problem than the recession and Barack Obama's stimulus programs combined.

Alternative minimum tax repeal.

Montgomery, 3 – 5  (Lori, The Marc Chamot Report News and Opinions, “Obamas Insane Policies Ads $9.7 Trillion onto Deficit & Foreign Companies Nabbing 79% of 2 Billion Dollars, in Stimulus Moneys Reserved for Americans”, 2010, L/N)
President Obama's policies would add more than $9.7 trillion to the national debt over the next decade, congressional budget analysts said Friday, including more than $2 trillion that Obama proposes to devote to extending a variety of tax cuts enacted during the Bush administration.  The 10-year outlook by the nonpartisanCongressional Budget Office is somewhat gloomier than White House projections, which found that Obama's policies would add $8.5 trillion to the debt by 2020. While the two agencies are in relative agreement about the short-term budget picture, with both predicting a deficit of about $1.5 trillion this year and $1.3 trillion in 2011, the CBO is less optimistic about future years, predicting that deficits will grow rapidly after 2015.  By far the biggest contributor to those budget gaps, the CBO said, is Obama's plan to prevent the alternative minimum tax from expanding to affect millions of additional Americans and to extend the Bush tax cuts for families making less than $250,000 a year beyond their expiration date later this year.  "Over the next 10 years, those policies would reduce revenues and boost outlays for refundable tax credits by a total of $3.0 trillion," CBO director Douglas Elmendorf wrote. "Other policies would have smaller but still significant effects on the budget and would largely offset one another."

XT – Alt Cause To Deficit

Deficit interest and bailout.

CNC ‘8  (Computers, Networks & Communications, “FEDUPUSA; FedUpUSA States That $700 Billion Bailout Threatens U.S. Democracy, Sovereignty”, 10-9, L/N)

Currently, interest on the national debt is the second largest expenditure besides military (this excludes Social Security and Medicare which are included in the Unitary Budget, but funded separately). The $700 billion bailout, which could potentially end up costing much more, will add even more debt interest. Debt interest has the potential of becoming the largest budget item, dwarfing the entire budget. This in turn could lead to capital flight from the United States and a devaluation of the U.S. dollar, already significantly depreciated under Secretary Paulson, among other things.

Social security and Medicare.

CNN ‘8  (“SHOW: ANDERSON COOPER 360 DEGREES 10:00 PM EST”, 2-21, L/N)

SANCHEZ: Oh, I can go on and on about that.Well,  But, no, with respect to how -- I do think it gets lost. I thought Barack Obama did a good job talking about garnishing wages. Those are the types of things that people all of a sudden pay attention to.  And when she talked about, you know, you wouldn't have Social Security or Medicare unless you forced it on people, those are the two largest entitlements our federal government has and the biggest part of budget deficits and difficulties that we have today, and it -- not to mention the insolvency of them, looking forward. So, I don't think those are two good examples to give.

This swamps any other factor.

CDP ‘7  (Congressional Documents and Publications, “Cooper Responds to Misleading Bush Deficit Number, Calls for Long-Term Solutions”, 10-11, L/N)

U.S. Congressman Jim Cooper 5th Congressional District of Tennessee  U.S. Congressman Jim Cooper released the following statement in response to today's Treasury Department announcement of a $163 billion deficit for fiscal year 2007:  "Once again, the Bush administration has set the bar low and claimed a pyrrhic victory on spending. Everything sure looks rosy when you ignore the money we borrow from Social Security-$181 billion-making this year's $344 billion "on-budget" deficit the fifth largest in our nation's history.  "More troublingly, GAO calculates that we will be $50 trillion in the hole on Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid if we don't act now to shore up our entitlement programs. Every day we don't take action, we sink our children and grandchildren deeper into debt. What a legacy for our generation to leave behind.

1NC No Deficit Impact

No impact to deficits. History proves.

Nugent ‘3  (Tom, Exec. VP & CIO – PlanMember Advisors, National Review, “The Great Budget-Deficit Myth”, 2-12, http://www.nationalreview.com/nrof_nugent/nugent021203.asp)

Our recent history of large budget deficits and strong economic growth contradict these Democratic claims. [See chart.] All during the Reagan era of budget deficits, the economy grew at an above-average rate. The late '90s surge in the budget did little to augment economic activity. As a matter of fact, the record budget surplus may have contributed to the economic decline of the early 21st century. So there is little substance to Democratic claims that budget deficits are evil.  One argument against President Bush’s proposed stimulus package is that large budget deficits drive interest rates higher. (Investors could benefit from a little boost in interest rates from record-low levels — if such a relationship held.) If the enemies of increased spending and lower taxes could establish this relationship, they could argue that higher interest rates would stymie economic activity and make the likelihood of meaningful fiscal stimulus problematic.  Recent economic studies have attempted to prove that such a relationship exists, although these studies appear to avoid analyzing all of the economic variables. In the real world, these “other” economic variables must be taken into account before the conclusions of such studies can justify forecasting any relationship between budget deficits and interest rates. Before economists and politicians go off on a rant about how increased deficits will raise U.S. interest rates, they should take a serious look at the Japanese experience over the last 10 years. [See chart.]  In 1993, yields on ten-year Japanese government bonds were a little over 3% and the budget deficit as a percent of GDP was approximately 4.5%. All through the '90s, budget deficits as a percent of GDP rose and reached a peak in 2002 of over 8% of GDP. Interest rates, meanwhile, continued to decline. In comparison, the estimated $200 billion U.S. deficit for 2003 amounts to about 2% of GDP. Don’t even think about comparing short-term interest rates and the budget deficit in Japan — short rates are well below 1%.  Some economists will dismiss the lack of any correlation between large budget deficits and long-term interest rates because the Japanese economy works differently than the U.S. economy. In other words, there are reasons for the dichotomy between budget deficits and interest rates in Japan. However this dichotomy is at the very heart of understanding why, only in isolation, there can be a relationship between budget deficits and interest rates.  For example, in the real world, deficit spending triggers economic growth as government expenditures impact the private economy and contribute to an increase in private saving. This increase in private saving benefits fixed income markets, i.e. increases the demand for government bonds. This demand will offset the increased supply of government bonds that will be issued to finance a rising budget deficit. Therefore, interest rates remain stable.  During the 1980s, record budget deficits were accompanied by dramatic declines in interest rates as the U.S. economy grew out of an early-decade recession. [See chart.] From 1980 through the mid '90s the U.S. accumulated an enormous amount of government debt. However, during this same period, long-term interest rates declined by over 50%. Whether the budget was in deficit or surplus over the past twenty years, long-term interest rates were in a downtrend. [Click on chart link above.]  One must also remember that the central bank in Japan and the Federal Reserve in the U.S. have something to say about interest-rate levels. Since the Fed controls short-term interest rates, they also influence long-term interest rates. If the Fed so desired, they could maintain interest rates at low levels no matter what happened to the federal deficit. In Japan, where short-term interest rates are near zero, it appears that the Japanese central bank is keeping rates low. Record budget deficits are having no impact on interest rates.  The U.S. and Japanese experience clearly point out the importance of doing your economic homework in the real world, not in the laboratory, before making projections regarding interest rates and budget deficits. We must not lose sight of the fact that stimulative fiscal policy is the critical economic variable in getting the U.S. economy back on a growth path. If wayward economists and biased politicians are successful in convincing the public that budget deficits are bad because they will increase interest rates, then our economy will suffer the consequences.

