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Solvency Answers

Alternate cause to poor infrastructure- high-skilled worker shortage

Ratzenberger ‘10 [John, inventor, entrepreneur and board member of the Foundation for Fair Civil Justice, “Skilled workers key to state, national economies,” July, http://newsok.com/skilled-workers-key-to-state-national-economies/article/3480964]

 A cultural shift has taken place in America that's tragically made the skilled worker a thing of the past. Our media has glorified celebrity at the expense of our nation's basic needs, and America will reap the whirlwind within the next two decades. At stake is nothing less than our long-term economic vitality and national security. Let's start with infrastructure — bridges, roads, water and sewer systems. America is dangerously close to failures that will result in loss of life and are already resulting in loss of economic competitiveness. In many cases, currently funded infrastructure projects cannot move forward due to lack of skilled workers. For example, a national shortage of 500,000 welders has resulted in delays or cancellations of many key projects. Expand that out over the entire economy and we have a massive crisis on our hands. By 2012, there will be a 3 million skilled worker shortfall in our nation, according to the U.S. Department of Labor. In Oklahoma, which has had solid energy and manufacturing industries, top companies have difficulty finding adequate skilled workers to fill positions. The average age of American skilled workers is 55, which means the bulk of our skilled worker base will retire in the next decade. There are not enough skilled workers to replace them and maintain the nation's competitive global position. In my interviews with employers across the nation, I hear the same story: Business owners are desperate for skilled workers. Many are reaching out to local schools to attract young people into the trades. Despite the offer of good pay and benefits, the noble skills that involve working with your hands and mind don't hold the same appeal as they did in decades past. Some businesses are considering moving their operations (and jobs) overseas. We're experiencing the loss of the once-vaunted edge that America enjoyed. From aviation to energy, our national security is at risk. In order to maintain the world's most sophisticated military, we must produce systems, parts and hardware in America. Without domestic manufacturing operations, critical component work has been moved offshore as a stop-gap measure. The lens through which I view the world is simple: The manual arts always take precedence over the fine arts. Remember, someone had to build the ceiling before Michelangelo could go to work. Negative images of skilled workers — what I call "essential workers" — pervade our culture. The truth is, high-profile athletes and entertainers are non-essential. If all the celebrities like me disappeared overnight, it would be sad, but the world would continue with little disruption. But if plumbers, electricians, welders, carpenters, lathe operators, truck drivers and other "essentials" disappeared, our country would grind to a halt. 
Infrastructure bank would take years to get off the ground

Isidore ‘11 [Chris, CNN Money, “Infrastructure Bank: Fixing how we fix roads,” Sept. 7, http://money.cnn.com/2011/09/07/news/economy/jobs_infrastructure/index.htm]

The California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank was funded with $161 million in 1999, and has helped fund $32 billion in public works projects since then, said Stan Hazelroth, its executive director. Its bonds have a AA+ rating from Standard & Poor's, the same rating as U.S. Treasuries. America's Jobs Crisis But despite support from such typical adversaries as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the AFL-CIO, getting I-Bank legislation through Congress will not necessarily be easy. One problem is that it's not fast-acting. As a result, those who argue for immediate stimulus would much rather pursue projects that are ready to go. "An I-Bank will not create any jobs on day one; it probably won't create jobs on day 365," said Janet Kavinoky, executive director of transportation and infrastructure for the Chamber of Commerce. "In my view it could take three years."

2NC- Skilled worker shortage

Not enough skilled workers to solve infrastructure

McIntyre ’11 [Douglas, partner at 24/7 Wall St., LLC. He has previously been the Editor-in-Chief and Publisher of Financial World Magazine, “Why an Infrastructure Jobs Bank Won’t Work,” Sept. 6, http://247wallst.com/2011/09/06/why-an-infrastructure-jobs-bank-won%E2%80%99t-work/]
Unfortunately for the economy, and those out of work, there are 14 million unemployed people in the U.S., and nearly half of those out of work have been so for over half a year. It is impossible to judge how many of these people have the skills needed to work on construction crews. Probably not many. And, training those who are untrained and moving them to the locations where they can work would be challenging.

2NC- Long timeframe

Infrastructure Bank takes years to solve

Moore ’11 [Dennis, staff writer at The Bond Buyer, a finance-based news organization, “No Love for Infrastructure Bank,” Sept. 15, http://www.bondbuyer.com/issues/120_178/obama-jobs-bill-proposal-1031081-1.html]

Transportation industry and government groups have not found a lot to like in President Obama’s American Jobs Act, and they are particularly unhappy about the proposed infrastructure bank. The jobs bill would create the American Infrastructure Financing Authority as a wholly owned government corporation that would “provide direct loans and loan guarantees to facilitate investment in economically viable infrastructure projects of regional or national significance,” according to administration officials. The bank would be run by a chief executive officer and a seven-member board of directors, all of whom would be appointed by the president and confirmed by the Senate. But one problem infrastructure advocates see with the AIFA is timing. “You can’t start up the bank and create jobs tomorrow,” said Janet Kavinoky, executive director of transportation and infrastructure for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “It’s more akin to creating a startup in a garage somewhere with a big vision — in this case, transforming how big infrastructure projects are developed by lowering the cost of capital and transferring risk — and knowing that the real growth may not happen for three to five years.”

Economy Answers

An iBank wouldn’t solve the economy- past initiatives prove

Utt ‘11 [Ronald D. Utt is the Morgan Senior Research Fellow in Economic Policy at the Heritage Foundation, “UTT: Infrastructure ‘bank’ doomed to fail,” Sept. 14, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/sep/14/utt-infrastructure-bank-doomed-to-fail/]

All of the proposals floated to date involve creating a new federal bureaucracy that would provide loans and grants for construction or repair projects sought by state or local governments. In some proposals, those funds would be provided via the congressional appropriations process. In others, the bank simply would borrow the money. But no matter what the source of the cash, this hard fact remains: An infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery — and nothing to create new jobs. Such a bank has all the liabilities of the American Revitalization and Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA). You’ll recall that this $800 billion “stimulus” included $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure. Yet, as the president acknowledged recently and the Heritage Foundation predicted, the funded projects have been very slow to get under way and have had little impact on economic activity. Why is an infrastructure bank doomed to fail? For starters, it’s not really a bank in the common meaning of the term. The infrastructure bank proposed in the president’s 2011 highway reauthorization request, for example, would provide loans, loan guarantees and grants to eligible transportation infrastructure projects. Its funds would come from annual appropriations of $5 billion in each of the next six years. Normally, a bank acts as a financial intermediary, borrowing money at one interest rate and lending it to creditworthy borrowers at a somewhat higher rate to cover the costs incurred in the act of financial intermediation. That would not be the case here. Grants are not paid back. As a former member of the National Infrastructure Financing Commission observed, “Institutions that give away money without requiring repayment are properly called foundations, not banks.” Infrastructure bank bills introduced by Sen. John Kerry, Massachusetts Democrat, and Rep. Rosa L. DeLauro, Connecticut Democrat, illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank. Both bills are concerned — appropriately — with their banks’ bureaucracy, fussing over such things as detailed job descriptions for the new executive team; how board members would be appointed; duties of the board; duties of staff; space to be rented; creating an orderly project solicitation process; an internal process to evaluate, negotiate and award grants and loans; and so on. This all suggests that it will take at least a year or two before the bank will be able to cut its first grant or loan check. Indeed, the president’s transportation “bank” proposal indicates just how bureaucracy-intensive such institutions would be. It calls for $270 million to conduct studies, administer the bank and pay the 100 new employees required to run it. In contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local and federal levels. Yet, despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July — 2½ years after the enactment of ARRA — 38 percent of the transportation funds authorized were still unspent, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact. The president’s fixation on an infrastructure bank as a means of salvation from the economic crisis at hand is — to be polite about it — a dangerous distraction and a waste of time. It also is a proposal that has been rejected consistently by bipartisan majorities in the House and Senate transportation and appropriations committees. Those rejections have occurred for good reason. Based on the ARRA’s dismal and remarkably untimely performance, an infrastructure bank likely would yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity. And whatever it did manage to spend would have to be borrowed, only adding to the deficit. That’s no way to meet the economic challenges confronting the nation.

The economy is resilient- every major indicator proves
Hamilton ‘09 [Brian, CEO, Sageworks Inc., January, Texas Society of Certified Public Accountants, “The United States Will be Just Fine”, http://www.tscpa.org/Currents/EconomyCommentary.asp]
There is probably something in humans and in every generation that makes us think that the problems we face are uniquely difficult. Much has been written about the economy and, if you accept certain assumptions from what you read, you might think that we are in the midst of a global depression. Yet, it is important to put the current economy in perspective. We might even try reviewing and analyzing some objective data.  Last quarter, GDP fell at a rate of 0.5%, which means that the total value of goods and services produced in the U.S. fell by a half of one percentage point last quarter over the previous quarter. (1) For the first two quarters of this year, GDP grew by 0.9% and 2.8%, indicating that economic growth is relatively flat this year, but that it is not falling off a cliff. This isn’t the first time GDP has fallen and it won’t be the last. A decrease in GDP after almost 6 years of increases is not positive, but almost predictable. No economy grows indefinitely and consistently; there are always temporary lapses. In fact, if you consider the media coverage of the economy over the past year and the consequent way people have been scared, it is remarkable that anyone is buying anything.  Some would say that we cannot only look at GDP, so let’s look at other factors. Interest rates remain at historically low levels. (2) This means that if you want to borrow money, you can borrow money inexpensively as a bus iness or as a person. Loan volume in the country, according to the FDIC and contrary to what you read about the credit crisis, actually increased last quarter compared to the same quarter last year. (3) Someone is getting loans and they are not paying excessive interest rates for them.  How about employment?  According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, unemployment sits at 6.7%. At this time last year, unemployment was 4.7%. The decrease in employment is not favorable, but historically an unemployment rate of 6.7% is not close to devastating. The 50-year historical rate of unemployment is 5.97%. (4) Most economists agree that the natural rate of unemployment, which is the lowest rate due to the fact that people change jobs or are between jobs, is around 4%. So, today we sit at 2.7% above that rate. Once again, the very recent trend is not good but it is certainly not horrifying. I have noticed many recent media references to the Great Depression (the period of time between late 1929 and around 1938 or so, depending upon the definitions used and personal inclinations). It might be illuminating to note that by 1933, during the height of the Depression, the unemployment rate was 24.9%. During that same time period, GDP was falling dramatically, which created a devastating impact on the country. Americans have good hearts and empathize (as they should) with those who are unemployed, yet it would be easy to go too far in our assumptions on how the working population is currently affected in aggregate. If 6% of the people are unemployed, approximately 94% of the people are working. We should always shoot for full employment, but why would we view our efforts as poor when we don’t quite make that mark? A good student might try to get straight A’s, but getting an occasional “B” or “C” won’t end the world.  Look at personal income today  Personal income is income received by individuals from all sources, including employers and the government. Personal income rose last quarter compared to a year ago according to the Bureau of Economic Analysis. Compared to five years ago, personal income has risen by 32.1% . Even considering that inflation was 18.13% over this period, people are generally making more money than they used to. This is another one of those statistics that can easily get bent to fit a story. You often hear things like “personal income fell last month by 23%”, but writers tend to leave larger and more important statistics out. In this case, wouldn’t you be more interested in trends over a quarter or a year? using isolated statistics to fit your view is something that has become accepted and rarely challenged.  Next, there is inflation  The inflation rate measures the strength of the dollar you hold today as compared to a year ago. The inflation rate is currently 3.66%. Over the past 50 years, the inflation rate has averaged about 4.2% . Inflation remains well within control. Yet, would you be surprised to read a story next month citing an X% jump in inflation over the last day, month? I wouldn’t be. (Ironically, the one thing about the economy that is alarming from a historical standpoint is our national debt, which gets some but not enough media coverage. We now owe $10.6 trillion and have become a debtor nation over the past several decades. We now depend on the goodwill and investments of outside countries, while we continue to spend more than we make).  Now, the skeptics reading this will undoudebtly point to other (I believe, far lesser) statistics that validate their gloomy view of the economy and the direction of the country. I ask the reader: if people are employed, are making good wages, can borrow inexpensively, hold a dollar that is worth largely what it was worth a year or five years ago, and live in a country where the value of goods and services is rising, tell me exactly where the crisis is? There is no doubt that the economy has slowed, but slowness does not equal death. It is true that the financial markets are a mess (and the depreciation of the value of equities is both scary and bad), but analysts typically go too far in ascribing the fall of the financial markets with the fall of a whole economy. The markets are an important component of the economy, but the markets are not the totality of the economy. No one can say whether conditions will worsen in the future.  However, we have learned that the United States economy has been tremendously resilient over the past 200 years and will probably remain so, as long as the structural philosophies that it has been built upon are left intact. Americans are hard-working and innovative people and the country will be just fine.

Economic decline won’t cause war

Deudney ‘91 [Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society at the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies, Princeton [Daniel, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, april]

Poverty Wars.   In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil. then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are warprone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict. Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modein era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.”’” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930 increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem. Power Wars.  A third scenario is that environmental degradation might cause war by altering the relative power of states; that is, newly stronger states may be tempted to prey upon the newly weaker ones, or weakened states may attack and lock in their positions before their power ebbs firther. But such alterations might not lead to war as readily as the lessons of history suggest, because economic power and military power are not as tightly coupled as in the past. The economic power positions of Germany and Japan have changed greatly since World War 11, but these changes have not been accompanied by war or threat of war. In the contemporary world, whole industries rise, fall, and relocate, causing substantial fluctuations in the economic well-being of regions and peoples without producing wars. There is no reason to believe that changes in relative wealth and power caused by the uneven impact of environmental degradation would inevitably lead to war.    Even if environmental degradation were to destroy the basic social and economic fabric of a country or region, the impact on international order may not be very great. Among the first casualties in such country would be the capacity to wage war. The poor and wretched of the earth may be able to deny an outside aggressor an easy conquest, but they are themselves a minimal threat to other states. Contemporary offensive military operations require complex organizational skills, specialized industrial products and surplus wealth.
2NC- Can’t solve the economy

Infrastructure projects take too long to save the economy

Kurtzleben ’11 [Danielle, staff writer for U.S. News, “Are Infrastructure Projects the Answer to America's Jobs Problem?” August 22, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/08/22/are-infrastructure-projects-the-answer-to-americas-jobs-problem]

The mitigating factor, then, is the speed (or lack thereof) with which infrastructure spending works. In past recessions, infrastructure projects have taken so long to get off the ground that their effects were only felt after recovery had begun, says Alan Viard, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, a conservative think tank. "Dollar for dollar, [tax cuts and direct government payments] may not stimulate the economy as much as infrastructure spending, but they can be timed effectively. ... If we expect [economic weakness] to last long enough for new infrastructure spending to come online, we've really got pretty serious problems." "Under normal conditions, I would say that that's fair," says Gus Faucher, director of macroeconomics at Moody's Analytics. "But now we're dealing with an unemployment rate that's 9.1 percent. Employment is still down by 7.5 million, 7 million from its peak in 2008. It is a long-term concern," says Faucher. Indeed, the Federal Reserve has predicted a slow recovery, and plans to keep interest rates low through 2013 as a way to boost the economy.

Infrastructure projects don’t solve the economy- long timeframe

Kurtzleben ’11 [Danielle, staff writer for U.S. News, “Are Infrastructure Projects the Answer to America's Jobs Problem?” August 22, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/08/22/are-infrastructure-projects-the-answer-to-americas-jobs-problem]

According to data from Moody's Analytics, which performs economic analysis and forecasting, infrastructure spending is more effective, dollar for dollar, than many forms of tax cuts at boosting jobs growth. But after passing legislation, going through the appropriations process, identifying projects, planning, and hiring workers, the time it takes the federal government bureaucracy to get that money out the door can mean delayed or even diminished economic impact. Add to that a particularly slow-moving Congress with a propensity for partisan divides that slow or halt much legislation—and the current climate of budget-cutting—and a potentially promising policy move could be greatly undercut or never enacted.

2NC- Econ resilient

The economy is resilient – recent collapse proves
Investors Chronicle ’09 [June 15, “The indestructible US economy”, LexisNexis]

ECONOMICS: The US non-financial economy is doing very well in the face of disaster.  Isn't it amazing how resilient the US non-financial economy is? This sounds like a silly thing to say during the worst recession since the 1930s. But it's the message that comes out of the latest flow of funds figures published by the Federal Reserve.  This show that, in effect, the financial system ceased to exist in the first quarter. For the first time since records began in 1952, the financial sector became a net borrower from the rest of the economy during this time. Before the crisis, its net lending was over a third of GDP. This retrenchment, as my chart shows, is wholly unprecedented.  The natural effect of the closure of the financial system has been to increase the aggregate savings of the rest of the economy. The reason for this is simple. Some households and companies that wanted to borrow have been unable to do. Whereas in normal times, their borrowing would have dragged down aggregate savings, this is no longer happening. So simple arithmetic means aggegate savings ratios have risen.  However, the turnarounds here are relatively small. Households saved 4.4 per cent of their disposable income in Q1. Yes, this is well up from the minus 0.7 per cent recorded at the pow point in Q3 of 2005. But it's still quite low by historic standards; before the mid-90s, the savings ratio was typically twice this.  The increase in corporate savings has been smaller. At its trough in 2007Q3, non-farm non-financial firms' net financial investment (the gap between retained funds and capital spending) was minus 1.6 per cent of GDP. In Q1 it was 2.4 per cent of GDP - though this was the highest ratio since 1953.  There's a simple reason why these changes have been small. Most spending, by companies or households, has traditionally been financed internally, by income or retained profits. Equally, much of the financial system's lending was between financial firms. It was, if you want, like a casino with few links to the outside economy.  With behavioural changes relatively small, another remarkable fact makes sense - that corporate profits have held up well. Fed figures show that, in Q1, non-financial firms' pre-tax profits were 5.1 per cent of their tangible assets. Though this is well down from the cyclical peak of 9 per cent reached back in 2006, it is above 2003's levels, and above mid-80s levels.  Judged by the ability of non-financial firms to generate profits - which in a capitalist economy is the most important metric of all - the US economy is doing better now than it was at the height of the Reagan era, with all the triumphalism that surrounded it.  None of this, of course, is to deny the reality that the US economy is in deep trouble. A big reason for the resilience of profits, of course, is that the pain of the crisis is being borne by workers; the unemployment rate, at 9.4 per cent, is at its highest since 1983. But in a capitalist economy, it's profits that matter, not people.  My point is simply that non-financial corporate America is surviving one of the greatest economic disasters in history remarkably well. In this sense, capitalism is still surprisingly healthy. 

Readiness Answers

(--)Military superiority doesn’t translate to actual power:

William Wohlforth, 2007 [Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University, http://hir.harvard.edu/articles/print.php?article=1611]

To begin with, the challenge of converting power-as-resources into power-as-influence is not a uniquely US problem. All great powers confront these challenges. If the cause of the new gloominess concerning US power had to be reduced to one word, it would be “Iraq.” In 2003, fresh from apparent military victories in Afghanistan and Iraq, the United States appeared to be a colossus. Yet in 2007, its inability to suppress the Iraqi counterinsurgency and civil war seems to have revealed feet of clay. All the hard data on US military superiority—its over one-half of global defense spending, some 70 percent of global military R&D, and dominance in information-intensive warfare—now appear in a new light. The world’s most vaunted military machine is not even able to tame disorganized Sunni and Shi’a militias in Mesopotamia.
US nuclear weapons solve deterrence

U.S. Defense and Energy Departments ’08 [National Security and Nuclear Weapons in the 21st Century, September, http: www.defenselink.mil/news/nuclearweaponspolicy.pdf]

The United States has made great strides in developing and deploying both very advanced conventional weapon systems and missile defenses. However, nuclear weapons possess unique attributes and make unique contributions to national security. They continue to have an important deterrent effect on nations that have or that seek to acquire weapons of mass destruction to offset U.S. conventional superiority. Against many targets, U.S. nuclear weapons have a lethality that cannot be matched by non-nuclear munitions. Both advanced conventional weapons and missile defenses can enhance deterrence, but the ability to deter certain threats rests ultimately and fundamentally on the availability and continued effectiveness of U.S. nuclear forces. 
No major threats will just come out of the blue—we’ll have plenty of time to adapt and respond:

Harlan Ullman, 1/26/2011 (senior adviser at Washington's Atlantic Council, “It's time to think, not spend, our way out of danger” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Analysis/Outside-View/2011/01/26/Outside-View-Its-time-to-think-not-spend-our-way-out-of-danger/UPI-20211296040080/)

First, people remain the most crucial resource and must be incentivized accordingly. Incentives are not pay alone. Maintaining high morale and sense of purpose are at least if not more important. To achieve that means reducing overall numbers by around one-third over time in order that the remaining force will be kept at high levels of capability and esprit. Second, no major military threat is going to materialize quickly, China withstanding. In other words, we have plenty of time to react provided we keep a level of capacity across the entire warfare spectrum. Hence, a portion of our capacity for fighting conventional wars can be put in a reserve or stand down status to be recalled if needed over a period of a year or so.
Latent power solves
William Wohlforth, 2007 (Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University, http://hir.harvard.edu/articles/print.php?article=1611)

US military forces are stretched thin, its budget and trade deficits are high, and the country continues to finance its profligate ways by borrowing from abroad—notably from the Chinese government. These developments have prompted many analysts to warn that the United States suffers from “imperial overstretch.” And if US power is overstretched now, the argument goes, unipolarity can hardly be sustainable for long. The problem with this argument is that it fails to distinguish between actual and latent power. One must be careful to take into account both the level of resources that can be mobilized and the degree to which a government actually tries to mobilize them. And how much a government asks of its public is partly a function of the severity of the challenges that it faces. Indeed, one can never know for sure what a state is capable of until it has been seriously challenged.  Yale historian Paul Kennedy coined the term “imperial overstretch” to describe the situation in which a state’s actual and latent capabilities cannot possibly match its foreign policy commitments. This situation should be contrasted with what might be termed “self-inflicted overstretch”—a situation in which a state lacks the sufficient resources to meet its current foreign policy commitments in the short term, but has untapped latent power and readily available policy choices that it can use to draw on this power. This is arguably the situation that the United States is in today.  But the US government has not attempted to extract more resources from its population to meet its foreign policy commitments. Instead, it has moved strongly in the opposite direction by slashing personal and corporate tax rates. Although it is fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and claims to be fighting a global “war” on terrorism, the United States is not acting like a country under intense international pressure. Aside from the volunteer servicemen and women and their families, US citizens have not been asked to make sacrifices for the sake of national prosperity and security. The country could clearly devote a greater proportion of its economy to military spending: today it spends only about 4 percent of its GDP on the military, as compared to 7 to 14 percent during the peak years of the Cold War. It could also spend its military budget more efficiently, shifting resources from expensive weapons systems to boots on the ground. Even more radically, it could reinstitute military conscription, shifting resources from pay and benefits to training and equipping more soldiers. On the economic front, it could raise taxes in a number of ways, notably on fossil fuels, to put its fiscal house back in order.  No one knows for sure what would happen if a US president undertook such drastic measures, but there is nothing in economics, political science, or history to suggest that such policies would be any less likely to succeed than China is to continue to grow rapidly for decades. Most of those who study US politics would argue that the likelihood and potential success of such power-generating policies depends on public support, which is a function of the public’s perception of a threat. And as unnerving as terrorism is, there is nothing like the threat of another hostile power rising up in opposition to the United States for mobilizing public support.  With latent power in the picture, it becomes clear that unipolarity might have more built-in self-reinforcing mechanisms than many analysts realize. It is often noted that the rise of a peer competitor to the United States might be thwarted by the counterbalancing actions of neighboring powers. For example, China’s rise might push India and Japan closer to the United States—indeed, this has already happened to some extent. There is also the strong possibility that a peer rival that comes to be seen as a threat would create strong incentives for the United States to end its self-inflicted overstretch and tap potentially large wellsprings of latent power.

2NC- Readiness doesn’t solve war

Military primacy doesn’t solve for their scenarios- prefer our evidence because it is empirically based:  
Nina Hachigian, 2008 (senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, The Next American Century, accessed via google books, pg. 168)

You have to make strategy for the world you have, not the world you wish you had, but American strategic paradigms have lagged.  Primacy is not what it used to be.  Today, America’s gravest and most immediate threats do not come from great nations.  All pivotal powers are caught together in the vortex of globalization.  They need one another economically, and nuclear weapons make direct war among them nearly unthinkable.  Border-crossing threats like terrorists, infectious disease, failed states, and regimes with WMD that reject the world order are their common enemies.  Alone, nation-states cannot bring security to their own citizens any longer.  For this reason, argues Brent Scowcroft, former national security advisor to Presidents Gerald Ford and George H.W. Bush, the world is at a turning point on the order of the Industrial Revolution.  In practice, the strategy of primacy has failed to deliver.  While the fact of being the world’s only superpower has substantial benefits, a national security strategy based on using and retaining primacy has not made Americans more secure.  America’s mighty military has not been the answer to terrorism, disease, climate change, or proliferation.  Iraq, Iran, and North Korea have become more dangerous in the last seven years, not less. 

Hard power fails to win influence—must use soft power:

AFP, 3/3/2010 (http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5if8HJz-vKVaqiAcJYcFXqtAFZsAw)

He said that "we ought to make it a pre-condition of committing our troops -- that we will do so only if and when the other instruments of national power are ready to engage as well."  Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton "have called for more funding and more emphasis on our 'soft power,' and I could not agree with them more," the admiral said.  If Washington relies solely on US troops to exert influence, "we should expect to see that influence diminish over time," he said.

Terrorism Answers

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

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

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

Terrorists can’t steal a nuke and safeguards prevent detonation

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

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

 

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

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

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

Myth #4: If the U.S. Were the Victim of a Nuclear Attack, It Would Immediately Retaliate Under the nightmare scenario of a nuclear bomb exploding in a U.S. city, the implied assumption is that the nation’s leaders would immediately be able to fire back. That would be the case under the Cold War rules of nuclear retaliation, but the situation is far more complicated when nuclear attacks are perpetrated by non-state actors such as terrorist organizations. Unless the weapon is delivered by a missile, immediate retaliation is not realistic, experts said. It could take weeks or months to figure out where the nuclear materials came from or how the explosive device was built. No state or terrorist group would choose to launch a nuclear weapon by missile because we would know the origin, said Evan Montgomery, of the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. The more likely means to execute a nuclear attack would be to smuggle the materials and build the bomb on U.S. soil, or steal a bomb and somehow manage to bring it into the United States. Either way, U.S. nuclear experts may not be able to quickly determine the origin of the weapon once it’s detonated. Forensics can take weeks or months, said Charles Blair, director of the Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies and co-author of a recently published book titled, “Jihadists and Weapons of Mass Destruction.” “None of the systems we have now are very quick,” he said. “Government officials and the public would have to be willing to wait a while before we retaliate.” Nuclear forensics usually is based on fallout and debris. Within hours, U.S. authorities could determine that it was a nuclear explosion. It would take up to a couple of days to determine if there was uranium, plutonium or a mix of the two in the weapon. It’s known that eight nations have plutonium bombs, and six others have enough plutonium to build a bomb. If there were a nuclear explosion of a plutonium based weapon, it could be traced to one of 14 countries. With uranium-based weapons, it’s more complicated. There are 40 countries that have enough uranium to build at least one bomb. That would take longer to track, said Blair. “You can take debris samples and compare them against known tests. You can within several weeks trace the design to known designs.” Nuclear forensics would be far easier if there were a single global database that listed all known methods of creating uranium or plutonium, and catalogued the weapon designs, Blair said. But such a database is unlikely to ever materialize. States prefer to not reveal information about the fissile materials they use or their methods for constructing a weapon. The world’s largest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia, both go to great lengths to protect their top secret data on the isotopic composition of their weapons grade plutonium. Even for the United States it’s been a challenge to keep track of its own plutonium. Ola Dahlman, a nuclear physicist and advisor to the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, said there is one cubic meter of plutonium that the United States cannot account for. “Nobody is really concerned,” he told National Defense. “But it shows how hard it is to keep track of things.” Because plutonium is not a naturally occurring substance, it can only be made in reactors. Identifying the origin in this case would be somewhat easier because reactors have identifiable signatures. With uranium weapons the situation gets more complex because experts would have to figure out how it was enriched. “It doesn’t leave many traces,” said Blair. Considering how many nuclear weapons still exist on the planet, it may be shocking to many that nuclear forensics is a vanishing science in the United States. The nation currently has only 40 to 45 scientists who are nuclear forensics experts working at national laboratories, said Blair. “Most are pretty old and will be dying soon.” Only seven universities in the United States offer graduate degrees in radiochemistry, which is one of the primary drivers of nuclear forensics, says Blair. Of those seven programs, four are staffed by just one faculty member. “The U.S. doesn’t really have the brainpower right now to really attack this,” said Blair. It’s also worth noting that no single U.S. government agency is entirely responsible for nuclear attribution. The Department of Homeland Security’s Domestic Nuclear Detection Office comes the closest. It operates a nuclear forensic center that coordinates the work of seven agencies. But the lines of responsibility are blurred, Blair said. If an attack occurred, the FBI would probably step in right away to investigate but the national labs would want to preserve the evidence untouched so they could collect debris, Blair said. There would be turf battles within the government, which would complicate the forensics work.
2NC- No nuke terror

Zero risk of nuclear acquisition, even in Pakistan

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

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

Absolutely zero nuclear risk from al-Qaeda

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

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

2NC- No retaliation

(--) Any US retaliation will be conventional:

DAVID E. SANGER and THOM SHANKER 7, 5/8/2007 (http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/08/washington/08nuke.html?_r=3&pagewanted=all&oref=slogin)
Among the subjects of the meeting last year was whether to issue a warning to all countries around the world that if a nuclear weapon was detonated on American soil and was traced back to any nation’s stockpiles, through nuclear forensics, the United States would hold that country “fully responsible” for the consequences of the explosion. The term “fully responsible” was left deliberately vague so that it would be unclear whether the United States would respond with a retaliatory nuclear attack, or, far more likely, a nonnuclear retaliation, whether military or diplomatic.
Public anxiety prevents retaliation

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

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

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

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

Infrastructure Bank is unpopular with Congress and the public

Alden 6-14-12 [Edward, Bernard L. Schwartz Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “The First Renewing America Progress Report and Scorecard: The Road to Nowhere,” http://blogs.cfr.org/renewing-america/2012/06/14/the-first-renewing-america-progress-report-and-scorecard-the-road-to-nowhere/]

Two-thirds of Americans say that fully funding transportation infrastructure is either “extremely important” or “very important” to them. Yet solid majorities are opposed to any of the usual ways of funding new roads, including higher gas taxes or new tolls. It would be easy to point a finger at Congress, and we certainly do in the report. Reauthorization of the surface transportation bill, usually known as the highway bill, has always been contentious, but nevertheless it used to win approval routinely. But the last multi-year bill expired in 2009 and has been replaced by a series of short-term extensions that make rational construction planning all but impossible for state and local governments. The bill expires again June 30th, and congressional leaders again look unlikely to reach agreement and are predicting another short-term extension. It will be the 10th; as a Miami Herald editorial put it recently, this marks “a new low in congressional irresponsibility.” But congressional inaction in many ways reflects public ambivalence. Americans want uncluttered highways, efficient airports, and seamless mass transit systems, but they are either reluctant to pay for these things or doubt the ability of governments to deliver. The overdue backlash against pork barrel politics for favored projects, for instance, seems to have hardened into a deeper public cynicism about the ability of government to deliver any needed public works. Even proposals like using a federal seed money to create a National Infrastructure Bank that would funnel private investor (not taxpayer) money into new projects have been unable to get through Congress.

Plan causes a huge political battle
Kurtzleben ’11 [Danielle, staff writer for U.S. News, “Are Infrastructure Projects the Answer to America's Jobs Problem?” August 22, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/08/22/are-infrastructure-projects-the-answer-to-americas-jobs-problem]

Many Republican lawmakers have in the past decried spending on infrastructure. When President Obama introduced the idea of a national infrastructure bank in September 2010, Representative Eric Cantor called it "yet another government stimulus effort" and House Speaker John Boehner called it "more of the same failed 'stimulus' spending," alluding to the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act that the president introduced to counteract the Great Recession. That $787-billion stimulus package created far fewer jobs than the White House had initially predicted, a point that stimulus critics often make. But not all Republicans are opposed to infrastructure spending; Texas Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison, for example, co-sponsored a bill with Massachusetts Democrat John Kerry in March, proposing an infrastructure bank.

The plan is massively unpopular- spending concerns

Holahan and Kroncke 6-13-12 [Charles O. Kroncke, left, is associate dean in the University of South Florida College of Business. William L. Holahan is a professor of economics at the University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee, “On U.S. infrastructure, spend now, gain later,” http://www.tampabay.com/opinion/columns/on-us-infrastructure-spend-now-gain-later/1234943]

In the short run, infrastructure investment would stimulate business growth and employ otherwise unemployed resources of labor and equipment. In the longer run, when these assets are in good working order, they would support faster growth of the economy, a prerequisite for bringing down the national debt and putting workers back on the path to higher after-tax incomes. What are we waiting for? Congressional inaction reflects the public concern over "runaway spending" and the rapid rise in the debt over the past 30 years, and especially the last five. Much of this concern rests on the falsely imagined equivalence of all government spending. But consumption spending and investment spending play very different roles in the economy, whether done by a firm, a family or the government. Our national debate should pivot from a narrow focus on debt alone to one that separates investment from consumption, that is, whether the borrowed money is spent in ways that repayment can be expected through increased future productivity.

Spending DA Links

Plan costs trillions to even begin to solve

Holahan and Kroncke 6-13-12 [Charles O. Kroncke, left, is associate dean in the University of South Florida College of Business. William L. Holahan is a professor of economics at the University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee, “On U.S. infrastructure, spend now, gain later,” http://www.tampabay.com/opinion/columns/on-us-infrastructure-spend-now-gain-later/1234943]

When the American Society of Civil Engineers issued a report card giving D and F grades for major infrastructure assets in the United States, the group estimated that it would cost $2.2 trillion to rehabilitate them. Even though these public sector assets support the private sector of the economy, and despite the availability of cheap money, Congress has no current plans to remedy this situation.

