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UNICEF CP 1NC

Text – The United States federal government should donate 100 million dollars to UNICEF to fund programs to combat sex trafficking and provide funding to HIV/AIDS prevention programs in South Korea

Solves the sex trafficking advantage- UNICEF provides necessary needs to women and children of sex trafficking network

UNICEF ‘04 (United Nations Children's Fund (or UNICEF; pronounced was created by the United Nations General Assembly on December 11, 1946, to provide emergency food and healthcare to children in countries that had been devastated http://www.unicef.org/newsline/00pr05.htm) 
Children are especially vulnerable to abuse and exploitation and trafficking during emergencies and armed conflicts. During times of crisis, UNICEF works diligently to care for children who have been separated from their families; to create protective "child-friendly" spaces; and to offer medical treatment and counseling. In countries wracked by violent conflict and upheaval, UNICEF protects children from military conscription, works to stop trafficking, and helps child soldiers and sex slaves recover and reintegrate into their communities. In 2009 alone, UNICEF facilitated the release of 2,813 child soldiers from on-going civil conflict in the Democratic Republic of the Congo.

UNICEF KEY TO AIDS/HIV PREVENTION PROGRAMS

UNICEF is key to AIDS/HIV prevention in women and children 
UNICEF,04 (United Nations Children's Fund (or UNICEF; pronounced was created by the United Nations General Assembly on December 11, 1946, to provide emergency food and healthcare to children in countries that had been devastated http://www.unicef.org/newsline/00pr05.htm) 
UNICEF has placed children center stage in the fight against AIDS with the "Unite for Children, Unite against AIDS" campaign. The global initiative uses the framework of the "4 P's" to identify the most urgent areas Prevention of mother–to–child transmission through testing and treatment of pregnant womenProviding pediatric treatment; Preventing infection among young people; and Protecting and supporting children affected by HIV/AIDS.UNICEF–supported programs provide care and education for millions of HIV–positive children, as well as those who are orphaned by the disease and those who are living with infected caregivers. UNICEF programs also teach adolescents and young adults about HIV prevention and educate communities about the harmful stigmas surrounding the disease. These stigmas, and the discrimination they produce, remain a considerable barrier to testing, treatment and prevention.

UNICEF Funding Solvency
UNICEF is currently has a funding gap of almost US$54 million 

UNICEF ‘08 (United Nations Children's Fund (or UNICEF; pronounced was created by the United Nations General Assembly on December 11, 1946, to provide emergency food and healthcare to children in countries that had been devastated http://www.unicef.org/ethiopia/support_383.html)
UNICEF currently has a funding gap of almost US$ 54 million. Funding is urgently required to continue the scale-up of life-saving interventions for children and women in the drought-affected parts of Djibouti, Kenya, Eritrea, Ethiopia and Somalia.
***AFF Answers***

Spending DA 1/3
A. Obama trying to cut spending costs now

Associated Press, June 13th, 2009, page 1 

President Obama said Saturday he wants to help pay for his health care overhaul by slowing Medicare and Medicaid spending, but hospitals, medical technicians and others are resisting. The high-stakes struggle over medical care is heating up as Obama declares the status quo unacceptable. The president suggests trimming federal payments to hospitals by about $200 billion over the next 10 years, saying greater efficiencies and broader insurance coverage will justify the change. Hospitals, especially those with many poor patients, say the proposed cuts are unfair and will harm the sick and elderly. Congress ultimately will shape the new laws. Obama is urging lawmakers to be bold and to resist powerful lobbies trying to maintain their clout and profits. "Americans are being priced out of the care they need," Obama said in his weekly radio and Internet address. Obama said high health care costs hurt the entire economy and contribute to the nearly 50 million people who lack coverage. His address focused on payments to Medicare and Medicaid, which cover millions of elderly and low-income people and involve thousands of doctors, hospitals, nursing homes and other institutions. He proposed cutting $313 billion from the programs over 10 years. That's in addition to the $635 billion "down payment" in tax increases and spending cuts in the health care system that he announced earlier. Together, Obama's plans would provide $948 billion over a decade in savings and/or tax increases to help insure practically everyone and to slow the rate of soaring health care costs. The president wants to cut $106 billion over 10 years from payments that help hospitals treat uninsured people. Spending on Medicare prescription drugs would fall by $75 billion over a decade. And slowing projected increases in Medicare payments to hospitals and other providers -- but not doctors -- would save $110 billion over 10 years, the president said. 

B. The CP would cost billions
ROGERS ‘09 Sharon, Senior at King’s College  https://www.benningtonbanner.com/opinion/ci_12070961.
It is possible to end human trafficking within the United States. The average cost of integration and rehabilitation in the U.S., once rescued, is approximately $30,000 per person. Allocating $15 billion to restore the lives of the 50,000 current slaves in the United States seems like a large sum to add to our ever-growing deficit. However, $15 billion is only a tiny fraction of the approximately $865 billion spent on war-related military operations throughout the past nine years in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

Spending DA 2/3
C. New spending commitments increase the budget deficit and inflation, crashing the economy- policy actions is key
Luce 09 (‘Summit to Tackle Balloning US Deficit’, Edward Luce for Financial Times, February 20, 2009)

News analysis ; Barack Obama will host a bipartisan group to find ways to contain soaring debt, reports Edward Luce The Congressional Budget Office shocked global markets a month ago, when it estimated that America's budget deficit would hit almost $1,200bn this year - a number that would shatter all postwar records. Four weeks later, the CBO's projections look positively rosy.  Capitol Hill has since passed a $787bn (EUR620bn, pound(s)550bn) two-year fiscal stimulus. Barack Obama, US president, has announced $75bn in new spending to provide relief to struggling mortgage holders and an additional $200bn in contingent liabilities for the housing market via Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, the state-owned mortgage providers.  Finally, Chrysler and GM have asked for another $21.6bn in state aid - barely a drop in the sea of red ink now enveloping Washington. This is without anticipating Treasury's request for hundreds of billions to recapitalise the financial sector.  Mr Obama will host a bipartisan summit on fiscal discipline next Monday that will aim to address America's long-term struggle to control entitlement costs in healthcare and social security. For most economists, it cannot come a moment too soon. "We are now looking at fiscal deficits of over a trillion [a million million] dollars every year for the next decade," says William Gale of the Brookings Institution. "And that is without adding all the trillions of dollars in contingent liabilities of the Federal Reserve and the Treasury, which show up nowhere in the budget or national debt numbers."  Under the CBO's projections, America's budget deficit will start to decline in 2010 and gradually reduce to 1.1 per cent of gross domestic product by 2019 - down from almost 9 per cent in 2009. But the CBO's assumptions, which it is required by law to follow, are widely dismissed as fantasy.  For example, the CBO assumes that all of George W. Bush's tax cuts will expire in 2010, even though Mr Obama has promised to retain them for all but the wealthiest Americans. It also assumes that the notorious Alternative Minimum Tax, which is postponed annually by Congress, will take effect. And it assumes no increases in discretionary spending.  Most economists, citing Milton Friedman's dictum that there is "nothing so permanent as a temporary government programme", assume that many items in the fiscal stimulus will be retained after two years have elapsed. Mr Obama has also said he will deliver on his promise for an expansion of healthcare coverage that could add up to $1,600bn in spending over the next decade, according to the Tax Policy Center think-tank.  Nor do the markets appear to believe the CBO's forecasts. With an eye perhaps on the dramatic expansion of the Fed's balance sheet, which has taken on more than $1,000bn dollars in new guarantees and loans in the past year, the bond markets are starting to price in an unthinkable possibility of US government default.  The implied risk of US government default in the market for credit default swaps has risen from 1 per cent to 6 per cent last September. Alan Greenspan, former chairman of the Federal Reserve, on Tuesday picked up on the recent steepening of the US Treasury yield curve to warn that it might lead to inflation.  "There is obviously a limit to the expansion of federal debt," he said in a speech in New York. "The recent rise of long-term interest rates may be signalling market concerns about inflationary pressures." On the outlook for spending cuts, Mr Greenspan added: "It would be foolish to disregard how American politics will shape the fiscal and monetary resolution of our current crisis."  Maya MacGuineas, who heads the committee for a responsible federal budget, says Monday's White House summit needs to set a credible agenda to begin a bipartisan effort to tackle America's debt. Between October last year and October 2010, it is expected to have risen 43 per cent - or $2,500bn. That is without including any of the new commitments from the Fed and Treasury. Nor does it include the $1,500bn in debt held by Fannie and Freddie.  "We can safely say that our current system of public accounting is way out of date and that it seriously understates both the budgetary and debt implications of all these liabilities,' says Ms MacGuineas. "It is 40 years old. We live in very different times now."

Spending DA 3/3
D. Economic collapse will lead to starvation

Klare --professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College in Amherst, Massachusetts 2009 (Michael T. Klare, http://www.alternet.org/workplace/132523/will_our_economic_collapse_cause_the_death_of_millions_abroad/, June 24, 2009)
Until now, concern over the human impact of the global crisis has largely been focused -- understandably so -- on unemployment and economic hardship in the United States, Europe, and former Soviet Union. Many stories have appeared on the devastating impact of plant closings, bankruptcies, and home foreclosures on families and communities in these parts of the world. Much less coverage has been devoted to the meltdown's impact on people in the developing world. As the crisis spreads to the poorer countries, however, it's likely that people in these areas will experience hardships every bit as severe as those in the wealthier countries -- and, in many cases, far worse.The greatest worry is that most of the gains achieved in eradicating poverty over the last decade or so will be wiped out, forcing tens or hundreds of millions of people from the working class and the lower rungs of the middle class back into the penury from which they escaped. Equally worrisome is the risk of food scarcity in these areas, resulting in widespread malnutrition, hunger, and starvation. All this is sure to produce vast human misery, sickness, and death, but could also result in social and political unrest of various sorts, including riot, rebellion, and ethnic strife.
Spending DA Extensions- UNICEF Expensive
THE HIGH COST IS BECAUSE TRAFFICKING SURVIVORS REQUIRE MASSIVE SERVICES

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 04

http://www.usdoj.gov/whatwedo/whatwedo_ctip.html.

In FY 2003, the Office for Victims of Crime (OVC) made its first awards to various nongovernmental organizations for the purpose of providing trafficking victims with comprehensive or specialized services during the precertification phase, and for the purpose of providing grantees with training and technical assistance for program support and enhancement. OVC funds help victim service providers meet the challenge of addressing the complex and acute service needs of trafficking victims through the provision of: Comprehensive services: Direct services mobilized by the grantee organization to meet the range of needs of trafficking victims. Comprehensive services include addressing the victim's basic needs for shelter, food, and clothing as well as case management, information and referral, legal assistance and advocacy, medical and dental services, mental health assessment and treatment, job skills training, transportation, and interpretation services.

***Advantage Answers***
AIDS Impact defense 1/2

AIDS couldn’t cause extinction – Even in Africa, it’s far from killing everyone

Caldwell 2k (Joseph, PhD in mathmatics @ The University of North Carolina and that spark dude, "The End of the World, and the New World Order," March 6http://www.foundationwebsite.org/TheEndOfTheWorld.htm, AD: 6/30/09) jl
Disease could wipe out mankind.  It is clear that HIV/AIDS will not accomplish this – it is not even having a significant impact on slowing the population explosion in Africa, where prevalence rates reach over thirty percent in some countries.  But a real killer plague could certainly wipe out mankind.  The interesting thing about plagues, however, is that they never seem to kill everyone – historically, the mortality rate is never 100 per cent (from disease alone).  Based on historical evidence, it would appear that, while plagues may certainly reduce human population, they are not likely to wipe it out entirely.  This notwithstanding, the gross intermingling of human beings and other species that accompanies globalization nevertheless increases the likelihood of global diseases to high levels.

Humans are evolving to exclude the receptor HIV needs
Smith 2k6 (Stephen, Reporter at Health and Science Desk for Boston Globe, “A Darwinian view of AIDS”, March, http://www.boston.com/news/science/articles/2006/03/13/a_darwinian_view_of_aids/?page=full, AD: 6/30/09) jl
As researchers unlocked the secrets of HIV, they found a gene mutation they suspect may protect against the virus that causes AIDS.

Human cells have locks on their surface -- scientists call them receptors -- and a virus must insert its key into these locks to gain entry. One of those is called CCR5, and HIV needs to unlock it to be able to infect cells. But scientists in recent years discovered that 5 to 10 percent of people in northern Europe don't have CCR5 receptors.''And that's where the story gets interesting," said Dr. Calvin Cohen, research director for Community Research Initiative of New England, which conducts trials of AIDS drugs.In contrast, people in Africa and Asia universally possess CCR5. So researchers theorized that lower HIV rates in northern Europe might be due in part to some people lacking the cellular lock.But why don't they have it? Right now, it's only an informed hunch, but scientists suspect that the mutation exhibited by northern Europeans may be an artifact of the bubonic plague. The theory goes like this: As the plague swarmed Europe starting in the 14th century, it wiped out people who possessed CCR5 but spared those who lacked it.''What we're talking about is a Darwinian process," Harmit Malik, who specializes in the study of genetic conflict at the Fred Hutchinson Cancer Research Center in Seattle. ''What was a really rare mutation was what survived. Everyone else had fallen prey to this particular pathogen."
AIDS Impact defense 2/2

New drugs will block key receptors being developed
Smith 2k6 

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

And the thing is, people who lack CCR5 receptors appear not to suffer any consequences.
''So we have an ideal combination," Calvin Cohen said. ''HIV needs it, but we don't. What an ideal target for drug development." That's why drug companies have developed experimental medications designed to block CCR5 so that HIV cannot enter cells. Cohen's Community Research Initiative is currently involved in a study of a Pfizer Inc. medication, with several patients enrolled in Boston.

This and other efforts to use evolution as a weapon against HIV are an acknowledgment that even with more than two-dozen AIDS medications now available, that's still not enough. The AIDS virus is especially adept at evolving to escape drugs -- an evolutionary process that can take place in weeks and months.

''It is essentially an organism that is an example of evolution at light speed, constantly, constantly changing," said Warner C. Greene, director of the Gladstone Institute of Virology and Immunology at the University of California at San Francisco.

Bringing the evolution story full circle, scientists continue to explore the history of the viral cousin of HIV carried by other primates. They know that HIV is an example of a virus that leaped from animals -- monkeys, in this case -- to humans. They also know that, with the passage of time, the virus ceased to harm monkeys, in part to allow its own survival. (So did the virus that attacked the Australian rabbits, by the way, evolving to be less harmful so more of its hosts could survive.)

''HIV coming fairly recently into the human population has not had a chance to evolve that way," said John M. Coffin, a leading AIDS researcher at Tufts University.

Morality bad/Utilitarianism 1/3
A risk of nuclear war precludes any deontological framework – uncertainty mandates that every policy decision must be able to guarantee the continued existence of the human race, and to ignore this possibility is in itself immoral and unjustified. *This card has been gender-modified.

Schell, policy analyst and proliferation expert, 2000 (Jonathan, “The Fate of the Earth”, p. 94-5)

To say that human extinction is a certainty would, of course, be a misrepresentation—just as it would be a misrepresentation to say that extinction can be ruled out. To begin with, we know that a holocaust may not occur at all. If one does occur, the adversaries may not use all their weapons. If they do use all their weapons, the global effects, in the ozone and elsewhere, may be moderate. And if the effects are not moderate but extreme, the ecosphere may prove resilient enough to withstand them without breaking down catastrophically. These are all substantial reasons for supposing that mankind will not be extinguished in a nuclear holocaust, or even that extinction in a holocaust is unlikely, and they tend to calm our fear and reduce our sense of urgency. Yet at the same time we are compelled to admit that there may be a holocaust, that the adversaries may use all their weapons, that the global effects, including effects of which we are as yet unaware, may be severe, that the ecosphere may suffer catastrophic breakdown, and that our species may be extinguished. We are left with uncertainty, and are forced to make our decisions in a state of uncertainty. If we wish to act to save our species, we have to muster our resolve in spite of our awareness that the life of the species may not now in fact be jeopardized. On the other hand, if we wish to ignore the peril, we have to admit that we do so in the knowledge that the species may be in danger of imminent self-destruction. When the existence of nuclear weapons was made known, thoughtful people everywhere in the world realized that if the great powers entered into a nuclear-arms race the human species would sooner or later face the possibility of extinction. They also realized that in the absence of international agreements preventing it an arms race would probably occur. They knew that the path of nuclear armament was a dead end for mankind. The discovery of the energy in mass—of “the basic power of the universe”—and of a means by which man could release that energy altered the relationship between [humans] and the source of [their] life, the earth. In the shadow of this power, the earth became small and the life of the human species doubtful. In that sense, the question of human extinction has been on the political agenda of the world ever since the first nuclear weapon was detonated, and there was no need for the world to build up its present tremendous arsenals before starting to worry about it. At just what point the species crossed, or will have crossed, the boundary between merely having the technical knowledge to destroy itself and actually having the arsenals at hand, ready to be used at any second, is not precisely knowable. But it is clear that at present, with some twenty thousand megatons of nuclear explosive power in existence, and with more being added every day, we have entered into the zone of uncertainty, which is to say the zone of risk of extinction. But the mere risk of extinction has a significance that is categorically different from, and immeasurably greater than, that of any other risk, and as we make our decisions we have to take that significance into account. Up to now, every risk has been contained within the frame of life; extinction would shatter the frame. It represents not the defeat of some purpose but an abyss in which all human purposes would be drowned for all time. We have no right to place the possibility of this limitless, eternal defeat on the same footing as risks that we run in the ordinary conduct of our affairs in our particular transient moment of human history. To employ a mathematical analogy, we can say that although the risk of extinction may be fractional, the stake is, humanly speaking, infinite, and a fraction of infinity is still infinity. In other words, once we learn that a holocaust might lead to extinction we have no right to gamble, because if we lose, the game will be over, and neither we nor anyone else will ever get another chance. Therefore, although, scientifically speaking, there is all the difference in the world between the mere possibility that a holocaust will bring about extinction and the certainty of it, morally they are the same, and we have no choice but to address the issue of nuclear weapons as though we knew for a certainty that their use would put an end to our species. In weighing the fate of the earth and, with it, our own fate, we stand before a mystery, and in tampering with the earth we tamper with a mystery. We are in deep ignorance. Our ignorance should dispose us to wonder, our wonder should make us humble, our humility should inspire us to reverence and caution, and our reverence and caution should lead us to act without delay to withdraw the threat we now pose to the earth and to ourselves.
Morality bad/Utilitarianism 2/3
Only utilitarianism takes into account the inevitability of sacrifices and compromise – any other framework is utopian and inevitably fails.

Nye, prof. of IR at Harvard University, 1986 (Joseph, “Nuclear Ethics”, p. 24)
Whether one accepts the broad consequentialist approach or chooses some other, more eclectic way to include and reconcile the three dimensions of complex moral issues, there will often be a sense of uneasiness about the answers, not just because of the complexity of the problems “but simply that there is no satisfactory solution to these issues – at least none that appears to avoid in practice what most men would still regard as an intolerable sacrifice of value.” When value is sacrificed, there is often the problem of “dirty hands.” Not all ethical decisions are pure ones. The absolutist may avoid the problem of dirty hands, but often at the cost of having no hands at all. Moral theory cannot be “rounded off and made complete and tidy.” That is part of the modern human condition. But that does not exempt us from making difficult moral choices.

Policymakers specifically must act through utilitarianism because they can only make decisions based on the good of the public.

Goodin, fellow in philosophy at Australian National Defense University, 1990 (Robert, “The Utilitarian Response”, p. 141-2)

My larger argument turns on the proposition that there is something special about the situation of public officials that makes utilitarianism more probable for them than private individuals. Before proceeding with the large argument, I must therefore say what it is that makes it so special about public officials and their situations that make it both more necessary and more desirable for them to adopt a more credible form of utilitarianism. Consider, first, the argument from necessity. Public officials are obliged to make their choices under uncertainty , and uncertainty of a very special sort at that. All choices – public and private alike – are made under some degree of uncertainty, of course. But in the nature of things, private individuals will usually have more complete information on the peculiarities of their own circumstances and on the ramifications that alternative possible choices might have for them. Public officials, in contrast, are relatively poorly informed as to the effects that their choices will have on individuals, one by one. What they typically do know are generalities: averages and aggregates. They know what will happen most often to most people as a result of their various possible choices, but that is all. That is enough to allow public policy-makers to use the utilitarian calculus – assuming they want to use it at all – to chose general rules or conduct.

Morality bad/Utilitarianism 3/3
Double bind – either no human lives are equally valuable, which forces them to prove why the lives they save are worth it, or all human life is equally valuable, which necessitates utilitarianism.

Harsanyi, prof. of economics at UC Berkeley, 1982 (John, “Utilitarianism and Beyond”, p. 26-7)
Some further notes on this suggestion will be in place here. First, it is sometimes alleged that justice has to be at odds with utility. But if we ask how we are to be just between the competing interests of different people, it seems hard to give any other answer than it is by giving equal weight, impartially to the interests of everybody. And this is precisely what yields the utility principle. It does not necessarily yield equality in the resulting distribution. There are certainly very good utilitarian reasons for seeking equality in distribution too; but justice is something distinct. The utilitarian is sometimes said to be indifferent between equal and unequal distributions provided that total utility is equal. This is so; but it conceals two important utilitarian grounds for a fairly high degree of actual goods (tempered, of course, as in most systems including Rawls’s by various advantages that are secured by moderate inequalities). The second is that inequalities tend to produce, at any rate in educated societies, envy hatred and malice whose disutility needs no emphasizing. I am convinced that when these two factors are taken into account, utilitarians have no feed to fear the accusation that they could favor extreme inequalities of distribution in actual modern societies. Fantastic hypothetical cases can no doubt be invented in which they would have to favor them; but as, as we shall see, this is an illegitimate form of argument.
Conflicting moral claims are inevitable – this necessitates utilitarianism.

Mulholland, prof. of philosophy at the University of Newfoundland, 1986 (Leslie, Journal of Philosophy, June, p. 328)

For many, the persuasiveness of utilitarianism as a moral theory lies in its power to provide a way out of difficulties arising from the conflict of moral principles. The contention that utilitarianism permits people to override rights in case of conflict of principles or in those cases where some recognized utility requires that a right be disregarded, is then not an internal objection to utilitarianism. Nor does it even indicate a plausible alternative to the convinced utilitarian. For him, utilitarianism has its force partly in the coherence and simplicity of the principle in explaining the morality of such cases.
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