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Contention 1: SQ

Contention One: The Status Quo 

First, nano development in Mexico is on the rise – it’s unregulated and risks spinning out of control 

Inter Press Service 12 (Tierramérica, “MEXICO: Scientists Call For Regulation of Nanotechnology,” 03/12/2012, http://www.tierramerica.info/nota.php?lang=eng&idnews=3920&olt=568, AC)

MEXICO CITY, Mar 12 (Tierramérica).- Nanotechnology, which is currently unregulated in Mexico, could pose serious threats to human health and the environment, cautions a new study. "Far from a policy of precaution vis-à-vis these new technologies, products are entering the market without regulation to guarantee their safety or labels to inform of their use," researcher Guillermo Foladori of the public Autonomous University of Zacatecas told Tierramérica. Foladori and his colleague Noela Invernizzi are the co-authors of a new report, "Implicaciones sociales y ambientales del desarrollo de las nanotecnologías en América Latina y el Caribe" (Social and Environmental Implications of Nanotechnology Development in Latin America and the Caribbean), presented on Mar. 7 in Mexico City. Nanotechnology involves the manipulation of matter on an atomic and molecular scale to change its physical and chemical properties, and is used in electronic components, cosmetics and packaging, among other products.

And, haphazard development risks spilling over

Foladori and Lau 7

(ReLANS coordinators, Doctoral Program in Development Studies Universidad Autónoma de Zacatecas Zacatecas, México, “Nanotechnologies in Latin America,” pg online @ http://www.rosalux.de/fileadmin/rls_uploads/pdfs/Manuskripte_81.pdf //um-ef)

At the beginning of 2002, all nanotechnology-related research became an area of strategic importance, with some funding directed to support its development. The Programa Especial de Ciencia y Tecnología 2001-2006 (Special Program for Science and Technology 2001-2006), which is embedded inside the National Development Plan 2001-2006, views nanotechnology as a strategic area within the science of advanced materials. In the same document, the core areas to be developed are depicted in detail and include nanostructures, semiconductors, metallurgy, biomaterials, optical components, advance ceramics and modulation of materials and processes. Additionally, the Development Plan reviews the available resources in research centers with a special focus on human resources, equipment and the connections they have with industry. The Programa Especial points out the pressing need for creating a national plan on nanotechnology development and the necessity to encourage the formation of networks for scientific exchange in the area (CONACYT, 2002). Moreover, the National Development Plan 2001-2006 identifies nanotechnology research as an important subfield inside the energy sector, above all others within the framework of the Instituto Mexicano del Petróleo (“IMP”) (Mexican Institute of Petroleum). The conditions and provisions to create and implement a National Initiative for Nanotechnology Development were present, but the lack of funding and the absence of an executive plan created barriers to fully develop a national initiative for nanotechnology. In this regard, the budget for Science and Technology (“S&T”) has dramatically decreased in the last five years. In the National Development Plan, it was expected that the disbursement for Research and Development (“R&D”) would reach 1% of Gross National Product (“GDP”) by 2006. By 2004 this estimate was reduced to 0.5% of GDP and by 2005 it barely reached 0.4%. This could change at any time. One indicator of change is the report issued by the Committee for Science and Technology of the Senate of the Republic in 2005. In this document, the Committee pronounced itself in favor of preparation for a National Emergency Program for investment in research and teaching of nanotechnology (Comisión de Ciencia y Tecnología, Senado de la República, 2005). Several researchers and specialists in the nanoscience field worked in a partnership to create the Programa Especial de Ciencia y Tecnología 2001-2006, reviewing a large number of national programs for nanotechnology research in other countries, particularly the National Nanotechnology Initiative of the U.S. After a review of nanotechnology initiatives, it is surprising that the Programa Especial does not make any reference to the possible risks to health and the environment related to the use of nanotechnology—neither its ethical and legal implications, nor the public participation in what many scientists see as the most important technological revolution of the 21st century. The absence of concern associated with the use of nanotechnology in México becomes worrying because of the increasing number of laboratories in the area. Furthermore, many of them are already using clean rooms and very sophisticated equipment with the main objective of encouraging the production of nanocomponents for the industrial sector. In the same vein, Argentina and Brazil do not have a program to discuss the implications and risks of nanotechnology, or a plan to supervise the activities related to nanotechnology research and development. In this regard, it is clear that the distance between Latin America and its European and North American counterparts is expanding. Due to the absence of a National Nanotechnology Initiative, México has turned its attention to different research centers in search for bilateral or multilateral agreements to foster the creation of scientific networks in the area. A report, written by Malsch Technovaluation relating to micro- and nanotechnology in México, points out that there are eleven research groups located in three universities and two research institutes, with ninety researchers in the area of nanotechnology (Lieffering, 2004; Malsch, & Lieffering, 2004). Other sources estimate the number of researchers working on nanotechnology in México at between 300 and 500. It is beyond the aim of this article to provide a complete picture of the status of nanotechnology in México, but it is worth mentioning some of the efforts made in this regard.

This causes toxic poisoning of the environment 

Vandermolen 6 

(LCDR Thomas D. Vandermolen, USN (BS, Louisiana Tech University; MA, Naval War College), is officer in charge, Maritime Science and Technology Center, Yokosuka, Japan. He was previously assigned as a student at the Naval War College, Newport Naval Station, Rhode Island. He has also served as intelligence officer for Carrier Wing Five, Naval Air Facility, Atsugi, Japan, and in similar assignments with US Special Operations Command, US Forces Korea, and Sea Control Squadron THIRTY-FIVE, Naval Air Station, North Island, California. AIR & SPACE POWER JOUNRAL, Fall, 2006, “Molecular nanotechnology and national security,” pg online @ http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/fal06/vandermolen.html //um-ef)

Environmental Damage. MNT was originally perceived as a potential cure-all for a variety of environmental problems: nanobots in the atmosphere, for example, could physically repair the ozone layer or remove greenhouse gases. Recently, however, NT is increasingly seen as a potential environmental problem in its own right. Both NT and MNT are expected to produce large quantities of nanoparticles and other disposable nanoproducts, the environmental effects of which are currently unknown. This “nanolitter,” small enough to penetrate living cells, raises the possibility of toxic poisoning of organs, either from the nanolitter itself or from toxic elements attached to those nanoparticles.26

Extinction 

CRN 4 

(Center for Responsible Nanotechnology, 4/19/04, “Disaster Scenarios”, http://crnano.typepad.com/crnblog/2004/07/disaster_scenar.html //nz)

Subquestion F: Environmental devastation by overproduction? Preliminary answer: It would be easy to build enough nano-litter to cause serious pollution problems. Small nano-built devices in particular will be difficult to collect after use. It will also be easy to consume enough energy to change microclimate and even global climate. Overpopulation is probably not a concern, even in the event of extreme life/health extension. The more people use high technology, the fewer children they seem to have. Provisional conclusion: Several plausible disaster scenarios appear to pose existential threats to the human race.

The United States federal government should substantially increase its nanotechnology assistance toward Mexico.  

Contention 2: Mexico

Contention Two: Mexico 

Current nanotech policies avoid places like Latin America

Wilson Center 07 

(Woodrow Wilson Internatonal Center for scholars “The promise of Nanotechnology” may 2007 pg online @ http://www.wilsoncenter.org/article/the-promise-nanotechnology //um-ef)

The market opportunity is substantial. Nanotechnology has been incorporated into billions of dollars worth of manufactured goods. An online inventory maintained by the Project since March 2006 contains nearly 400 manufacturer-identified, nanotechnology-based consumer products already on the market. The inventory includes a range of fitness, food, electronic, automotive, and home and garden products, and the rapid pace of commercialization will likely continue for the foreseeable future.  Many business and government leaders describe nanotechnology as "the next Industrial Revolution," yet the environmental and health impacts remain unknown, and there is great need to assess and study the implications and how institutions can adapt to this new technology. By publishing reports, hosting seminars, conducting surveys, and testifying at congressional and agency hearings, the Project seeks to inform industry, government, and the public about nanotechnology's potential hazards as well as the vast benefits and future opportunities.  Health Opportunities Nanomedicine is a rapidly growing field that holds the promise of new vaccines, medical treatments, and cures. By manipulating molecules, scientists will be able to create drugs that treat cancer, engineer materials to replace diseased organs, repair nerve damage, and improve prosthetic limbs, among many other medical breakthroughs.  A new report, Nanofrontiers: Visions for the Future of Nanotechnology, released by the Project in conjunction with the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the National Institutes of Health (NIH), summarizes discussions that took place at the Wilson Center among dozens of scientists, engineers, ethicists, policymakers, and other experts on the long-term potential of nanotechnology.  One section of the report focuses on the groundbreaking work of biologists and chemists in revolutionizing medicine. One such scientist, Dr. Samuel I. Stupp, director of the Institute of BioNanotechnology in Medicine at Northwestern University, suggests that nanotechnology can be used to mobilize the body's own healing abilities to repair or regenerate damaged cells, and his early clinical studies have yielded incredible results. His work has implications for Parkinson's and Alzheimer's, both diseases in which key brain cells stop working properly. Similarly, Dr. Elias A. Zerhouni, director of the National Institutes of Health, envisions nanotechnology leading to a radical transformation in health care, making it more predictive, preemptive, and personalized.  Dr. Stupp said about his work with laboratory animals, "By injecting molecules that were designed to self-assemble into nanostructures in the spinal tissue, we have been able to rescue and re-grow rapidly damaged neurons. The nanofibers—thousands of times thinner than a human hair—are the key to not only preventing the formation of harmful scar tissue which inhibits spinal cord healing, but to stimulating the body into regenerating lost or damaged cells."  Advances in nanotechnology have the potential to improve health benefits for the more than five billion people in the developing world. At a Wilson Center seminar in March, Dr. Peter A. Singer, senior scientist at the McLaughlin-Rotman Centre for Global Health and professor of medicine at the University of Toronto, said, "Nanotechnology might provide less-industrialized countries with powerful new tools for diagnosing and treating disease, and might increase the availability of clean water."  But there are numerous obstacles. "Business has little incentive to invest as shown by the lack of new drugs for… diseases that disproportionately affect people in developing countries," Singer said. Meanwhile, he added, government foreign assistance agencies and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) do not focus, or focus adequately, on how nanotechnology could improve health in developing countries.  "Countries like Brazil, India, China and South Africa have significant nanotechnology research initiatives that could be directed toward the particular needs of the poor," noted Dr. Andrew Maynard, chief science advisor for the Project. "But there is still a danger—if market forces are the only dynamic—that small minorities of people in wealthy nations will benefit from nanotechnology breakthroughs in the health sector, while large majorities, mainly in the developing world, will not. Responsible development of nanotechnology must include benefits for people in both rich and poor nations and at relatively low cost."
Nanotech has the potential to help millions in Latin America

Foladori and Lau 07

(ReLANS coordinators, Doctoral Program in Development Studies Universidad Autónoma de Zacatecas Zacatecas, México, “Nanotechnologies in Latin America,” pg online @ http://www.rosalux.de/fileadmin/rls_uploads/pdfs/Manuskripte_81.pdf //um-ef)

There has been little coverage in the international media about the development of nanotechnologies in Latin America; even though some countries in the region have allocated large amounts of resources to get on board the nanotechnological wave. Brazil, in 2001, launched a national program to endorse the formation of research networks on nanotechnnology development. This came about shortly after the United States (US) presented its National Nanotechnology Initiative in 2001 with a budget of USD 500-million. In Mexico, dozens of public research centers entered the new century by signing several research agreements with foreign institutions; these institutions also opened graduate courses centered on nanotechnology- related research. In Argentina, since 2005, the Comisión Nacional de Energía Atómica (National Commission of Atomic Energy) was strengthened by directing most of its scarce resources to promote the development of nanotechnology in the nation. COLCIENCIAS, the Colombian institution in charge of S&T, included, in 2004, the area of “advanced materials and nanotechnology” in its research plan. There are other countries with a smaller presence in the area but that have officially allocated some resources to this purpose or have created centers focused on the R&D of nanotechnologies. Brazil, Argentina and México are the leading countries in nanotechnology R&D in Latin America. In Brazil, there are currently ten scientific research networks working on nanotechnology, all divided according to their areas of interest. Argentina has currently four active networks. In Mexico, the organization is much more decentralized, with the largest university, the Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México (UNAM), concentrating the most the human resources working in the area, with more than 300 researchers. In Colombia there are about 34 research groups undertaking research in nanotechnology. The role of the private sector in nanotechnology development in these countries and in most of Latin America is still ambiguous. History has shown that the Latin American private sector has not been closely engaged with the R&D of new technologies. The general trend is that companies wait for either the government or public research centers to innovate so they can later make free use of the discoveries. Most scientists see this as the most significant disadvantage, particularly, because in this context, there are very limited possibilities to organize innovation around the development of new merchandise. However, the division between the private and the public sector in Latin America can open a window of opportunity to create large public companies with an interest in applying nanotechnology for the well-being of society. This, of course, would have to include most of the nonprofitable areas of nanotechnology development such as: potable water, public health, massive education, popular housing and many others. It is worth mentioning that the main, if not the only, incentive behind nanotechnology development in Latin America is to encourage an increase in competitiveness. This subject is a matter of concern because the region has clear examples of the consequences of the constant search for an increase in international competitiveness while ignoring social indicators. The case of Mexico is, in this regard, very illustrative. There is neither a mechanical nor a linear correlation between good macroeconomic performance and the improvement of the living conditions of the population. The income concentration and inequality are features of the Latin-American social structure that will not be solved, at least mechanically, by just having a better position in the world market. Internationally, there is an ongoing debate about the potential health and environmental risks of the use of nanotechnology. In Latin America, the debate is still at its dawn. In 2007, some institutions in Argentina and Brazil have discreetly raised the importance of discussing those issues. It is clear that the subjects should be opened to the scrutiny of the public in a transparent manner as soon as possible. Further, the discussion about the social and ethical implications of the use of this technology is absent in the institutional and academic arena, even though it has been raised by some trade unions. In the region, where inequality is already an important challenge, the changes in the industrial apparatus that nanotechnology will bring are a matter of concern for the working sector and some other social groups. In this context, it is not a surprise to discover the lack of linkage between R&D and the social needs that are widespread throughout Latin America. This link, of course, is absent inside the nanotechnology programs and is completely ignored in the policy rationale behind their implementation.

Collaboration is key – only way to ensure pro-poor research

Lodwick et al 7 (T. Lodwick*, R. Rodrigues**, R. Sandler***, W.D. Kay**** * Nanotechnology and Society Research Group (NSRG), Northeastern University **Santa Clara University, School of Law, ***NSRG, Department of Philosophy and Religion, Northeastern University, ****NSRG, Deapartment of Political Science, Northeastern University, “nanotechnology and the global poor: the united states policy and international collaborations” pg online @ http://www.nsti.org/procs/Nanotech2007v1/8/T81.501, AC)

Perhaps the most basic barrier to conducting nanotechnology research is equipment costs. One way for a researcher in a developing nation to reduce these costs is by collaborating with a researcher from another developing nation (South-South collaboration), or with a researcher from a developed nation (North-South collaboration). Each type of partnership has benefits and limitations. While South-South research is more likely to focus on developing world problems, resources may still be constrained; and while North-South collaboration enables access to high-tech facilities, little incentive exists for developed world researchers to partake in such collaborations. The lack of incentives for researchers in the developed world to aid the developing world is a critical barrier to diffusing nanotechnology. There is little or no financial incentive for developed world researchers to make the required effort to work with developing world researchers. Similarly, there are very few funding sources that exist to provide incentives for developed world researchers to independently address the social problems facing the developing world (pro-poor research).

Nanotech is critical –provides the best development of disease prevention techniques

VOA News 09(“Nanotechnology Could Improve Health Care in Developing Countries,” pg online @ http://www.voanews.com/articleprintview/347615.html //um-ef)\
Scientists say nanotechnology, which involves some of the smallest things on earth, could have a big impact in developing countries. And some of the biggest benefits could come in improving health. Nanotechnology refers to the ability to manipulate materials on the nanometer scale. How small is that? A nanometer is one-billionth of a meter - something like the length of a line,10 atoms long. That's hard to grasp, so nanotech scientist Andrew Maynard explains it with an analogy. If you can imagine a child the size of the Moon, "a tennis ball will be something like 50 nanometers in diameter. Or the head of a pin will be one nanometer in diameter. So the difference in scale, going from human scale to the nanoscale, is the equivalent of taking the moon and putting the head of a pin on the moon." Maynard is chief scientist at the Project on Emerging Nanotechnologies, part of the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington. At a recent symposium, he said researchers have been using nanotechnology to create products like cosmetics and stain resistant clothing. But some of the most promising uses of nanotechnology are in the health field. In sub-Saharan Africa each year, malaria kills a million children under the age of five. A big part of the malaria challenge is correctly diagnosing patients. Often, anti-malaria drugs are given without a proper diagnosis, to people who may not have malaria. That's not only wasteful, it contributes to drug resistance. Peter Singer of the University of Toronto says a nanotechnology called quantum dots could make it much easier to correctly diagnose malaria, instead of using the traditional method of examining a patient's blood under a microscope. "The bottom line," says Singer, "is that changing the infrastructure from moderate infrastructure like microscopes, to minimal infrastructure, like the quantum dots I was showing you, saves hundreds of thousands of lives for malaria. So this is a serious public health issue at stake, just from a diagnostic." In addition to better diagnostics, nanotechnology could also help in treating disease. For example, as Piotr Grodzinski of the U.S. National Cancer Institute points out, it could help make existing medicines more effective. "You can develop techniques which allow [doctors] to deliver the therapeutic drug or therapeutic treatment locally to the tumor site, and in many cases use much lower dose of the drug, and by that means cause lower side effects." Advances in nanotechnology are coming out of labs in the usual advanced countries. But scientists in developing and emerging countries - China, India and Brazil, for example - are also involved. However, as program moderator Jeff Spieler of the U.S. Agency for International Development cautioned, it's still a big step getting those innovations to some of the world's poorest people. "This to some extent will depend on how many of the new innovations will actually be coming from the laboratories of less developed countries," said Spieler, "and then what is the likelihood of that these advances, even in those laboratories, will find their way into the indigenous populations of those countries and not be picked up by somebody else?" Although nanotech experts stress the potential benefits from the new technology, they also concede that there are risks involved in working with these new nano materials. Andrew Maynard of the Woodrow Wilson Center acknowledged the uncertainties. "If you look at the very simplest case of nanometer-size particles, we know they behave differently in the body and in the environment [compared] to larger, more conventional particles," Maynard explained. "So yes, there are going to be a whole new set of risk issues we need to address, and that's going to require quite a substantial investment in new science to understand what those risks are, but also how to translate and transform that information into effective and safe ways of using the technologies." Among those at risk could be workers involved in manufacturing new nano-scale materials, as well as consumers, such as those taking nano-based medicines.

Disease causes extinction

Naish 12 (John Naish, writer for Daily Mail, citing John Oxford, professor of virology at Queen Mary’s School of Medicine and Dentistry, Scientific Director of Retroscreen Virology Ltd, considered to be the leading expert on disease and viral outbreaks, 10-14-12, “The Armageddon virus: Why experts fear a disease that leaps from animals to humans could devastate mankind in the next five years,” http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-2217774/The-Armageddon-virus-Why-experts-fear-disease-leaps-animals-humans-devastate-mankind-years.html) gz

When the Health Protection Agency warned the world of this newly- emerging virus last month, it ignited a stark fear among medical experts.¶ Could this be the next bird flu, or even the next ‘Spanish flu’ — the world’s biggest pandemic, which claimed between 50 million and 100 million lives across the globe from 1918 to 1919?¶ In all these outbreaks, the virus responsible came from an animal. Analysts now believe that the Spanish flu pandemic originated from a wild aquatic bird.¶ The terrifying fact is that viruses that manage to jump to us from animals — called zoonoses — can wreak havoc because of their astonishing ability to catch us on the hop and spread rapidly through the population when we least expect it. ¶ One leading British virologist, Professor John Oxford at Queen Mary Hospital, University of London, and a world authority on epidemics, warns that we must expect an animal-originated pandemic to hit the world within the next five years, with potentially cataclysmic effects on the human race.¶ Such a contagion, he believes, will be a new strain of super-flu, a highly infectious virus that may originate in some far-flung backwater of Asia or Africa, and be contracted by one person from a wild animal or domestic beast, such as a chicken or pig. ¶ By the time the first victim has succumbed to this unknown, unsuspected new illness, they will have spread it by coughs and sneezes to family, friends, and all those gathered anxiously around them.¶ Thanks to our crowded, hyper-connected world, this doomsday virus will already have begun crossing the globe by air, rail, road and sea before even the best brains in medicine have begun to chisel at its genetic secrets. Before it even has a name, it will have started to cut its lethal swathe through the world’s population.¶ If this new virus follows the pattern of the pandemic of 1918-1919, it will cruelly reap mass harvests of young and fit people. ¶ They die because of something called a ‘cytokine storm’ — a vast overreaction of their strong and efficient immune systems that is prompted by the virus.¶ This uncontrolled response burns them with a fever and wracks their bodies with nausea and massive fatigue. The hyper-activated immune system actually kills the person, rather than killing the super-virus.¶ Professor Oxford bases his prediction on historical patterns. ¶ The past century has certainly provided us with many disturbing precedents. For example, the 2003 global outbreak of Sars, the severe acute respiratory syndrome that killed nearly 1,000 people, was transmitted to humans from Asian civet cats in China.¶ In November 2002, it first spread among people working at a live animal market in the southern Guangdong province, where civets were being sold. ¶ Nowadays, the threat from such zoonoses is far greater than ever, thanks to modern technology and human population growth. Mass transport such as airliners can quickly fan outbreaks of newly- emerging zoonoses into deadly global wildfires. ¶ The Sars virus was spread when a Chinese professor of respiratory medicine treating people with the syndrome fell ill when he travelled to Hong Kong, carrying the virus with him. ¶ By February 2003, it had covered the world by hitching easy lifts with airline passengers. Between March and July 2003, some 8,400 probable cases of Sars had been reported in 32 countries.¶ It is a similar story with H1N1 swine flu, the 2009 influenza pandemic that infected hundreds of millions throughout the world. It is now believed to have originated in herds of pigs in Mexico before infecting humans who boarded flights to myriad destinations. ¶ Once these stowaway viruses get off the plane, they don’t have to learn a new language or new local customs. ¶ Genetically, we humans are not very diverse; an epidemic that can kill people in one part of the world can kill them in any other just as easily. ¶ On top of this, our risk of catching such deadly contagions from wild animals is growing massively, thanks to humankind’s relentless encroachment into the world’s jungles and rainforests, where we increasingly come into contact for the first time with unknown viral killers that have been evolving and incubating in wild creatures for millennia.¶ This month, an international research team announced it had identified an entirely new African virus that killed two teenagers in the Democratic Republic of the Congo in 2009. ¶ The virus induced acute hemorrhagic fever, which causes catastrophic widespread bleeding from the eyes, ears, nose and mouth, and can kill in days.¶ A 15-year-old boy and a 13-year-old girl who attended the same school both fell ill suddenly and succumbed rapidly. A week after the girl’s death, a nurse who cared for her developed similar symptoms. He only narrowly survived.¶ The new microbe is named Bas-Congo virus (BASV), after the province where its three victims lived. It belongs to a family of viruses known as rhabdoviruses, which includes rabies. ¶ A report in the journal PLoS Pathogens says the virus probably originated in local wildlife and was passed to humans through insect bites or some other as-yet unidentified means. ¶ There are plenty of other new viral candidates waiting in the wings, guts, breath and blood of animals around us. You can, for example, catch leprosy from armadillos, which carry the virus in their shells and are responsible for a third of leprosy cases in the U.S. ¶ Horses can transmit the Hendra virus, which can cause lethal respiratory and neurological disease in people. ¶ In a new book that should give us all pause for thought, award-winning U.S. natural history writer David Quammen points to a host of animal-derived infections that now claim lives with unprecedented regularity. The trend can only get worse, he warns.¶ Quammen highlights the Ebola fever virus, which first struck in Zaire in 1976. The virus’s power is terrifying, with fatality rates as high as 90 per cent. The latest mass outbreak of the virus, in the Congo last month, is reported to have killed 36 people out of 81 suspected cases.¶ According to Quammen, Ebola probably originated in bats. The bats then infected African apes, quite probably through the apes coming into contact with bat droppings. The virus then infected local hunters who had eaten the apes as bushmeat. ¶ Quammen believes a similar pattern occurred with the HIV virus, which probably originated in a single chimpanzee in Cameroon. ¶ Studies of the virus’s genes suggest it may have first evolved as early as 1908. It was not until the Sixties that it appeared in humans, in big African cities. By the Eighties, it was spreading by airlines to America. Since then, Aids has killed around 30 million people and infected another 33 million.¶ There is one mercy with Ebola and HIV. They cannot be transmitted by coughs and sneezes. ‘Ebola is transmissible from human to human through direct contact with bodily fluids. It can be stopped by preventing such contact,’ Quammen explains. ¶ ‘If HIV could be transmitted by air, you and I might already be dead. If the rabies virus — another zoonosis — could be transmitted by air, it would be the most horrific pathogen on the planet.’¶ Viruses such as Ebola have another limitation, on top of their method of transmission. They kill and incapacitate people too quickly. In order to spread into pandemics, zoonoses need their human hosts to be both infectious and alive for as long as possible, so that the virus can keep casting its deadly tentacles across the world’s population.¶ But there is one zoonosis that can do all the right (or wrong) things. It is our old adversary, flu. It is easily transmitted through the air, via sneezes and coughs. ¶ Sars can do this, too. But flu has a further advantage. As Quammen points out: ‘With Sars, symptoms tend to appear in a person before, rather than after, that person becomes highly infectious. ¶ ‘That allowed many Sars cases to be recognised, hospitalised and placed in isolation before they hit their peak of infectivity. But with influenza and many other diseases, the order is reversed.’¶ Someone who has an infectious case of a new and potentially lethal strain of flu can be walking about innocently spluttering it over everyone around them for days before they become incapacitated.¶ Such reasons lead Professor Oxford, a world authority on epidemics, to warn that a new global pandemic of animal-derived flu is inevitable. And, he says, the clock is ticking fast.¶ Professor Oxford’s warning is as stark as it is certain: ‘I think it is inevitable that we will have another big global outbreak of flu,’ he says. ‘We should plan for one emerging in 2017-2018.’¶ But are we adequately prepared to cope? ¶ Professor Oxford warns that vigilant surveillance is the only real answer that we have. ¶ ‘New flu strains are a day-to-day problem and we have to be very careful to keep on top of them,’ he says. ¶ ‘We now have scientific processes enabling us to quickly identify the genome of the virus behind a new illness, so that we know what we are dealing with. The best we can do after that is to develop and stockpile vaccines and antiviral drugs that can fight new strains that we see emerging.’¶ But the Professor is worried our politicians are not taking this certainty of mass death seriously enough. ¶ Such laxity could come at a human cost so unprecedentedly high that it would amount to criminal negligence. The race against newly-emerging animal-derived diseases is one that we have to win every time. A pandemic virus needs to win only once and it could be the end of humankind.

Nanotech solves disease—reject generic defense—quantum dots sidestep conventional disease prevention

Court et al 04(E. Court*, A. Daar**, E. Martin***, T. Acharya****, P. Singer***** *University of Toronto Joint Center for Bioethics, Canada **McLaughlin Centre for Molecular Medicine and Departments of Public Health Sciences and Surgery, University of Toronto; University of Toronto Joint Center for Bioethics, Canada ***University of Toronto Joint Center for Bioethics, Canada ****University of Toronto Joint Center for Bioethics, Canada ***** University of Toronto Joint Center for Bioethics, Canada; Department of Medicine, University of Toronto, Canada, “Will Prince Charles et al diminish the opportunities of developing countries in nanotechnology?”, 01/28/2004, http://nanotechweb.org/cws/article/indepth/18909//VS)

Nanotechnology offers a range of potential benefits for developing countries. Nanometre-sized quantum dots can be used to tag biological molecules for the identification of proteins that indicate disease status7 without many of the drawbacks associated with conventional organic dyes used to mark cells8. Quantum dots could eventually be used in clinical diagnostic tests to quickly detect molecules associated with cancer cells and HIV/AIDS. This has great relevance to developing countries, where over 95% of new HIV infections occurred in 20029. Quantum dot optical biosensors can be used for the detection of TB10, which along with HIV and Malaria is responsible for half of infectious disease mortality in developing countries11. In India, the Central Scientific Instruments Organization has recently announced plans for the development of a prototype nanotechnology-based TB diagnostic kit which would reduce the cost and time required for TB tests and also use a smaller amount of blood for testing12. Further, quantum dots and other nanomaterials could be integrated with microtechnology to develop inexpensive miniaturized devices for medical diagnostics. The size of these devices would allow them to be easily used in remote regions. Vaccinations that have greatly reduced child mortality in developing countries13 could be administered in a more controlled and targeted manner using nanoparticle delivery systems14, 15. Two US-patented nanoparticle drug delivery systems16, 17 developed by researchers at the University of Delhi have already been transferred to Indian industry for commercialization. Nanotechnology-based bone scaffolds have the ability to repair damaged skeletal tissue caused by injury resulting from road traffic accidents, the so-called “unseen epidemic” 18 of developing countries. In China, a recently developed nanotechnology bone scaffold has been tested in 26 hospital patients19. Enzyme biosensors can be used to monitor soil and crop toxicity levels to improve agricultural quality control in developing countries20. Water purification technologies have been recognized as one of several key nanotechnology applications for developing countries21. The University of Brazil is currently conducting research on nanomagnets that would be attracted to oil to aid the clean-up of large oil spills. Many of these activities, of course, also hold promise for economic development.

And, Mexico is key – Provides a Nano Model for Developing Countries –

Lau 08Researcher of the Latin American Nanotechnology & Society Network ¶ (ReLANS); PhD. ¶ Candidate in Development Studies at the Universidad Autonoma de Zacatecas (Edgar Zayago, “Nanotechnology may be more useful for Mexican society”, 2008, http://www.utwente.nl/mesaplus/nanoforumeula/interviews_visiting_researcher/edgarlau.pdf//VS)

As one of the handful of countries pursuing nanotechnology development in Latin America, ¶ and the one with perhaps the closest relationship with U.S.-based nanotechnology partners, ¶ México assumes a leading position in the appropriate development and implementation of the ¶ industry. Over the long-term, if México achieves some measure of success in ensuring that the ¶ nanotechnology industry development is carried out in a reflexive and responsive manner, ¶ while compensating for the potential social / economic / legal / environmental pitfalls, it will ¶ become the model to be emulated as nanotechnology endeavors are pursued by others in the ¶ region. These issues are at the core of the project conducted during the research visit in ¶ Twente. ¶ A further benefit accrues from integrating partnerships with European partners, in the ¶ strengthening of the network of researchers and the transfer of knowledge in both directions. ¶ Given the situation in México, with an entirely science- and business-driven conceptualization ¶ of nanotechnological development, there is a need to undertake an assessment of these new ¶ technologies, and augment existing analytical capacity to implement appropriate reflexive and ¶ above all social assessments.

Contention 3: U.S.

Contention Three: The United States 

First, U.S. Tech Leadership is collapsing and that’s an existential risk

Dr. Hummell et al 12(Robert Hummel, PhD1,*, Policy Research Division, Potomac Institute for Policy Studies,,  Patrick Cheetham1, Justin Rossi1, Synesis: A Journal of Science, Technology, Ethics, and Policy 2012 “US Science and Technology Leadership, and Technology Grand Challenges,” pg online @ http://www.synesisjournal.com/vol3_g/Hummel_2012_G14-39.pdf //um-ef)

Taken together, there is no direct evidence that the US has been overtaken in quality of S&T output, and most indications support the notion that the US leads the world in science and technology in all fields. However, the trends are not favorable to maintenance of this position, and it seems likely that in some fields, US leadership could falter. When such cross-over might occur, or in what fields, and whether it is inevitable, is uncertain. DoD policy implications While a gradual decline in US S&T leadership does not provide a “Sputnik moment” (65),ix it poses no less of an existential threat. When technical innovations occur in potentially adversarial countries or domains, a strategy that relies on technological superiority for defense capabilities will no longer suffice. If a potential adversary can introduce a disruptive technological capability, they can then use deterrence or influence to control behaviors, compete economically, secure scarce resources, and control diplomatic agendas The US strategy continues to depend on technological superiority. Thus from a DoD perspective, it is imperative that the US maintain its position of technological leadership. A Senate Armed Services Committee (subcommittee on Emerging Threats and Capabilities) hearing on the “Health and Status of the Defense Industrial Base and its S&T-related elements” (66)xi took place in May 2011, and highlighted some of the issues and potential solution paths. Those testifying called for a comprehensive strategy for the US to maintain technological leadership well into the 21st century. Many other specific suggestions were made during that hearing as to ways to support the industrial base and to assist the partnership of DoD and the defense industrial base to utilize technology advances efficiently. Future prospects Many remedies have been proposed to ensure continued US technology leadership, in the face of challenges and stresses within the US S&T enterprise. Some of the typical concerns are overall funding levels, DoD funding for S&T, the efficiency of the application of funds to S&T, and the emphasis of disciplines within S&T. Other concerns include regulations and impediments to research in S&T, and the production rate of scientists and the career opportunities. We have noted many of these issues in our survey of elements of the S&T enterprise. The larger concern is over the respect in which science and technology is held within our society. Since research is an intermediate product, often accomplished years before product and societal benefits, there is often little appreciation of the role of the researcher and inventor. After World War II, there was great respect afforded scientists, particularly physicists. Post-Sputnik, there was a deliberate effort to elevate the stature of science and technology, and the manned space program certainly contributed to societal respect. Some argue that it is because there has been a precipitous off-shoring of manufacturing that the generation of new ideas has moved overseas (67). Andy Grove of Intel makes a complementary argument: That as manufacturing moves overseas, American companies lose the knowledge of how to scale up new ideas to full-scale production (68). Both arguments suggest there are reduced incentives for domestic research as manufacturing moves elsewhere, and lead to the conclusion that research is best performed by those with familiarity of product production. Thus, they argue that we need to reinvigorate manufacturing and production for economic vitality so that technology development and leadership will follow. And, indeed, the nation has an Advanced Manufacturing Initiative, and many cite a resurgence of domestic manufacturing as incentives normalize to less favor off-shoring. Summing up the landscape The US has the best universities, the most winners of the Nobel Prize, the best young scientists, and the largest investment in research and development of any nation on earth. So how can it be that the US is apparently losing its lead in science and technology? The answer isn’t that the US has slowed down, although according to some the rate of technical progress has, indeed, slowed. The fact is that the competition has discovered the importance of innovation, and has begun to reap rewards from speeding up. We have seen that China especially is mustering its considerable resources to develop what they call an “innovation economy,” but that other nations, as well as Europe, highly value science and engineering, and implicitly or tacitly have begun to challenge US technology leadership. At the same time, the globalization of research and ease with which international science collaborations take place mean that continued US leadership requires full engagement with the international scientific community. Thus, impediments to exchange of information and bureaucracy in the conduct of US research are counter-productive. According to Bill Gates, you always have to renew your lead.xii The US has the resources and infrastructure necessary to maintain and renew a lead in technology. But momentum is not sufficient. In light of concerted efforts in other nations, coasting in science and technology will jeopardize national security, and also jeopardize the economic and societal benefits of being first to market with technological innovations. No single agency or entity within the United States can enact a strategy to renew the technology lead. Instead, continued US technical leadership will require a dedicated and coordinated effort throughout the society.

And, Locking-in Tech leadership reduces conflict

Goldstein 07Avery Goldstein, David M. Knott Professor of Global Politics and International Relations at the University of Pennsylvania, Associate Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics, Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, holds a Ph.D. from the University of California-Berkeley, 2007 (“Power transitions, institutions, and China's rise in East Asia: Theoretical expectations and evidence,” Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume 30, Number 4-5, August-October, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Taylor & Francis Online, p. 647-648)

Two closely related, though distinct, theoretical arguments focus explicitly on the consequences for international politics of a shift in power between a dominant state and a rising power. In War and Change in World Politics, Robert Gilpin suggested that peace prevails when a dominant state’s capabilities enable it to ‘govern’ an international order that it has shaped. Over time, however, as economic and technological diffusion proceeds during eras of peace and development, other states are empowered. Moreover, the burdens of international governance drain and distract the reigning hegemon, and challengers eventually emerge who seek to rewrite the rules of governance. As the power advantage of the erstwhile hegemon ebbs, it may become desperate enough to resort to the ultima ratio of international politics, force, to forestall the increasingly urgent demands of a rising challenger. Or as the power of the challenger rises, it may be tempted to press its case with threats to use force. It is the rise and fall of the great powers that creates the circumstances under which major wars, what Gilpin labels ‘hegemonic wars’, break out.13 Gilpin’s argument logically encourages pessimism about the implications of a rising China. It leads to the expectation that international trade, investment, and technology transfer will result in a steady diffusion of American economic power, benefiting the rapidly developing states of the world, including China. As the US simultaneously scurries to put out the many brushfires that threaten its far-flung global interests (i.e., the classic problem of overextension), it will be unable to devote sufficient resources to maintain or restore its former advantage over emerging competitors like China. While the erosion of the once clear American advantage plays itself out, the US will find it ever more difficult to preserve the order in Asia that it created during its era of preponderance. The expectation is an increase in the likelihood for the use of force – either by a Chinese challenger able to field a stronger military in support of its demands for greater influence over international arrangements in Asia, or by a besieged American hegemon desperate to head off further decline. Among the trends that alarm [end page 647] those who would look at Asia through the lens of Gilpin’s theory are China’s expanding share of world trade and wealth (much of it resulting from the gains made possible by the international economic order a dominant US established); its acquisition of technology in key sectors that have both civilian and military applications (e.g., information, communications, and electronics linked with the ‘revolution in military affairs’); and an expanding military burden for the US (as it copes with the challenges of its global war on terrorism and especially its struggle in Iraq) that limits the resources it can devote to preserving its interests in East Asia.14 Although similar to Gilpin’s work insofar as it emphasizes the importance of shifts in the capabilities of a dominant state and a rising challenger, the power-transition theory A. F. K. Organski and Jacek Kugler present in The War Ledger focuses more closely on the allegedly dangerous phenomenon of ‘crossover’– the point at which a dissatisfied challenger is about to overtake the established leading state.15 In such cases, when the power gap narrows, the dominant state becomes increasingly desperate to forestall, and the challenger becomes increasingly determined to realize the transition to a new international order whose contours it will define. 
And it’s key to stability deterrence and leadership

Fedoroff 8 – subcommittee on research and science education, committee on science and technology, House of Representatives, 110 Congress, administrator of USAID, science and technology advisor to the Secretary of State and US Department of State (Nina, “International Science and Technology Cooperation,” Government Printing Office, 4/2/2008, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110hhrg41470/html/CHRG-110hhrg41470.htm)//RH
Chairman Baird, Ranking Member Ehlers, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to discuss science diplomacy at the U.S. Department of State. The U.S. is recognized globally for its leadership in science and technology. Our scientific strength is both a tool of “soft power” – part of our strategic diplomatic arsenal – and a basis for creating partnerships with countries as they move beyond basic economic and social development. Science diplomacy is a central element of the Secretary’s transformational diplomacy initiative, because science and technology are essential to achieving stability and strengthening failed and fragile states. S&T advances have immediate and enormous influence on national and global economies, and thus on the international relations between societies. Nation states, nongovernmental organizations, and multinational corporations are largely shaped by their expertise in and access to intellectual and physical capital in science, technology, and engineering. Even as S&T advances of our modern era provide opportunities for economic prosperity, some also challenge the relative position of countries in the world order, and influence our social institutions and principles. America must remain at the forefront of this new world by maintaining its technological edge, and leading the way internationally through science diplomacy and engagement. Science by its nature facilitates diplomacy because it strengthens political relationships, embodies powerful ideals, and creates opportunities for all. The global scientific community embraces principles Americans cherish: transparency, meritocracy, accountability, the objective evaluation of evidence, and broad and frequently democratic participation. Science is inherently democratic, respecting evidence and truth above all. Science is also a common global language, able to bridge deep political and religious divides. Scientists share a common language. Scientific interactions serve to keep open lines of communication and cultural understanding. As scientists everywhere have a common evidentiary external reference system, members of ideologically divergent societies can use the common language of science to cooperatively address both domestic and the increasingly transnational and global problems confronting humanity in the 21st century. There is a growing recognition that science and technology will increasingly drive the successful economies of the 21st century. Science and technology provide an immeasurable benefit to the U.S. by bringing scientists and students here, especially from developing countries, where they see democracy in action, make friends in the international scientific community, become familiar with American technology, and contribute to the U.S. and global economy. For example, in 2005, over 50% of physical science and engineering graduate students and postdoctoral researchers trained in the U.S. have been foreign nationals. Moreover, many foreign-born scientists who were educated and have worked in the U.S. eventually progress in their careers to hold influential positions in ministries and institutions both in this country and in their home countries. They also contribute to U.S. scientific and technologic development: According to the National Science Board’s 2008 Science and Engineering Indicators, 47% of full-time doctoral science and engineering faculty in U.S. research institutions were foreign-born. Finally, some types of science – particularly those that address the grand challenges in science and technology – are inherently international in scope and collaborative by necessity. The ITER Project, an international fusion research and development collaboration, is a product of the thaw in superpower relations between Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. President Ronald Reagan. This reactor will harness the power of nuclear fusion as a possible new and viable energy source by bringing a star to earth. ITER serves as a symbol of international scientific cooperation among key scientific leaders in the developed and developing world – Japan, Korea, China, E.U., India, Russia, and United States – representing 70% of the world’s current population.. The recent elimination of funding for FY08 U.S. contributions to the ITER project comes at an inopportune time as the Agreement on the Establishment of the ITER International Fusion Energy Organization for the Joint Implementation of the ITER Project had entered into force only on October 2007. The elimination of the promised U.S. contribution drew our allies to question our commitment and credibility in international cooperative ventures. More problematically, it jeopardizes a platform for reaffirming U.S. relations with key states. It should be noted that even at the height of the cold war, the United States used science diplomacy as a means to maintain communications and avoid misunderstanding between the world’s two nuclear powers – the Soviet Union and the United States. In a complex multi-polar world, relations are more challenging, the threats perhaps greater, and the need for engagement more paramount. Using Science Diplomacy to Achieve National Security Objectives The welfare and stability of countries and regions in many parts of the globe require a concerted effort by the developed world to address the causal factors that render countries fragile and cause states to fail. Countries that are unable to defend their people against starvation, or fail to provide economic opportunity, are susceptible to extremist ideologies, autocratic rule, and abuses of human rights. As well, the world faces common threats, among them climate change, energy and water shortages, public health emergencies, environmental degradation, poverty, food insecurity, and religious extremism. These threats can undermine the national security of the United States, both directly and indirectly. Many are blind to political boundaries, becoming regional or global threats. The United States has no monopoly on knowledge in a globalizing world and the scientific challenges facing humankind are enormous. Addressing these common challenges demands common solutions and necessitates scientific cooperation, common standards, and common goals. We must increasingly harness the power of American ingenuity in science and technology through strong partnerships with the science community in both academia and the private sector, in the U.S. and abroad among our allies, to advance U.S. interests in foreign policy. There are also important challenges to the ability of states to supply their populations with sufficient food. The still-growing human population, rising affluence in emerging economies, and other factors have combined to create unprecedented pressures on global prices of staples such as edible oils and grains. Encouraging and promoting the use of contemporary molecular techniques in crop improvement is an essential goal for US science diplomacy. An essential part of the war on terrorism is a war of ideas. The creation of economic opportunity can do much more to combat the rise of fanaticism than can any weapon. The war of ideas is a war about rationalism as opposed to irrationalism. Science and technology put us firmly on the side of rationalism by providing ideas and opportunities that improve people’s lives. We may use the recognition and the goodwill that science still generates for the United States to achieve our diplomatic and developmental goals. Additionally, the Department continues to use science as a means to reduce the proliferation of the weapons’ of mass destruction and prevent what has been dubbed ‘brain drain’. Through cooperative threat reduction activities, former weapons scientists redirect their skills to participate in peaceful, collaborative international research in a large variety of scientific fields. In addition, new global efforts focus on improving biological, chemical, and nuclear security by promoting and implementing best scientific practices as a means to enhance security, increase global partnerships, and create sustainability.
Funding cuts in USAIDS now—plan funding key to solve

Miotke 8 – subcommittee on research and science education, committee on science and technology, House of Representatives, 110 Congress, Foreign Service Officer, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Science, Space, and Health (Jeff, “International Science and Technology Cooperation,” Government Printing Office, 4/2/2008, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-110hhrg41470/html/CHRG-110hhrg41470.htm)//RH
USAID USAID plays a significant role in integrating the products of S&T to meet the challenges of economic, environmental, and social  development. USAID supports research primarily in the areas of  agriculture and health and is directed towards applied problems. The  technologies and results from research and development supported by  other federal agencies and the private sector is, however, integrated  across the Agency's work in areas such as information technology,  infrastructure, climate change, energy, clean water, environmental  management, social safety nets and education. Among federal agencies,  USAID has the unique mandate for applied work on the ground in more  than seventy developing countries. USAID leverages the expertise of U.S. universities, private companies, and other federal agencies in partnerships with governments, research institutions, and the private sector in developing countries. In recent years, USAID funding cuts have greatly scaled back the Agency's support for training in science and technology compared to the 1980s. The Agency still supports modest programs of capacity building as integral to its agricultural research and higher education development programs. USAID is seen as an international leader in areas such as agricultural biotechnology, contraceptives research, nutrition, vaccines, and the application of geospatial information to climate analysis and response. USAID is one of the only donors to support the development of improved crops using modern biotechnology, providing broader access to this technology by scientists, and eventually small farmers in Africa and Asia. USAID is also a major donor to the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), a  network of research centers in developing countries which formed the  basis of the Green Revolution.     Rising international food prices due to rising food demands  threatens the welfare of the world's poor. USAID's leadership in the  CGIAR will be a critical component of an international effort to raise  productivity and meet this growing food demand. USAID's program to  apply geospatial information technology to improve disaster response,  weather forecasting, and monitoring of fires, ocean tides, and air  quality in Central America was highlighted as an early accomplishment  under GEOSS and is now expanding with USAID support to Africa.     USAID invests in bilateral scientific cooperation between the U.S.  and Pakistani research and engineering communities. A series of some 40  cooperative R&D efforts, involving several hundred researchers and  students on both sides, focus on areas that contribute to broader USAID  development objectives in public health, agriculture, water and the  environment, education and other sectors. The program, implemented by  the National Academy of Sciences, is a true bilateral partnership, with  USAID funding U.S. research partners and the Government of Pakistan  funding the Pakistani scientists and engineers. All of this activity is  implemented under the auspices of an S&T cooperation agreement  negotiated by OES.

Assistance in nanotech enhances US technology leadership

Mendis 04

[Dr. Patrick Mendis adjunct associate professor of economics and management at the UMUC Graduate School of Management and Technology at the University of Maryland “Science, Technology, And Intellectual Property Rights In American Foreign Policy”. Journal of Technology Law & Policy.Vol 9 June 2004 Issue 1.http://grove.ufl.edu/~techlaw/vol9/issue1/mendis.html]

In coming years, global S&T cooperation will open a wide range of opportunities to advance America's foreign policy and international trade promotion goals including: 1. By reaching out to scientists, scholars, and technology-minded young entrepreneurs in other countries, the United States would promote American idealism and democratic governance because international S&T activities are a neutral and apolitical instrument for peaceful change. 2. International S&T collaboration facilitates democratic changes and promotes open trade with other countries. This would lighten the American military's mission to protect national security and maintain global peace. 3. Within the framework of global institutions, American S&T collaborative agreements help create a better environmental, scientific, and technological infrastructure in other countries promoting American business and economic interests and to protecting IPRs and equitable access lo their markets. This is an extension of the U.S. Constitution and its enshrined democratic values which can be shared broadly with other nations. 4. By implementing the Agenda 21 of the Rio Earth Summit of 1992 in Brazil and subsequently the World Summit on Sustainable Development of 2002 in Johannesburg in South Africa, the United States helped efforts to create a series of MEAs that will demand transnational solutions in science and technology fields. The American leadership in new geospatial technology, biotechnology, and nanotechnology will not only promote economic growth domestically but also enhance the stewardship of the global environment and sustainable development strategies. 5. By promoting the current status of cooperative S&T agreements, the United States enhances its ability to deal with global dangers like terrorism, narcotics, and other criminal activities that threaten our national security and domestic peace and prosperity.
Nanotech development ensures regulation

Lodwick et al 07 (T. Lodwick*, R. Rodrigues**, R. Sandler***, W.D. Kay**** * Nanotechnology and Society Research Group (NSRG), Northeastern University **Santa Clara University, School of Law, ***NSRG, Department of Philosophy and Religion, Northeastern University, ****NSRG, Deapartment of Political Science, Northeastern University, “nanotechnology and the global poor: the united states policy and international collaborations” pg online @ http://www.nsti.org/procs/Nanotech2007v1/8/T81.501 //um-ef)

However, the greatest potential for a broad initiative rests with the main foreign aid organizations, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) and the Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC), which have experience funding development related research. Although USAID currently lacks any programs linking nanotechnology and development, its Collaborative Agricultural Biotechnology Initiative (CABIO), designed to bring biotechnology to developing nations, serves as a promising framework for nanotechnology. CABIO funds partnerships between U.S. research organizations and developing world scientists to tackle specific issues. For example, with USAID funding, researchers at Purdue University have worked closely with African scientists to develop a strain of sorghum resistant to the parasitic weed striga. After many years, a successful strain was developed which has helped prevent famine ensure food security through responsible science [6]. In addition to establishing and supporting partnerships, USAID’s biotechnology efforts including sponsoring developing world students for U.S. graduate degrees and supporting agricultural education in participating countries. USAID also helped develop India’s Department of Biotechnology. And CABIO works to build regulatory capacity to ensure safe biotechnology practices. Each of these types of efforts--building partnerships and collaborations, supporting education in the US and in country, building institutional capacity, and researcher exchanges--could be extended to nanotechnology. Overall, USAID’s biotechnology experience provides a sound model for infusing nanotechnology into development.
US nanotech leadership ensures controlled military nanotech

Vandermolen 06 (LCDR Thomas D. Vandermolen, USN (BS, Louisiana Tech University; MA, Naval War College), is officer in charge, Maritime Science and Technology Center, Yokosuka, Japan. He was previously assigned as a student at the Naval War College, Newport Naval Station, Rhode Island. He has also served as intelligence officer for Carrier Wing Five, Naval Air Facility, Atsugi, Japan, and in similar assignments with US Special Operations Command, US Forces Korea, and Sea Control Squadron THIRTY-FIVE, Air & Space Power Jounral,  “Molecular nanotechnology and national security, pg online @ http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/fal06/vandermolen.html //um-ef)

MOLECULAR NANOTECHNOLOGY (MNT), when fully developed, will provide the basis for the next technological revolution, possibly the most beneficial and yet most disruptive in human history. By allowing inexpensive mass production with atomic-level precision, this infant technology has the potential to create whole new classes of weapons and economic, political, and social disruptions serious enough to threaten international security. To minimize the threats while maximizing the benefits of MNT’s impending development, the United States should take the lead in creating a cooperative strategy of international regulation and do so as soon as possible. MNT’s arrival will cause an avalanche of problems and threats, many of which the human race has not yet encountered; the control strategy must therefore be ready before that day arrives.
Unregulated development risks an arms race 

Gubrud 97 (Mark Avrum Gubrud, a research associate, Center for Superconductivity Research (University of Maryland, College Park), is ''a physicist, writer and social activist, November 1997, http://www.foresight.org/Conferences/MNT05/Papers/Gubrud/, “Nanotechnology and International Security”)

The greatest danger coincides with the emergence of these powerful technologies: A quickening succession of "revolutions" may spark a new arms race involving a number of potential competitors. Older systems, including nuclear weapons, would become vulnerable to novel forms of attack or neutralization. Rapidly evolving, untested, secret, and even "virtual" arsenals would undermine confidence in the ability to retaliate or resist aggression. Warning and decision times would shrink. Covert infiltration of intelligence and sabotage devices would blur the distinction between confrontation and war. Overt deployment of ultramodern weapons, perhaps on a massive scale, would alarm technological laggards. Actual and perceived power balances would shift dramatically and abruptly. Accompanied by economic upheaval, general uncertainty and disputes over the future of major resources and of humanity itself, such a runaway crisis would likely erupt into large-scale rearmament and warfare well before another technological plateau was reached. International regimes combining arms control, verification and transparency, collective security and limited military capabilities, can be proposed in order to maintain stability. However, these would require unprecedented levels of cooperation and restraint, and would be prone to collapse if nations persist in challenging each other with threats of force. If we believe that assemblers are feasible, perhaps the most important implication is this: Ultimately, we will need an integrated international security system. For the present, failure to consider alternatives to unilateral "peace through strength" puts us on a course toward the next world war.

US action and model is key to cooperation and transparency

Altmann 2k4 

(Jurgen, Phd. physics doctoral dissertation on laser radar (University of Hamburg, Germany, since 1985 he has studied scientific-technical problems of disarmament, first concerning high-energy laser weapons, founded the Bochum Verification Project (Ruhr-University Bochum, Germany) that does research into the potential of automatic sensor systems for co-operative verification of disarmament and peace agreements. In recent years, he has studied military uses of, first, microsystems technologies and then nanotechnology, with a view towards preventive arms control (both at University of Dortmund, Germany). University of Dortmund). cofounder of the German Research Association Science, Disarmament and International Security FONAS, and currently is a deputy speaker of the Committee Physics and Disarmament of the German Physical Society, military uses of nanotechnology: perspectives and concerns, security dialogue, vol 35, pg online @ http://scx.sagepub.com/content/34/1/115.full.pdf+html )
It is predicted that nanotechnology (NT) will bring revolutionary changes in many areas, with the potential for both great benefits  and great risks. Developments in the military could entail specific dangers, containment of which will need special analysis and effort. Military research and development in NT is expanding rapidly. Potential future applications span all areas of warfare. Special dangers to arms control and stability may arise from new biological weapons and microrobots. For humans and society, non-medical body implants – possibly made more acceptable via the military – raise a number of problems concerning human nature. Further research is needed to find the best way to avoid possible dangers. For the near and medium term, several guidelines for limits and restrictions are suggested. As a first step, transparency and international cooperation should be improved**. NANOTECHNOLOGY (NT) WILL BE THE BACKBONE of the next fundamental technology wave.1 Science and technology have advanced to a point where structuring matter at the nanometre scale (1nm = 10-9m, a billionth of a metre) is becoming routine. Scanning-probe microscopes now allow us to image and move single atoms on a surface. In the life sciences, molecular processes within cells are being elucidated, microelectronics are being reduced to below 100nm, and the first cosmetics containing nanoparticles are already on the market. Increasingly powerful computers allow ever better modelling of matter at the atomic and molecular scale. Expecting huge markets in the future, both governments and large and small enterprises have greatly increased their NT research and development (R&D). In 2003, government spending alone represents $650–800 million in each of Western Europe, Japan, the USA and the rest of the industrialized countries (Roco, 2003). NT is predicted to produce revolutionary changes, bringing far-reaching consequences in many areas. Expected benefits include stronger, lighter and smart materials, computers that are smaller, consume less power and are far more powerful, diagnostics and therapy at the singlecell level, reduction of resource use and pollution, and miniaturized, highly automated space systems (see, for example, Roco & Bainbridge, 2001: 3–12). Some visions of NT reach farther: to artificial intelligence of human capability and beyond; robotics from nano to macro scale; nanodevices within the human body that eradicate illness and ageing or interface with the brain; and universal molecular assemblers capable of self-replication, leading to superautomated production.2 Whether such visions can be realized has been disputed, particularly with regard to the assembler concept.3 However, following the precautionary principle, one should take these possibilities seriously as long as they have not been demonstrated to be impossible for fundamental or technical reasons. Some were discussed at a recent workshop sponsored by the US government on improving human performance through the convergence of nano, bio, information and cognitive science and technology (NBIC) – for example, nano-implant devices, slowing down or reversing ageing, direct brain–machine interfaces and ‘artificial people’.4 Yet, while opening up fundamentally new possibilities, NT also poses grave risks, among them environmental pollution, increased inequality, invasion of privacy, displacement of human workers and physical harm. Molecular NT would increase the risks even further – as consequences of automatic production, or through accidents or malevolent use of self-replicating systems, for example.5 Debate on the general risks posed by NT has already begun. The US National Nanotechnology Initiative/National Science Foundation and the European Commission have explicitly recognized the need to investigate the societal implications of NT (Roco & Bainbridge, 2001; Roco & Tomellini, 2002). However, there is a paucity of ethical, legal and social research (Mnyusiwalla, Daar & Singer, 2003). This is even more the case regarding risks from military uses of NT. The aim of this article is to raise awareness of the dangers connected with military NT activities and to offer some preliminary recommendations.6 After a brief overview of the literature, the article presents a summary of current military R&D on NT in the USA. It then discusses potential military uses of NT before turning, in the subsequent section, to the question of preventive arms control, which leads to a concluding discussion and recommendations. Aspects of molecular NT are discussed in separate paragraphs. Previous Writing on Military NT Up until now, there has been practically no scholarly research on military NT. The topic has been discussed mainly in government papers, conferences, military journals and popular media. Seen from a narrow national-security standpoint, NT provides grand new options for the military. For the year 2030 or after, the UK Ministry of Defence foresees nano-solar cells and nanorobots designed for a range of purposes – including medical robots used internally in humans and microplatforms for reconnaissance (UK Ministry of Defence, 2001). The US National Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI) has referred to the possibility of information dominance through nanoelectronics; virtual reality systems for training; automation and robotics to offset reductions in manpower, reduce risks to troops and improve vehicle performance; higher-performance platforms with diminished failure rates and lower costs; improvements in chemical/biological/nuclear sensing and casualty care; improvements in systems for non-proliferation monitoring; and nano-/micromechanical devices for control of nuclear weapons (Roco & Bainbridge, 2001: 10–11). The national-security panel of the US NBIC workshop stated that in ‘deterrence, intelligence gathering, and lethal combat . . . it is essential to be technologically as far ahead of potential opponents as possible’ (Asher et al., 2002). Others have looked with a wider angle and have hinted at potential harmful uses of nanoweapons or the potential for controlled distribution of biological and nerve agents (ESANT, 1999; Meyer, 2001; Smith, 2001). Questions have been posed as to killing by robots (Metz, 2000; Crow & Sarewitz, 2001).7 Some authors acknowledge that national security will have to be sought in a context of global security (Yonas & Picraux, 2001; Petersen & Egan, 2002). Aside from such hints, discussions of strategy and security have not yet taken up NT in a systematic fashion. Dangers from military uses of molecular NT were already under discussion when the vision was first described to the general public (Drexler, 1986: 171–202). Destabilizing effects and arms races arising in particular from exponentially growing autonomous production were considered by Gubrud (1997). Joy’s (2000) warnings about genetics, NT and robotics have become widely known, and have evoked much critical comment. However, this has been mainly directed at general aspects rather than the dangers posed by military/terrorist uses (e.g. Brown & Duguid, 2001; Tolles, 2001; Smith, 2001). Moreover, the little arms-control discussion that exists has mostly addressed molecular NT. Drexler (1986: 171–202) argued in general terms for international agreements, but finally recommended ‘active shields’: nanomachines that, like the white blood cells of the human immune system, would ‘fight dangerous replicators of all sorts’. However, the feasibility of such shields seems even more unclear than that of self-replicating systems themselves. Gubrud (1997) stated that not producing weaponry en masse would be verifiable, calling for a space weapons ban and recommending a single global security regime. The Foresight Guidelines (Foresight Institute, 2000), suggesting rules to prevent runaway replication, mention the risk of military abuse, but explicitly reject limitations by treaty because ‘a 99.99% effective ban would result in development and deployment by the 0.01% that evaded and ignored the ban’. Truly 100% verifiability can of course never be achieved, but a strong verification regime could restrain the technological development of leading states that might otherwise be caught in an accelerating arms race. In order to prevent NT-enabled mass destruction, Howard (2002) has presented two alternative approaches: reserving ‘inner (atomic and molecular) space’ for peaceful exploitation, or preserving it as a ‘sanctuary’, forbidding nanotechnological exploration and engineering completely.8 While other countries are certainly active in military R&D of NT, there can be little doubt that the USA is spending far more than any other country, and maybe more than the rest of the world combined.9 Military R&D in the USA is much more transparent – not only in comparison to, for example, Russia or China, but also relative to countries such as the UK, France or Germany. Because US military NT activities provide an important precedent, they will be briefly described here.
2AC
2AC – T: Conditional

C/I - Toward means ‘in relation to’

American Heritage, 9 (‘toward’, http://education.yahoo.com/reference/dictionary/entry/toward)
to·ward (tôrd, trd, t-wôrd) KEY PREPOSITION: also to·wards (tôrdz, trdz, t-wôrdz) KEY 1. In the direction of: driving toward home. 2. In a position facing: had his back toward me. 3. Somewhat before in time: It began to rain toward morning. 4. With regard to; in relation to: an optimistic attitude toward the future. 5. In furtherance or partial fulfillment of: contributed five dollars toward the bill. 6. By way of achieving; with a view to: efforts toward peace.

Unconditional engagement is still ‘toward’ the country

Haass and O’Sullivan, their authors 2000 - *Vice President and Director of Foreign Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution AND **a Fellow with the Foreign Policy StudiesProgram at the Brookings Institution (Richard and Meghan, Honey and Vinegar: Incentives, Sanctions, and Foreign Policy, p.4)

As is evident from the fairly small existing literature on the use of incentives in foreign policy, many different engagement strategies exist, depending on such variables as the actors engaged, the incentives employed, and the objectives pursued. The first important distinction to be made in any typology of engagement is whether the strategy is conditional or unconditional. A strategy of unconditional engagement would offer certain changes in U.S. policy toward the country without the explicit agreement that a reciprocal act would follow. Depending on the intention behind these unconditional initiatives— and, of course, the reaction of the target country—this form of engagement may be short-lived. Charles Osgood, in his GRIT (graduated and reciprocated initiatives in tension reduction) theory offers a model of cooperation that stems from an uninvited, opening initiative by one country.8 Although the act in itself is unconditional, the failure of the target country to reciprocate with meaningful gestures soon leads to the abandonment of the strategy; alternatively, if the initial accommodating steps are met with positive moves, cooperation ensues. President George Bush’s 1991 nuclear reduction initiative, which was reciprocated by Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, is one instance of a GRIT approach spurring cooperation. Conciliatory gestures made by the United States to Iran in March 2000 may be another. Another form of unconditional engagement takes a broader perspective, by regarding inducements offered to civil society and the private sector over time as playing an important role in creating openings for cooperation further down the road. In these unconditional strategies, certain initiatives or changes in U.S. policy toward the country are made without necessarily expecting, or even soliciting, reciprocal acts from the regime. This form of engagement may be implemented by nongovernmental actors, such as the programs sponsored by the National Endowment for Democracy that promote democracy and the development of institutions in many authoritarian regimes. Alternatively, this engagement may entail explicit modifications to U.S. policy, as occurred with Cuba in March 1998 and January 1999. By allowing licensed sales of food and agricultural inputs to independent entities in Cuba, by easing travel and financial restrictions, and by promoting communication between America and the island, the United States sought to buttress the development of civil society and the private sector in Cuba.9 In doing so, the United States hoped to build momentum leading to greater political changes, which would facilitate U.S.-Cuban cooperation in the future, perhaps many years down the road.
Engagement doesn’t have to be conditional
Shirk 9 –  Director, Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation (IGCC) Ho Miu Lam Professor, School of International Relations and Pacific Studies, University of California, San Diego (Susan, “North Korea Inside Out: The Case for Economic Engagement” December, http://asiasociety.org/files/pdf/North_Korea_Inside_Out.pdf) 
While some engagement should continue to be conditioned on progress on the nuclear and other fronts, many forms of engagement should proceed with no conditions attached . Our report is focused on the economic side of engagement, and particularly on forms of economic engagement that can and should proceed now, without any conditionality, as first steps in a process of phased engagement.
2AC Brazil Consult CP

US key – experience in regulation

Holdren, Sunstein, and Siddiqui 11 [John Holdren is the Assistant to the President for Science and Technology and Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy. Cass Sunstein is the Administrator of the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs. Islam Siddiqui is the Chief Agricultural Negotiator and is an Office of United States Trade Representative. “Policy Principles for the U.S. Decision-Making Concerning Regulation and Oversight of Applications of Nanotechnology and Nanomaterials” June 9 2011, http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/inforeg/for-agencies/nanotechnology-regulation-and-oversight-principles.pdf]
Building consumer trust and confidence in a sound regulatory regime is integral to fostering innovation and promoting the responsible development of nanotechnology applications. Federal agencies will strive to provide their stakeholders with clear information that delineates the specific risks identified and the context in which they arise. It is important that Federal agencies manage expectations realistically -­ neither overselling nor underselling the potential benefits or risks. This framework is expected to evolve in response to the experiences of the Federal agencies and other stakeholders. As noted above, future scientific and other developments will almost certainly lead to refinements in agencies' approaches. Indeed, as experience with other technological innovations has shown, scientific progress and greater awareness of the effects of emerging technologies have enabled regulatory approaches to be modified to reflect a more complete understanding of the potential risks and benefits involved. A similar evolution is anticipated in the regulation and oversight of nanomaterials. Over time, modifications may need to be made through administrative or legislative actions.

US-Brazil Relations Inevitable – trade increasing, World Cup, Olympics, and common interests

Sotero, 12 – Director of the Brazil Institute at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, in Washington (Paul, “Why United States and Brazil Will Pursue a More Productive Bilateral Relationship”, Huffington Post, 11/09/12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/paulo-sotero/why-united-states-and-bra_b_2102004.html)//EX
The growing presence of Brazilian global companies in the United Stated, complementing traditionally strong American investments in Brazil, has created a two-way street where common interests are more visible and pressure both governments to recognize the benefits of working together or risk paying a political price for not doing so.¶ Converging economic interests and similar challenges are emerging as the principal driver of United States-Brazil relations in the years ahead. A reelected President Barack Obama and President Dilma Rousseff, at the half mark of her government, are confronted with daunting tasks. Both need to significantly improve the economic performance of their countries in the face of political major obstacles at home, and an adverse economic outlook abroad. In both countries, sustainable growth will require investment in infrastructure, education and innovation more than consumption. How they respond will determine the success or failure of their administrations. It will also affect the two countries' bilateral relationship and their regional and global standing.¶ After four years of anemic recovery and a victory on November 6th without a clear political mandate,, President Obama has now to find a path of economic growth that reduces unemployment while avoiding the pitfalls of a fragile fiscal and financial situation, which, if mishandled, could easily throw the United States and the world economy back into recession.¶ Likewise, President Rousseff's challenge is to reverse the declining trend of economic growth that marked her first two years in office, while continuing to push for inclusion of poor Brazilians into the middle class. She has started working on it. In recent months, Rousseff announced a series of ambitious and, at times, contradictory initiatives, to dramatically improve the country's deficient infrastructure and industrial productivity. Implementation of such measures has been marred, however, by the government's poor management capacity and ideological considerations inherent to the President's Workers Party. The Brazilian executive still needs to tackle long-delayed reforms, first and foremost on taxation policy, which dramatically increases the cost of doing business in Brazil. This and other bottlenecks have reduced Brazilian domestic productivity and international competitiveness. Left unaddressed, they will continue to undermine the government's bold objectives and could very well compromise Brazil's future prosperity and relevance in a world in rapid transformation.¶ The 2014 World Cup and the 2016 Olympics, to take place in Brazil, and the country's need to continue to attract tens of billions of dollars of foreign investment offer ample opportunities for closer and more productive relations with the American government and its private sector. No longer Brazil's principal trading partner, a position occupied by China since 2009, the United States has remained nevertheless the country's largest source of foreign direct investment and technology and the biggest destination for Brazilian value-added manufacture exports, despite the loss of market share. Unresolved trade disputes and new frictions brought by monetary easing in the United States and growing protectionism in Brazil pose limitations to the expansion of bilateral trade, which doubled in the last ten years, reaching $75 billion at the end of 2011.
Perm—do the plan and consult using a nonbinding committee framework
Kampelman 2 (Max M., The Washington Post, A New Structure for Foreign Policy, 1/5/2, Lexis)//LA 

A foreign policy declared by a president, except in an emergency, is subject to criticism by the opposing political party, by 535 members of Congress, by the press, by nongovernmental organizations and by other governments. Yet democracies, such as ours, require a broad consensus behind a foreign policy; a bare majority is not sufficient. Members of Congress tend to believe, particularly in foreign policy, that if, for the sake of unity, they are expected to be in on a potential crash landing, they want to be in on the takeoff. This comes face to face with the constitutional duty of the president to be in charge of foreign policy. What to do, particularly given the congressional role to appropriate funds and the congressional right to criticize? It is impractical and unwise to "consult" 535 members of Congress, whereas not to consult is to deprive the administration of the cooperation it requires as well as the judgment and experience possessed by Congress. What is required is for congressional leadership to create a joint committee on international strategic policy, which would not deal with legislation and would not have any appropriation authority. In addition to the speaker of the House and the majority and minority leaders of both houses, its membership should consist of the chairmen and ranking minority members of the Appropriations, armed services, foreign policy and intelligence committees from each house. Given his constitutional role in the Senate, the vice president should chair this committee, but should the leadership resist this arrangement, the vice president could also be an ex officio member as the president's representative. Such a structure would make cooperation with Congress more than a superficial exercise, strengthen the president's leadership by enlarging it with input from an experienced and powerful legislative group and overcome a major potential obstacle to an effective foreign policy.
US-Brazil Relations Inevitable – Obama and Biden talks prove

Slack, 13 – the Deputy Director of Digital Content in the Office of Digital Strategy and has a bachelor’s degree in journalism from American University in Washington, D.C. (Megan, “Vice President Biden Discusses the 'Start of a New Era of U.S.-Brazilian Relations'”, whitehouse.gov, 5/31/13, http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2013/05/31/vice-president-biden-discusses-start-new-era-us-brazilian-relations)//EX
Later today, Vice President Biden will return from Brazil, the final stop on a three-country trip focused on reinforcing partnerships in the Americas.¶ During his visit, he delivered a speech in Rio de Janeiro about the promise of a strong U.S.-Brazil partnership. “President Obama and I believe that the times present an incredible opportunity for a new era of relations between the United States and the Americas,” the Vice President explained. “But none -- no partner is more significant in this endeavor than Brazil.”¶ The United States and Brazil represent two of the largest, most innovative, dynamic economies in the world today. It is true both of us can continue to prosper whether or not we deepen our economic relations. But imagine, just imagine what these two dynamic economies could do with greater trade and investment for our people, for the hemisphere, for the world. ¶ In addition to strengthening the economic relationship between our two countries, the Vice President also discussed other areas where we can work together, including energy, global development and people-to-people ties.¶ Before continuing on to Brasília, Vice President Biden discussed energy cooperation between Brazil and the United States at the Petrobras Centro de Pesquisas facility in Rio, met with Brazilian business, trade, and investment leaders at the Federal University of Rio de Janeiro Technology Park, and visited a local Brazilian community.¶ In Brasília, Vice President Biden met with President Dilma Rousseff of Brazil, as well as the nation’s Vice President, Michel Temer. Read the remarks the two Vice Presidents delivered to the press here. 
Status quo solves

a. SPS ALPHA coming

David, 12 (Leonard David, MSNBC reporter; “Energy-hungry Earth sees a solution in space,” 4/9/2012, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/46993879/ns/technology_and_science-space/#.UFvBsaTyYz2) 

PASADENA, Calif. — An energy-hungry Earth is in need of transformational and sustainable energy solutions, experts say. For decades, researchers have been appraising the use of power-beaming solar-power satellites. But the projected cost, complexity and energy economics of the notion seemingly short-circuited the idea. Now, a unique new approach has entered the scene, dubbed SPS-ALPHA, short for Solar Power Satellite via Arbitrarily Large PHased Array. Leader of the concept is John Mankins of Artemis Innovation Management Solutions of Santa Maria, Calif. Mankins provided a detailed overview of the power-beaming concept here during the 2012 NASA Innovative Advanced Concepts meeting March 27-29. [Video: Beaming Power From Space] The NIAC is under the wing of NASA's Office of the Chief Technologist, which is providing a technology and innovation focus for the space agency. Huge platforms Last August, Artemis Innovation Management Solutions was selected for a NASA NIAC award to dive into the details of what Mankins labels "the first practical solar-power satellite concept." The project will be an energetic one-year study of the design. Mankins is drawing upon a 25-year career at NASA and Caltech's Jet Propulsion Laboratory, doing work that ranged from flight projects and space mission operations to systems-level innovation and advanced technology research. Along with reviewing the conceptual feasibility of the SPS-ALPHA, the team will carry out select proof-of-concept technology experiments. SPS-ALPHA is a novel "biomimetic" approach to the challenge of space solar power, Mankins told Space.com. Biomimetic refers to human-made processes, substances, devices or systems that imitate nature. The booming field of biomimetics is of interest to researchers in nanotechnology, robotics, artificial intelligence, the medical industry and the military. Megawatts of power If successful, Mankins said that this project would make possible the construction of huge platforms from tens of thousands of small elements that can deliver remotely and affordably tens to thousands of megawatts using wireless power transmission to markets on Earth, as well as missions in space, Mankins said. SPS-ALPHA uses a large array of individually controlled thin-film mirrors, outfitted on the curved surface of the satellite. These movable mirrors intercept and redirect incoming sunlight toward photovoltaic cells affixed to the backside of the solar power satellite's large array. The Earth-pointing side of this large modular circular array is tiled with a collection of microwave-power transmission panels that generate the coherent, low-intensity beam of radio frequency energy and transmits that energy to Earth. Mass production According to Mankins, the SPS-ALPHA has several important advantages over past solar-power satellite approaches. For example, this new approach eliminates the need for a large integrated power management and distribution system. That significantly reduces the projected cost of the platform, Mankins said during the NIAC gathering. Moreover, the SPS-ALPHA concept, Mankins said, enables a solar-power satellite that can be assembled entirely from individual system elements that weigh no more than 110 to 440 pounds (50 to 200 kilograms), allowing all pieces to be mass produced at dramatically lower cost than traditional space systems. Therefore, a drastically reduced cost of the SPS system is realizable, he said.

b. Solves warming

Taylor 12 (Rupert Taylor, editor of International Affairs; “Harvesting Solar Power Closer to the Source,” 5/7/2012, http://suite101.com/article/harvesting-solar-power-closer-to-the-source-a407280)

And Scientific American (March 2011) chimes in with some other astounding numbers: “If humanity could capture one tenth of one percent of the solar energy striking the Earth – one part in one thousand – we would have access to six times as much energy as we consume in all forms today, with almost no greenhouse gas emissions.” In recent decades, solar energy has become more attractive because, unlike fossil fuels, it’s clean and there’s an endless supply. Well, almost endless. Astronomers say the Sun will run out of juice in about 4.5 billion years. Efficiency of Current Solar Technologies Solar radiation can be converted directly into electricity by photovoltaic (PV) cells. But today’s PV cells are only about 20 percent efficient (only that fraction of the radiant energy received is converted to electrical energy); this is an improvement on earlier cells and the technology is getting better all the time. The other way of capturing solar energy is to use it to heat a liquid, usually water. A variety of designs have been produced to use the Sun to warm up water and then transfer this heat to other uses. Typically, panels have loops of water-filled tubing in them. These are set out in a sunny location, usually on a roof, and the heated water circulated by means of a pump. The hot water can then be put through radiators and under-floor heating systems to warm a dwelling. The hot water can also be used for laundry, dishwashing, and the morning shower. This technology is only useful as a supplement to traditional home heating in countries such as Canada. It may supply 15 to 25 percent of a home’s hot water needs. Space-based Solar Power To overcome some of the inefficiencies of Earth-based technologies scientists are looking into capturing solar radiation in space before it enters the atmosphere. The energy might then be converted to some other form and transmitted to Earth. (Beam me down Scotty?) According to Neil Reynolds (Globe and Mail, April 2010), “Japan leads the way with its ambitious program to collect solar energy in space, convert it into electromagnetic microwaves and deliver it wirelessly to precise locations on Earth.” A group of 16 companies under the leadership of Mitsubishi plans to have a space-based power station up and running in 2030. It is supposed to provide electricity to 300,000 homes in Tokyo. The numbers on this type of project are mind-blowing. First a collector array has to be lobbed into space, as much as 36,000 km from Earth. Then a collector panel about one square kilometre in size is unfolded. This, says the U.S. Defence Department’s National Security Space Office, can scoop up solar energy “equal to the energy contained in all of the known recoverable conventional oil reserves on Earth today.” According to John Mankins, President of the Space Power Association, a single space-based solar energy satellite could produce “40 to a 100 times more energy than” a typical gas-fired generating station. 

The global climate is cooling and warming isn’t anthropogenic

Easterbrook, 8 (Don Easterbrook, Professor Emeritus of Geology at Western Washington University. Bellingham, WA; “Global Cooling is Here: Evidence for Predicting Global Cooling for the Next Three Decades,” 11/2/2008, http://www.globalresearch.ca/global-cooling-is-here/) [Images omitted]
Despite no global warming in 10 years and recording setting cold in 2007-2008, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climatic Change (IPCC) and computer modelers who believe that CO2 is the cause of global warming still predict the Earth is in store for catastrophic warming in this century. IPCC computer models have predicted global warming of 1° F per decade and 5-6° C (10-11° F) by 2100 (Fig. 1), which would cause global catastrophe with ramifications for human life, natural habitat, energy and water resources, and food production. All of this is predicated on the assumption that global warming is caused by increasing atmospheric CO2 and that CO2 will continue to rise rapidly. Figure 1. A. IPCC prediction of global warming early in the 21st century. B. IPCC prediction of global warming to 2100. (Sources: IPCC website) However, records of past climate changes suggest an altogether different scenario for the 21st century. Rather than drastic global warming at a rate of 0.5 ° C (1° F) per decade, historic records of past natural cycles suggest global cooling for the first several decades of the 21st century to about 2030, followed by global warming from about 2030 to about 2060, and renewed global cooling from 2060 to 2090 (Easterbrook, D.J., 2005, 2006a, b, 2007, 2008a, b); Easterbrook and Kovanen, 2000, 2001). Climatic fluctuations over the past several hundred years suggest ~30 year climatic cycles of global warming and cooling, on a general rising trend from the Little Ice Age. PREDICTIONS BASED ON PAST CLIMATE PATTERNS Global climate changes have been far more intense (12 to 20 times as intense in some cases) than the global warming of the past century, and they took place in as little as 20–100 years. Global warming of the past century (0.8° C) is virtually insignificant when compared to the magnitude of at least 10 global climate changes in the past 15,000 years. None of these sudden global climate changes could possibly have been caused by human CO2 input to the atmosphere because they all took place long before anthropogenic CO2 emissions began. The cause of the ten earlier ‘natural’ climate changes was most likely the same as the cause of global warming from 1977 to 1998. Figure 2. Climate changes in the past 17,000 years from the GISP2 Greenland ice core. Red = warming, blue = cooling. (Modified from Cuffy and Clow, 1997) Climatic fluctuations over the past several hundred years suggest ~30 year climatic cycles of global warming and cooling (Figure 3) on a generally rising trend from the Little Ice Age about 500 years ago. Figure 3. Alternating warm and cool cycles since 1470 AD. Blue = cool, red = warm. Based on oxygen isotope ratios from the GISP2 Greenland ice core. Relationships between glacial fluctuations, the Pacific Decadal Oscillation, and global climate change. After several decades of studying alpine glacier fluctuations in the North Cascade Range, my research showed a distinct pattern of glacial advances and retreats (the Glacial Decadal Oscillation, GDO) that correlated well with climate records. In 1992, Mantua published the Pacific Decadal Oscillation curve showing warming and cooling of the Pacific Ocean that correlated remarkably well with glacial fluctuations. Both the GDA and the PDO matched global temperature records and were obviously related (Fig. 4). All but the latest 30 years of changes occurred prior to significant CO2 emissions so they were clearly unrelated to atmospheric CO2. Figure 4. Correspondence of the GDO, PDO, and global temperature variations. The significance of the correlation between the GDO, PDO, and global temperature is that once this connection has been made, climatic changes during the past century can be understood, and the pattern of glacial and climatic fluctuations over the past millennia can be reconstructed. These patterns can then be used to project climatic changes in the future. Using the pattern established for the past several hundred years, in 1998 I projected the temperature curve for the past century into the next century and came up with curve ‘A’ in Figure 5 as an approximation of what might be in store for the world if the pattern of past climate changes continued. Ironically, that prediction was made in the warmest year of the past three decades and at the acme of the 1977-1998 warm period. At that time, the projected curved indicated global cooling beginning about 2005 ± 3-5 years until about 2030, then renewed warming from about 2030 to about 2060 (unrelated to CO2—just continuation of the natural cycle), then another cool period from about 2060 to about 2090. This was admittedly an approximation, but it was radically different from the 1° F per decade warming called for by the IPCC. Because the prediction was so different from the IPCC prediction, time would obviously show which projection was ultimately correct. Now a decade later, the global climate has not warmed 1° F as forecast by the IPCC but has cooled slightly until 2007-08 when global temperatures turned sharply downward. In 2008, NASA satellite imagery (Figure 6) confirmed that the Pacific Ocean had switched from the warm mode it had been in since 1977 to its cool mode, similar to that of the 1945-1977 global cooling period. The shift strongly suggests that the next several decades will be cooler, not warmer as predicted by the IPCC. Figure 5. Global temperature projection for the coming century, based on warming/cooling cycles of the past several centuries. ‘A’ projection based on assuming next cool phase will be similar to the 1945-1977 cool phase. ‘B’ projection based on assuming next cool phase will be similar to the 1880-1915 cool phase. The predicted warm cycle from 2030 to 2060 is based on projection of the 1977 to 1998 warm phase and the cooling phase from 2060 to 2090 is based on projection of the 1945 to 1977 cool cycle. Implications of PDO, NAO, GDO, and sun spot cycles for global climate in coming decades The IPCC prediction of global temperatures, 1° F warmer by 2011 and 2° F by 2038 (Fig. 1), stand little chance of being correct. NASA’s imagery showing that the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) has shifted to its cool phase is right on schedule as predicted by past climate and PDO changes (Easterbrook, 2001, 2006, 2007). The PDO typically lasts 25-30 years and assures North America of cool, wetter climates during its cool phases and warmer, drier climates during its warm phases. The establishment of the cool PDO, together with similar cooling of the North Atlantic Oscillation (NAO), virtually assures several decades of global cooling and the end of the past 30-year warm phase. It also means that the IPCC predictions of catastrophic global warming this century were highly inaccurate. The switch of PDO cool mode to warm mode in 1977 initiated several decades of global warming. The PDO has now switched from its warm mode (where it had been since 1977) into its cool mode. As shown on the graph above, each time this had happened in the past century, global temperature has followed. The upper map shows cool ocean temperatures in blue (note the North American west coast). The lower diagram shows how the PDO has switched back and forth from warm to cool modes in the past century, each time causing global temperature to follow. Comparisons of historic global climate warming and cooling over the past century with PDO and NAO oscillations, glacial fluctuations, and sun spot activity show strong correlations and provide a solid data base for future climate change projections. The Pacific Ocean has a warm temperature mode and a cool temperature mode, and in the past century, has switched back forth between these two modes every 25-30 years (known as the Pacific Decadal Oscillation or PDO). In 1977 the Pacific abruptly shifted from its cool mode (where it had been since about 1945) into its warm mode, and this initiated global warming from 1977 to 1998. The correlation between the PDO and global climate is well established. The announcement by NASA’s Jet Propulsion Laboratory that the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO) had shifted to its cool phase is right on schedule as predicted by past climate and PDO changes (Easterbrook, 2001, 2006, 2007). The PDO typically lasts 25-30 years and assures North America of cool, wetter climates during its cool phases and warmer, drier climates during its warm phases. The establishment of the cool PDO, together with similar cooling of the North Atlantic Oscillation (NAO), virtually assures several decades of global cooling and the end of the past 30-year warm phase. Comparisons of historic global climate warming and cooling over the past century with PDO and NAO oscillations, glacial fluctuations, and sun spot activity show strong correlations and provide a solid data base for future climate change projections. As shown by the historic pattern of GDOs and PDOs over the past century and by corresponding global warming and cooling, the pattern is part of ongoing warm/cool cycles that last 25-30 years. The global cooling phase from 1880 to 1910, characterized by advance of glaciers worldwide, was followed by a shift to the warm-phase PDO for 30 years, global warming and rapid glacier recession. The cool-phase PDO returned in ~1945 accompanied by global cooling and glacial advance for 30 years. Shift to the warm-phase PDO in 1977 initiated global warming and recession of glaciers that persisted until 1998. Recent establishment of the PDO cool phase appeared right on target and assuming that its effect will be similar to past history, global climates can be expected to cool over the next 25-30 years. The global warming of this century is exactly in phase with the normal climatic pattern of cyclic warming and cooling and we have now switched from a warm phase to a cool phase right at the predicted time (Fig. 5).
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Obamacare derails CR and there’s no impact to government shutdown

Klein, 9/12 – editor of Wonkblog and a columnist at the Washington Post, as well as a contributor to MSNBC and Bloomberg. His work focuses on domestic and economic policymaking, as well as the political system that’s constantly screwing it up (Ezra, “A government shutdown just became a bit more likely. That might be a good thing.,” Washington Post, 12 September 2013, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/wonkblog/wp/2013/09/12/a-government-shutdown-just-became-a-bit-more-likely-that-might-be-a-good-thing/?wprss=rss_business&clsrd)//bghs-DI
We're a bit closer to a government shutdown today. And that may not be such a bad thing. Here's the deal: 1) House Republicans pulled their bill to fund the government. The House was expected to vote Wednesday on a bill to continue funding the federal government. The initial whip count showed the bill 18 votes short of passage, so the vote didn't happen. Why is the bill 18 votes short of passage? Obamacare, of course. 2) The GOP's small Obamacare problem. The vote was delayed because the House GOP can't decide on what to do about Obamacare. Hardcore conservatives want to refuse to fund the government as long as any of that funding goes to Obamacare — which is to say, they want to shut down the government over Obamacare. This is a fight that House leadership believes they will lose, and lose very badly. So Team Boehner tried to finesse it. The funding bill required a vote on defunding Obamacare. But House conservatives quickly realized that they would lose the vote in the Senate and the result would be the federal government would get funded, and Obamacare would be funded along with it. So they turned on the bill, and, fearing for its passage, House leadership delayed the vote. 3) The GOP's big Obamacare problem. Behind all this is a simple fact: The GOP has lost on Obamacare. They didn't have the votes to stop it from passing in 2010. They didn't have the votes to repeal it in 2011. They didn't have the votes to win the presidency and the Senate by campaigning against it in 2012. And they really have no way to stop it in 2013. Now it's going into effect, and once it goes into effect and begins delivering health insurance to tens of millions of people, it's pretty much here to stay. But conservatives don't want to believe they've lost on Obamacare, and the rest of the Republican Party is scared to admit they've lost on Obamacare. So as their situation becomes more desperate their tactics become more desperate, too. That's what you get when your position is a mixture of delusion and fear. 4) There isn't much time to pass a bill funding the government. So the GOP doesn't know how to pass a bill funding the government because they don't know what to do about Obamacare — and they don't seem on the verge of figuring it out, either. Meanwhile, time is running short. As Jonathan Chait writes, "a bill needs to pass by September 30, and Congress has a rigorous vacation schedule to adhere to, giving it precious little time to accomplish the goal of not shutting down the government." 5) A government shutdown wouldn't be the worst thing in the world. It's breaching the debt ceiling that would be a disaster. There are two fiscal crack-ups on offer this fall. One is a government shutdown. That's bad, but it's not a catastrophe. The other is breaching the debt ceiling. That's a complete and utter catastrophe. The timeline here is cold and unforgiving: Absent action, the government shutdown will happen at the end of this month. The debt ceiling could collapse as soon as Oct. 18. If the GOP needs to lose a giant showdown in order to empower more realistic voices and move forward, it's better that showdown happens over a government shutdown then a debt-ceiling breach. A government shutdown is highly visible and dramatic, but it won't actually destroy the economy. So an "optimistic" case might be that there's a shutdown for the first few days of October, the GOP gets creamed in public opinion, the hostage-taking strategies of the party's right flank are discredited, and Washington is at a much better equilibrium by the time the debt ceiling needs to be raised.

Obama’s push for Summers has come to a climax --- it’s his top priority now and he will re-focus away from other projects 

Eskow, 9/9
Richard Eskow, news reporter for Op Ed News; “The Larry Summers Confirmation Hearing Would Be a Political Nightmare,” 9/9/2013, http://www.opednews.com/articles/The-Larry-Summers-Confirma-by-Richard--RJ-Esko-Banking_Economy_Lawrence-Summers_Political-Mudslinging-130909-180.html //bghs-ms

The selection of the next Federal Reserve chair is no longer just a matter of policy or personnel. It has also become a test of the Administration's ability to respond pragmatically when confronted with evidence that its preferred course of action would be costly, damaging and potentially futile. The President and his team have been pushing economist Lawrence Summers for the post all summer long. That's led to an extraordinary level of pushback -- from Senators, members of the party base, the New York Times, and Summers' fellow economists. (There have been some Summers defenders as well -- although, as Dean Baker notes. they've received a disproportionate level of press coverage.) The arguments have all been made. Supporters have emphasized Summers' experience and his familiarity with the current Obama economic team. Opponents have noted his poor track record in identifying economic risk, his pivotal role in the deregulation which nearly crushed the global economy in 2008, his personal enrichment from the very banking institutions he'd be regulating, his well-documented difficulties working with others, and the presence of highly-qualified candidate Janet Yellen, who would be the first female Federal Reserve chair. The pragmatic considerations are even more formidable. It's unclear whether the President could even succeed in getting Summers confirmed. But win or lose, a Summers confirmation hearing is likely to become a media circus that diverts Washington from more pressing needs while inflicting serious and potentially permanent damage on the President and his party
1. Mexican engagement is politically popular

Palmer 12 – Reuters contributor (Doug, “Boehner urges deeper US engagement in Latin America”, 5/8/12; http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/05/08/usa-trade-boehner-idUSL1E8G81HM20120508)//Beddow
WASHINGTON, May 8 (Reuters) - The U.S. Congress' top Republican on Tuesday called for deeper U.S economic engagement with Latin America, but also expressed concern over Iranian influence in the region and the "alarming willingness" of some governments to abandon international norms. "In both Colombia and Mexico, and the entire hemisphere, the U.S. must be clear that we will not disengage in the fight for free markets and free, secure people," U.S. House of Representatives Speaker John Boehner said in remarks prepared for delivery at the U.S. State Department. "We must be clear that we will be there, with our friends and partners in the region, committed to fighting and winning the war for a free, stable, and prosperous hemisphere," Boehner said, speaking to the Council of Americas, an organization representing companies that do business in the region. Boehner is due on Tuesday to receive an award from the group for his work last year on winning congressional approval of free trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea. The pacts were negotiated during the Republican administration of former President George W. Bush, but President Barack Obama, a Democrat, did not submit the agreements to Congress until late 2011, after negotiating changes to make them more palatable to Democrats and securing a commitment for renewal of a worker retraining program known as trade adjustment assistance. "When the Colombia Free Trade Agreement enters into force (on May 15), it will be an important moment for the prosperity of our hemisphere. It is equally important that the Panama Free Trade Agreement be fully implemented in the months ahead," Boehner said, referring to the Obama administration's ongoing work with Panama to implement that agreement. Boehner said it was important the United States "keep the momentum going" by negotiating new agreements to open markets to American exports, and said he was disappointed Obama has not sought legislation known as "Trade Promotion Authority" which would help the White House do that. Meanwhile, Boehner called Iran's attempt to gain influence in the region a "major threat" to democracy and prosperity. Iranian President Mahmoud Admadinejad's visit to Venezuela and Cuba "underscored the designs Iran has for expanding its influence in Latin America, and its eagerness to forge bonds with governments in the Western Hemisphere that have demonstrated a lesser interest in freedom and democracy," Boehner said. In an apparent reference to Argentina's expropriation of Spanish oil giant Repsol's subsidiary YPF and the billions in unpaid debt obligations the country still owes foreign investors, Boehner said the United States "must also be clear about what we expect from all of our neighbors." "We will insist that every nation honor the rule of law, meet its obligations, and respect international norms. That means paying debts to bondholders; honoring legal commitments and the decisions made by international arbiters; and respecting private property," Boehner said. "Some governments in the region have demonstrated an alarming willingness to drift away from such norms when it suits their objectives. When this occurs, it's harmful not only to the people of those countries, but to the potential of all of the Americas. And it cannot be excused."
2. Nanotech is invincible in congress
Sargent 08 - Specialist in Science and Technology Policy: Resources, Science, and Industry Division (John, “Nanotechnology and U.S. Competitiveness: Issues and Options”, CRS Report for Congress, 3/15/2008, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL34493.pdf)//BD
The federal government has played a central role in catalyzing U.S. R&D efforts. In 2000, President Clinton launched the U.S. National Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI), the world’s first integrated national effort focused on nanotechnology. The NNI has enjoyed strong, bipartisan support from the executive branch, the House of Representatives, and the Senate. Each year, the President has proposed increased funding for federal nanotechnology R&D, and each year Congress has provided additional funding. Since the inception of the NNI, Congress has appropriated a total of $8.4 billion for nanotechnology R&D intended to foster continued U.S. technological leadership and to support the technology’s development, with the long-term goals of: creating high-wage jobs, economic growth, and wealth creation; addressing critical national needs; renewing U.S. manufacturing leadership; and improving health, the environment, and the overall quality of life.
No risk of cyberattacks – no empirics, and their evidence is alarmist fearmongering based on inaccurate corporate reports

Rid 3/13 (Thomas, reader in war studies at King's College London, author of "Cyber War Will Not Take Place," "The Great Cyberscare," 3/13/13, www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2013/03/13/the_great_cyberscare slim_)

The White House likes a bit of threat. In his State of the Union address, Barack Obama wanted to nudge Congress yet again into passing meaningful legislation. The president emphasized that America's enemies are "seeking the ability to sabotage our power grid, our financial institutions, and our air traffic control systems." After two failed attempts to pass a cybersecurity act in the past two years, he added swiftly: "We cannot look back years from now and wonder why we did nothing in the face of real threats to our security and our economy." Fair enough. A bit of threat to prompt needed action is one thing. Fear-mongering is something else: counterproductive. Yet too many a participant in the cybersecurity debate reckons that puffery pays off. The Pentagon, no doubt, is the master of razzmatazz. Leon Panetta set the tone by warning again and again of an impending "cyber Pearl Harbor." Just before he left the Pentagon, the Defense Science Board delivered a remarkable report, Resilient Military Systems and the Advanced Cyber Threat. The paper seemed obsessed with making yet more drastic historical comparisons: "The cyber threat is serious," the task force wrote, "with potential consequences similar to the nuclear threat of the Cold War." The manifestations of an all-out nuclear war would be different from cyberattack, the Pentagon scientists helpfully acknowledged. But then they added, gravely, that "in the end, the existential impact on the United States is the same." A reminder is in order: The world has yet to witness a single casualty, let alone fatality, as a result of a computer attack. Such statements are a plain insult to survivors of Hiroshima. Some sections of the Pentagon document offer such eye-wateringly shoddy analysis that they would not have passed as an MA dissertation in a self-respecting political science department. But in the current debate it seemed to make sense. After all a bit of fear helps to claim -- or keep -- scarce resources when austerity and cutting seems out-of-control. The report recommended allocating the stout sum of $2.5 billion for its top two priorities alone, protecting nuclear weapons against cyberattacks and determining the mix of weapons necessary to punish all-out cyber-aggressors. Then there are private computer security companies. Such firms, naturally, are keen to pocket some of the government's money earmarked for cybersecurity. And hype is the means to that end. Mandiant's much-noted report linking a coordinated and coherent campaign of espionage attacks dubbed Advanced Persistent Threat 1, or "APT1," to a unit of the Chinese military is a case in point: The firm offered far more details on attributing attacks to the Chinese than the intelligence community has ever done, and the company should be commended for making the report public. But instead of using cocky and over-confident language, Mandiant's analysts should have used Words of Estimative Probability, as professional intelligence analysts would have done. An example is the report's conclusion, which describes APT1's work: "Although they control systems in dozens of countries, their attacks originate from four large networks in Shanghai -- two of which are allocated directly to the Pudong New Area," the report found. Unit 61398 of the People's Liberation Army is also in Pudong. Therefore, Mandiant's computer security specialists concluded, the two were identical: "Given the mission, resourcing, and location of PLA Unit 61398, we conclude that PLA Unit 61398 is APT1." But the report conspicuously does not mention that Pudong is not a small neighborhood ("right outside of Unit 61398's gates") but in fact a vast city landscape twice the size of Chicago. Mandiant's report was useful and many attacks indeed originate in China. But the company should have been more careful in its overall assessment of the available evidence, as the computer security expert Jeffrey Carr and others have pointed out. The firm made it too easy for Beijing to dismiss the report. My class in cybersecurity at King's College London started poking holes into the report after 15 minutes of red-teaming it -- the New York Times didn't. Which leads to the next point: The media want to sell copy through threat inflation. "In Cyberspace, New Cold War," the headline writers at the Times intoned in late February. "The U.S. is not ready for a cyberwar," shrieked the Washington Post earlier this week. Instead of calling out the above-mentioned Pentagon report, the paper actually published two supportive articles on it and pointed out that a major offensive cyber capability now seemed essential "in a world awash in cyber-espionage, theft and disruption." The Post should have reminded its readers that the only military-style cyberattack that has actually created physical damage -- Stuxnet -- was actually executed by the United States government. The Times, likewise, should have asked tough questions and pointed to some of the evidential problems in the Mandiant report; instead, it published what appeared like an elegant press release for the firm. On issues of cybersecurity, the nation's fiercest watchdogs too often look like hand-tame puppies eager to lap up stories from private firms as well as anonymous sources in the security establishment.
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Coloniality is awesome – it’s a moral obligation and it solves extinction

Boot, 3

Max Boot, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for National Security Studies, American author, consultant, editorialist, lecturer, and military historian; "Neither New nor Nefarious: The Liberal Empire Strikes Back," November 2003, https://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/bush/boot.htm //bghs-ms

The historical record provides some perspective on the challenges facing the United States in its latest bout of what might be called "liberal imperialism." For obvious reasons, government officials shy away from the term. When asked on April 28, 2003, on the Arabic satellite television network al-Jazeera whether the United States was "empire building," Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld reacted as if he had been asked whether he wears women's underwear. "We don't seek empires," he replied huffily. "We're not imperialistic. We never have been." That is a fine answer for public consumption. The problem is that it is not true. The United States has been an empire since at least 1803, when Thomas Jefferson purchased the Louisiana Territory. Throughout the nineteenth century, what Jefferson called the "empire of liberty" expanded across the continent When US power stretched from "sea to shining sea," the American empire moved abroad, acquiring colonies ranging from Puerto Rico and the Philippines to Hawaii and Alaska. While the formal empire mostly disappeared after World War II, the United States set out on another bout of imperialism in Germany and Japan. It was called "occupation" rather than imperialism, but when Americans are running foreign governments, this is a distinction without a difference. Likewise, recent "nation~building" experiments in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq amount to imperialism under another name. Not the old-fashioned imperialism bent on looting nations of their natural resources--if that were the motivation it is hard to see why America would intervene in some of the poorest countries on the planet, such as Afghabistan and Haiti. Iraq, of course, does have vast oil reserves, but the cost of the military occupation (which has already soared over $100 billion) will far exceed any possible economic benefits the United States will derive from guaranteeing uninterrupted access to the country's oil supply. BACK TO NATION BUILDING Compared with the grasping old imperialism of the past, America's "liberal imperialism" pursues far different, and more ambitious, goals. It aims to instill democracy in lands that have known tyranny, in the hope that doing so will short-circuit terrorism, military aggression, and weapons proliferation. This is an ambitious undertaking, the most successful examples of which are post-World War II Germany, ltaly and Japan. In those cases, the US Army helped transform militaristic dictatorships into pillars of liberal democracy--one of the most signficant developments of the twentieth century. Critics of nation building question the relevance of these examples to today's world. Germany, Italu and Japan were advanced industrialized nations that had some experience with the rule of law and democratic institutions. And besides, the United States made a very large, very long-term commitment to those countries, a commitment justified by their importance to the world, but one that America has not so far made in any of the places where it has intervened in the past decade. Under the Marshall Plan, the United States poured $79 billion in current dollars into Europe between 1948 and 1952. By contrast, the United States has committed far smaller amounts in economic assistance to Afghanistan and Iraq. Fair enough. Let us leave Germany, Italy, and Japan aside, and look at the US peacekeeping record in what is now known as the third world. Between the Spanish-American War and the Great Depression, the United States embarked on an ambitious attempt at "progressive" imperialism in the Caribbean, Central America, and the Pacific. Successive administrations, from McKinley's to Wilson's, were emboldened to act by a variety of concerns. These included strategic reasons (keeping foreign powers out of areas deemed vital to US interests, such as the Panama Canal Zone) and economic reasons (expanding opportunities for American businesses in promising markets, such as China). Above all, there was the weight of "The White Man's Burden," the title of a famous poem written in 1899 by Rudyard Kipling in an attempt to persuade Washington to annex the Philippine Islands. The United States did annex the Philippines. It also occupied a number of territories that, under various legal guises, remain part of the United States to this day: Samoa, Guam, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. America occupied a number of other places temporarily in addition to the Philippines: the Panama Canal Zone, Haiti, the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, and the Mexican city of Veracruz. The duration of occupation ranged from seven months (in Veracruz) to almost a century (in the Canal Zone). In the process, the United States produced a set of colonial administrators and soldiers who would not have been out of place on a veranda in New Delhi or Nairobi. Men like Leonard Wood, the dashing former Army surgeon and Rough Rider, who went on to administer Cuba and the Philippines; Charles Magoon, a stolid Nebraska lawyer who ran the Panama Canal Zone and then Cuba during the second us occupation (1906-1909); and Smedley Butler, the "Fighting Quaker," a marine who won two Congressional Medals of Honor in a career that took him from Nicaragua to China. These were tough, colorful, resourceful operators who used methods not found in any training manual. The story of the Haitian-US Treaty of 1915, which gave a legal gloss to an American occupation that would last 19 years, captures the period. For years marines told one another that when Major Butler was sent to the presidential palace to obtain the signature of President Philippe Sudre Dartiguenave, the president, not wanting to sign, hid in his bathroom. Butler simply commandeered a ladder and climbed up through the bathroom window to present the treaty and a pen to the startled Dartiguenave. "Sign here," the major commanded, and the president did. Whether or not this "gorgeous legend" (as one marine called it) is actually true, it gives an accurate flavor of how us rule was consolidated. PATTERNS OF OCCUPATION Most of these occupations followed a pattern. The United States was usually drawn in by political unrest and a threat to its foreign financial interests; Washington often feared that if it did not act, some other power would. The United States would then occupy the capital, and its armed forces, usually a handful of marines, would fan out over the countryside to establish order. Often some guerrilla resistance materialized, but it was usually put down quickly by a small number of American troops, who had more sophisticated weaponry and (even more important) better training. In Haiti in 1915, 2,000 marines pacified a country of 2 million people, at a cost of only 3 dead Americans. America waged its longest and most arduous colonial campaign in the Philippines. It took 70,000 soldiers four years, suffering more than 4,000 casualties, to consolidate US control over the islands. Once its rule was firmly established, the United States would set up a constabulary, a quasi-military police force led by Americans and made up of local enlisted men. Then the Americans would work with local officials to administer a variety of public services, from vaccinations and schools to tax collection. American officials, though often resented, usually proved more efficient and less venal than their native predecessors. A priority was improving public health, partly out of altruism and partly to keep US troops themselves healthy in a tropical clime. Cuba set the pattern. There Walter Reed, an Army doctor, proved that yellow fever was spread by a particular variety of mosquito. A mosquito-eradication campaign undertaken at gunpoint drastically reduced the incidence of malaria and yellow fever, which had been ravaging the island for centuries. In Veracruz in 1914, Army General Frederick Funston cleaned up the water supply, improved sewage, and even imported 2,500 garbage cans from the United States. The death rate among city residents plummeted. us forces are undertaking similar public health campaigns in Iraq today. American imperialists usually moved much more quickly than their European counterparts to transfer power to democratically elected local rulers--as they are attempting to do in Iraq initially by setting up a governing council of Iraqis. In 1907, under US rule, the Philippines became the first Asian state to establish a national legislature. In 1935 the archipelago became a domestically autonomous commonwealth headed by President Manuel Quezon, a former insurrectionist who once complained of the difficulty of fostering nationalism under this particular colonial regime: "Damn the Americans! Why don't they tyrannize us more?" (Total independence came in 1946, after Filipinos had fought side by side with GIs against the Japanese.) In many of the countries that the United States occupied, holding fair elections became a top priority because once a democratically elected government was installed, the Americans felt they could withdraw. In 1925 the Coolidge administration refused to recognize the results of a stolen election in Nicaragua and the following year sent in the marines, even though the strongman who had stuffed the ballot boxes, General Emiliano Chamorro Vargas, was ardently pro-American. The United States went on to administer two elections in Nicaragua, in 1928 and 1932, that even the losers acknowledged were the fairest in the country's history. "The interventions by us Marines in Haiti, Nicaragua, the Dominican Republic and elsewhere in those years," writes the Harvard political scientist Samuel Huntington, "often bore striking resemblances to the interventions by Federal marshals in the conduct of elections in the American South in the 1960s: registering voters, protecting against electoral violence, ensuring a free vote and an honest count." That is certainly not the popular impression. The interventions in Central America and the Caribbean have become infamous as "gunboat diplomacy" and "banana wars" undertaken at the behest of powerful Wall Street interests. Smedley Butler helped solidify this myth when, after his retirement from the Marine Corps, he became an ardent isolationist and anti-imperialist. He spent the 1930s denouncing his own career, claiming he had been "a racketeer for capitalism" and a "high-class muscle man for Big Business." In fact, in the early years of the twentieth century, the United States was least likely to intervene in those nations (such as Argentina and costa Rica) where American investors held the biggest stakes. The longest occupations were undertaken in precisely those countries--Nicaragua, Haiti, the Dominican Republic--where the United States had the smallest economic stakes. Moreover, two of the most interventionist presidents in American history Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, were united in their contempt for what TR called "malefactors of great wealth." Wilson was probably the most imperialist president of all, and his interventions had a decidedly idealistic tinge. His goal, as he proclaimed at the start of his administration, was "to teach the South American republics to elect good men." LEGACIES OF EMPIRE How well did the United States achieve this aim? The record is mixed. Its greatest success (outside those territories that remain under the Stars and Stripes to this day) was in the Philippines--which, uncoincidentally, was also the site of one of its longest occupations. Among the institutions that Americans bequeathed to the Filipinos were public schools, a free press, an independent judiciary, a modern bureaucracy, democratic government, and separation of church and state. Unlike the Dutch in the East Indies, the British in Malaya, or the French in Indochina, the Americans left virtually no legacy of economic exploitation; Congress was so concerned about protecting the Filipinos that it barred large landholdings by American individuals or corporations. The us legacy was also lasting: the Philippines have been for the most part free and democratic save for the pIriod from 1972 to 1986, when Ferdinand Marcos ruled by flat, which is more than most other Asian countries can say. The US legacy in the Caribbean and Central America was more fleeting. It is not true, as some critics later charged, that the United States deliberately installed dictators such as Duvalier, Batista, and Somoza. The governments left in power by American troops were usually democratic and decent. But they were also too weak to survive on their own. At one time the United States might have intervened to support democratically elected regimes. In the 1930s, however, President Franklin D. Roosevelt renounced the interventionist policies of his predecessors, including his cousin Theodore. Henceforth, FDR said, US relations with Latin America would be governed by the "Good Neighbor" policy, which meant in essence that Washington would work with whoever came to power, no matter how. The US ambassador to Managua, Arthur Bill Lane, was shocked and upset when Anastasio Somoza, the commander of the Nicaraguan National Guard, murdered the former rebel leader Augusto Sandino and deposed the democratically elected president (who was also his uncle), Dr. Juan Bautista Sacasa. Lane wanted to intervene, as the United States might have in the past; but Roosevelt refused: Of Sonioza, FDR famously (if perhaps apocryphally) said, "He may be a son of a bitch, but he's our son of a bitch." But make no mistake: Somoza did not attain power because of America's support; he attained power because of its indifference. The same might be said of François ("Papa Doc") Duvalier in Haiti, Rafael Trujillo in the Dominican Republic, and other dictators who took over after US withdrawal. Although its effects often wore off, US rule looks pretty good by comparison with what came before and after in most countries. Haiti offers a particularly dramatic example. Before the US occupation in 1915, seven presidents had been overthrown in seven years. After the last US marines left in 1934, the country lapsed back into instability until, in 1957, the black nationalist Duvalier assumed power. He and "Baby Doc" (his son Jean Claude) ruled continuously until 1986, presiding over a reign of terror undertaken by their savage secret police, the Tontons Macoutes. After Baby Doc's overthrow it was back to chaos, leavened only by despotism. In 1994 the United States was driven to intervene once again to oust a military junta and restore to power President Jean Bertrand Aristide. But no matter who is in charge, the Haitian people continue to suffer horrifying levels of poverty, crime, disease, and violence; their country is the poorest an the Western Hemisphere, and one of the poorest on earth. By contrast, the almost two decades of American occupation stand out as an oasis of prosperity and stability. While not exactly democratic (the United States ruled for a time through an appointed president), the American occupation was undertaken with minimal force. Haiti hosted fewer than 800 US marines, and life was freer than at just about any time before or since. The Americans made no attempt to exploit Haiti economically; US authorities actively discouraged large American companies from setting up shop for fear that they would take advantage of the people. The US administrators ran the government fairly and efficiently, and by the time they left they could tick off a long list of achievements: 1,000 miles of roads and 210 bridges built, 9 major airfields, 1,250 miles of telephone lines, 82 miles of irrigation canals, 11 modern hospitals, 147 rural clinics, and on and on. Unfortunately, most of the physical manifestations of the American empire--roads, hospitals, telephone systems--began to crumble not long after the marines pulled out. This should be no surprise; it has been the case whenever more technologically advanced imperialists have left a less sophisticated area, whether they were the Romans pulling out of Britain or the British out of India. The two most lasting legacies of American interventions in the Caribbean may be a resentment of flie Yanquis, now perhaps fading, and a love of baseball, still passionately felt. This does not mean, however, that occupation is entirely futile. US troops can stop the killing, end the chaos, create a breathing space, and establish the rule of law. What the inhabitants do then is up to them. If America's aim is to recreate Ohio in Kosovo or Haiti, the occupiers are doomed to disappointment. But if the goals are more modest, US rule can serve the interests of occupiers and occupied alike. Put another way, nation building is generally too ambitious a task, but state building is not, the apparatus of a functioning state can be developed much more quickly than a national consciousness. HOW TO BUILD A STATE Most successful examples of state building begin by imposing the rule of law--as the United States did in the Philippines, and Britain in India--which is a prerequisite for economic development and the eventual emergence of democracy. Merely holding an election and leaving will likely achieve little, as the United States learned in Haiti in 1994. For occupation to have a meaningful impact, it should be fairly lengthy; if Americans are intent on a quick "exit strategy;" they might as well stay home. History teaches another important lesson: that occupation duty sometimes leads troops to commit what are today called human rights abuses. It is easy to exaggerate the extent of these excesses. Brian Linn's recent history, The Philippine War 1899-1902, suggests that the conduct of American soldiers from 1899 to 1902 was not nearly as reprehensible as everyone from Mark Twain to New Left historians of the 1960s would have us believe. But whenever a small number of occupation troops are placed in the midst of millions of potentially hostile foreigners, some unpleasant episodes are likely to occur. During the us occupation of the Dominican Republic from 1916 to 1924, a marine captain named Charles F Merkel became notorious as the Tiger of Seibo; he personally tortured one prisoner by slashing him with a knife, pouring salt and orange juice into the wounds, and then cutting off the man's ears. Merkel killed himself in jail after, rumor had it, a visit from two marine officers who left him a gun with a single bullet in it. When word of such abuses reached the United States, it caused a public uproar. In the 1920 election the Republican presidential candidate, Warren G. Harding, sought black votes by denouncing the "rape" of Hispaniola perpetrated by a Democratic administration. This kind of criticism is not so different from the questions raised today about us treatment of Taliban or Iraqi prisoners. American troops must take great care to avoid heinous conduct, not only for moral but also for practical reasons. If imperialists are provoked into too many grisly reprisals--as the French were in Algeria, or the Americans in Vietnam--support for their enterprise back home is likely to evaporate. And it is also much harder to win the "hearts and minds" of uncommitted civilians if you are routinely torturing or killing their relatives. Some mistaken shootings notwithstanding, this is a danger that US troops have largely avoided in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is inevitable that any nation bent on imperialism will encounter setbacks. The British army suffered major defeats with thousands of casualties in the first Anglo-Afghan War (1838-1842) and the Anglo-Zulu War (1879). This did not appreciably dampen Britain's determination to defend and extend its empire. If Americans cannot adopt a similarly tough-minded attitude, they have no business undertaking nation building. This is not to suggest that America should sacrifice thousands of young men for ephemeral goals, but that policymakers need to recognize that all military operations run certain risks, and the United States should not flee at the first casualty. More important, Washington should not design these operations (as it did with the occupation of Haiti in 1994) with the primary goal of producing no casualties. That is a recipe for ineffectuality THE IMPERIAL IMPERATIVE Given the costs, moral and material, what is the case for undertaking imperialism at all? It is not so different today from 100 years ago. There is the economic argument: the United States can add areas such as Central Asia and the Balkans to the world free-trade system, within which America prospers. (These regions might seem like economic basket cases today, but so, a few decades ago, did Taiwan and South Korea. Both have prospered under us military protection.) There is also the idealistic argument: the United States has a duty to save people from starvation, ethnic cleansing, and tyranny. This is a direct descendant of the "white man's burden," except today it is not limited to whites or to men but extends to everyone in the West. If these were the only reasons for America to undertake nation building, then it would be a hard sell, as indeed it was for large segments of the public in the 1990s. But since 9-11, another argument for imperialism has come to the fore: national security. We can only wonder what might have happened if, after the Soviet Union was driven out in the early 1990s, the United States had helped build Afghanistan into a viable state. It might not have become the home of the Taliban and Al Qaeda, and the World Trade Center might still be standing. This is only speculation, of course. But in the Balkans we can already see a payoff from nation building undertaken by the United States and its allies. The violence that claimed some 300,000 lives during the breakup of Yugoslavia is over. Kosovo, Macedonia, Croatia, Serbia, Slovenia, and Bosnia live in a state of uneasy peace under the eyes of Western troops. Aside from saving lives, there is another reason for the United States to take satisfaction in this outcome: Islamic extremists, who migrated to the Balkans in the early 1990s to help their fellow Muslims in Kosovo and Bosnia resist Serb oppression, have been denied a toehold in the region. NATO troops have been able to arrest and deport a number of terrorist suspects in Albania and Bosnia before they could blow up American installations. If US troops had never intervened in the first place, it is likely that the Balkans would have turned into another Afghanistan, a refuge for terrorists, and this one located near the heart of Europe. Similar action may be necessary to drain other potential swamps that breed crime and violence. In Iraq, in particular, the United States has an opportunity to begin transforming an entire region--the Middle East--that has emerged as the greatest threat to American security since the demise of the Soviet Union. Any call for a renewed campaign of nation building by Western states is likely to run into an obvious objection: Did imperialism not go out of style decades ago, when European administrators were chased out of one colony after another? True enough. Europeans found that the cost of ruling third world countries whose young men were fired up by nationalist doctrines was too high to pay. Then, too, in the wake of the Holocaust, the racist assumptions that had justified a small number of whites ruling over millions of non-white people lost their intellectual respectability. The British withdrew more or less gracefully from most of their empire, while the French fought to keep Vietnam and Algeria and suffered humiliating defeats. If the Europeans, with their long tradition of colonialism, have found the price of empire too high, what chance is there that Americans, whose country was born in a revolt against empire, will replace the colonial administrators of old? Not much. The kind of imperial missions that the United States is likely to undertake today are very different. The Europeans fought to subjugate "natives"; Americans will fight to bring them democracy and the rule of law. (No one wants to put Iraq or Afghanistan permanently under the Stars and Stripes.) European rule was justified by racial prejudices; American interventions are justified by self-defense and human rights doctrines accepted (at least in principle) by all signatories to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. European expeditions were unilateral; American missions are usually blessed with international approval; whether from the United Nations, NATO, or simply an ad hoc coalition. Even the US intervention in Iraq this year, widely held to be "unilateral," enjoys far more international support (and hence legitimacy) than, say, the French role in Algeria in the 1950s.
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Agreements lead to increased cooperation between countries- aff is topical
Dolan 12(Bridget M. Dolan, “Science and Technology Agreements as Tools for Science Diplomacy: A U.S. Case Study,” Science & Diplomacy, Vol. 1, No. 4 (December 2012), pg online @ http://www.sciencediplomacy.org/files/science_and_technology_agreements_as_tools_for_science_diplomacy_science__diplomacy.pdf //um-ef)
As this paper has elaborated, U.S. decisions to enter into S&T agreements are often motivated by the desire to transform a diplomatic relationship, promote public diplomacy, enhance a diplomatic visit, and/or advance U.S. national security. An S&T agreement can be a limited one-time deliverable or it can be a launching pad for extensive engagement. While the discussions above have focused on drivers for S&T agreements from the U.S. perspective, for these agreements to be effective tools of science diplomacy, implementation matters. In the last decade, the number of S&T agreements involving the United States has doubled. At the same time allocation of U.S. federal resources to designated international programs that support engagement in science and technology has not kept pace.11 Some science diplomacy practitioners and academics in the United States and abroad are concerned that an S&T agreement with the United States, while once considered an important tool, is no longer taken seriously.12 As these types of formal intergovernmental agreements continue to expand, however, the long-term benefit to official and nongovernmental relations between countries depends upon the ability to foster substantial scientific cooperation. It is essential that these agreements and science diplomacy more generally—while cognizant of the realities of limited resources—are ambitious enough to foster meaningful international partnerships.
C/I- Economic engagement is unconditional 

Kahler 6 (Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies, University of California, San Diego (M., “Strategic Uses of Economic Interdependence: Engagement Policies on the Korean Peninsula and Across the Taiwan Strait” in Journal of Peace Research (2006), 43:5, p. 523-541, Sage Publications)
Scholars have usefully distinguished between two types of economic engagement: conditional policies that require an explicit quid pro quo on the part of the target country and policies that are unconditional.1 Conditional policies, sometimes labeled linkage or economic 'carrots', are the inverse of economic sanctions. Instead of threatening a target country with economic loss (sanction) in the absence of policy change, conditional engagement policies promise increased economic benefits in return for desired policy change. Drezner (1999/2000) has proposed several plausible predictions regarding the employment of conditional strategies and the conditions of their success. He argues that the successful use of economic engagement is most likely between democracies (because democracies are better able to make credible commitments than non-democracies), within the context of international regimes (because regimes reduce the transactions costs of market exchange), and, among adversaries, only after coercive threats are first used.¶ coercive threats are first used. ¶ The success of a conditional engagement strategy should also be contingent on a state's influence over domestic firms. If those firms find market-based transactions with the target state unappealing, a government pursuing a conditional strategy must convince them to deal with the target when desired change occurs. On the other hand, if domestic firms have strong economic incentives to conduct economic transactions with the target state, a successful conditional strategy must prevent them from pursuing their economic exchange in the absence of the desired change in a target states behavior. In this regard, democracies may have a harder time pursuing a conditional strategy: in a democratic setting, firms are likely to be openly critical of politicians who try to restrict their commercial activities and will support candidates who do not place such demands on them. Our first hypothesis (HI), therefore, is that conditional engagement strategies will be less likely to succeed if the initiating state is a democracy, especially when underlying economic incentives to trade with or invest in the target state are strong.2 ¶ Unconditional engagement strategies are more passive than conditional variants in that they do not include a specific quid pro quo. Rather, countries deploy economic links with an adversary in the hopes that economic interdependence itself will, over time, change the target's foreign policy behavior and yield a reduced threat of military conflict. How increased economic integration at the bilateral level might produce an improved bilateral political environment is not obvious. While most empirical studies on the subject find that increased economic ties tend to be associated with a reduced likelihood of military violence, no consensus explanation exists (e.g. Russett & Oneal, 2001; Oneal & Russett, 1999; for less sanguine results, see Barbieri, 1996). At a minimum, state leaders might seek to exploit two causal pathways by pursuing a policy of unconditional engagement: economic interdependence can act as a constraint on the foreign policy behavior of the target state, and economic interdependence
PTX
CR won’t pass – House GOP can’t get the votes and tie it to Obamacare

Matthews, 9/12 (Laura, “Government Shutdown 2013: House Delays Continuing Resolution Vote, Lacks Support,” International Business Times, 12 September 2013, http://www.ibtimes.com/government-shutdown-2013-house-delays-continuing-resolution-vote-lacks-support-1404778)//bghs-BI
The likelihood of a federal government shutdown in 18 days increased Thursday, when the House Republican leadership delayed a vote on a continuing resolution that had been scheduled for that day. The reason is simple: They just don’t have the votes. Republicans remain divided on funding for the Affordable Care Act, the new health care law commonly referred to as Obamacare, according to Reuters and other news sources. House Appropriations Committee Chairman Hal Rogers, R-Ky., introduced the stopgap measure on Tuesday to keep the government running past the end of September and to give lawmakers some breathing room to find a permanent solution to the budget issues. It appropriated $986.3 billion to keep the government running until Dec. 15. But in a deal-breaker for many Republicans, the Rogers bill doesn’t include language to defund Obamacare. The House leadership instead chose to include a separate concurrent resolution with specific language that no funding should go toward implementing Obamacare. The leaders were hoping this would force the Senate to vote on the defunding legislation. Conservatives among the rank and file want the "defund Obamacare" language included in the main bill. Now, without their own caucus's Republican support, the leadership is left in search of a new strategy, particularly one that would get the votes. Some Senate Republicans have also balked at the House leadership’s plan, calling it a procedural trick that would allow the Democrats to vote down the defunding bill and pump money into the health care law. The government will need new funding on Oct. 1, as the current resolution ends on Sept. 30. The Treasury also faces a potential default in mid-October, meaning the budget battles will drag on. The Los Angeles Times reported that a vote will be rescheduled next week after the strategy has been fully explained to the concerned group of lawmakers. “I don’t think more time is going to fix this bill,” Rep. Thomas Massie, R-Ky., told the Times. Others like Rep. Jason Chaffetz, R-Utah, have said the plan is “hocus-pocus.”

Won’t pass – House Tea Partiers link it to defunding Obamacare

Healy, 9/10 (John, “House GOP playing with fire by tying debt ceiling to Obamacare,” LA Times, 10 September 2013, http://www.latimes.com/opinion/opinion-la/la-ol-gop-defunding-obamacare-plan-shifts-toward-delaying-it-20130910,0,4825515.story)//bghs-BI
The National Review's Jonathan Strong reported Tuesday that Cantor briefed fellow Republicans that morning on its plans for the two major fiscal issues that Congress will confront in the coming weeks. The first is a bill (or rather, the continuing resolution) to provide funding for federal agencies after Sept. 30, when their current appropriations run out. The second is a measure to raise the debt ceiling, which Congress needs to pass within the next six weeks or so to avoid the Treasury stiffing some creditors. If the first doesn't pass, all "nonessential" operations of the federal government will shut down until funding is restored. If the second doesn't, stock markets could plummet and interest rates rise as investors lose faith in the government's credit. Dozens of Republicans aligned with the tea party are eager to use the continuing resolution as leverage to force Congress to cut off funding for the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, better known as Obamacare. On Tuesday, Cantor outlined a plan that would shift the GOP's focus to delaying the law's main provisions, while moving the fight from the continuing resolution to the debt-ceiling bill. On one level, Cantor's idea isn't as crazy as trying to defund the healthcare law. But on another, it's much crazier. House Republicans have the votes to cut off funding for Obamacare, but including such a proposal in the continuing resolution would only cause an impasse with Senate Democrats and President Obama. The likely result would be a government shutdown, and the last time House Republicans engineered one of those (in 1995 and 1996), voters punished them at the polls. According to The Hill, Cantor offered his colleagues this alternative. The House would pass a "clean" version of the continuing resolution -- that is, one without any provocative strings attached -- along with a separate proposal to cut off the money to implement Obamacare. But it would also pass a rule designed to prevent the Senate from considering the continuing resolution until after it had voted on the Obamacare bill. Although that's a clever attempt to force vulnerable Senate Democrats to take a politically unpopular position, it's hard to believe that the House really has the power to make the Senate do anything. If Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) wants to avoid voting on the Obamacare defunding bill, he could ignore the House-passed continuing resolution and tee up an identical Senate version for a vote. If Republicans tried to stop it with a filibuster, they'd bear the brunt of the fallout for the ensuing government shutdown. Granted, the hard-core anti-Obamacare faction doesn't seem troubled by the idea of shutting down the federal government. Cantor is, however. Yet he apparently is less worried about the political consequences of failing to raise the debt limit. Maybe that's because there's a long tradition in both parties of pretending that opposing an increase in the debt ceiling is an act of fiscal responsibility. It's just the opposite; it's a vote not to pay the tab Congress has already run up. Bear in mind that House Republicans voted en masse earlier this year for a supposedly austere budget that would still require trillions of dollars in additional borrowing. To Cantor's credit, enacting a measure that delayed all of Obamacare's provisions for a year would wreak less havoc in the insurance market than defunding the law. That's because a defunding bill wouldn't affect the requirement that insurers offer coverage to all applicants as of Jan. 1, and that they no longer charge higher premiums to cover those with preexisting conditions. As a result, insurers would attract a sicker, riskier pool of customers, driving up their costs -- and everyone's premiums. Delaying the law's provisions would avoid that problem, although like the defunding proposal, it would leave millions of lower-income Americans unable to afford coverage. Having said that, Cantor's proposal still amounts to playing a game of chicken with the Senate and Obama over the debt limit. We watched this movie before, when the new House GOP majority held the debt ceiling hostage in 2011. Obama played along that time, trying to reach a "grand bargain" with Republicans that would reduce deficits by cutting spending, paring entitlements and raising taxes. Those negotiations fell through, however, and the long stalemate spooked Standard & Poor's enough for the agency to downgrade the federal government's credit. Oh, and yes, the stock market plummeted by almost 16% and the economy sputtered. Democrats successfully blamed the whole affair on Republican brinkmanship, helping Obama retain the White House and his party hold onto the Senate. This go-round, Obama insists that he won't negotiate over the debt ceiling. He wants a clean bill that raises the limit, no matter how unpalatable that may be for Republicans. Meanwhile, House Speaker John A. Boehner (R-Ohio) continues to demand that any debt limit bill include measures to reduce the deficit, just as Congress did last time. The two sides are so far apart -- again -- on the debt ceiling that even the informal talks the White House was holding with selected Senate Republicans have fallen through for lack of common ground. By seeking to throw Obamacare into the mix, Cantor may help Congress get past its first fiscal hurdle. But he only makes the second one harder to overcome.
