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Obama push working on Iran for now – sanctions momentum has stalled
Times of Israel, 2-14-2014 http://www.timesofisrael.com/house-letter-against-iran-sanctions-garners-half-of-dems/
Half of the Democratic caucus in the US House of Representatives signed on to a letter opposing any legislative action on Iran sanctions with talks underway.¶ “A bill or resolution that risks fracturing our international coalition or, worse yet, undermining our credibility in future negotiations and jeopardizing hard-won progress toward a verifiable final agreement, must be avoided,” said the letter sent Wednesday to President Obama signed by 100 Democrats as well as four Republicans.¶ Of the 21 Jewish representatives among the 200 Democrats in the House, four signed the letter: Reps. Jan Schakowsky (D-Ill.), Jared Polis (D-Colo.), John Yarmuth (D-Ky.) and Steve Cohen (D-Tenn.).¶ The refusal to countenance even a nonbinding resolution underscores the difficulties for proponents of new Iran sanctions in garnering support.¶ “Congress should not undermine diplomacy by giving the Iranian hardliners an excuse to scuttle the negotiations.” said Rep. Lloyd Doggett (D-Texas), who with Rep. David Price (D-N.C.) initiated the letter. “So many of our colleagues have expressed their determination for diplomacy, and so many more share the same view.”¶ Proponents of the new sanctions, among them the American Israel Public Affairs Committee, have launched efforts in recent days to generate a non-binding House resolution urging a tougher line on Iran in the talks underway between the Islamic Republic and the major powers. The talks are aimed at keeping Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon.¶ Senate Democrats have set aside legislation for now that would impose new Iran sanctions as a means of strengthening the US hand at the talks. The Obama administration had successfully lobbied to table the legislation, arguing that its passage could scuttle the talks.
Plan drains PC
Harper, 10  (liz, Senior Editor @ US Institute for Peace, adjunct fellow at the Council on Hemispheric Affairs, americasquarterly.org contributing blogger based in Washington DC, 12/21, http://americasquarterly.org/node/2058)

It's not clear whether some sought to use the QFR to strong arm the State Department to articulate or take tougher positions, and thereby bolster Palmer's confirmation prospects and support on the heels of his "weak" hearing performance. Alternatively, perhaps the QFR was publicized to thwart his prospects entirely. Who knows; at this stage, it's irrelevant. What's very relevant are the unfolding consequences of the QFR mishandling. First and foremost, Palmer got rolled. A dedicated Foreign Service officer was not treated with due professionalism and respect. We will not know how great he would have been in Venezuela. Second, the State Department on this matter appears naive, indecisive and disorganized. Third, critics who never wanted ANY ambassador—and certainly NOT Palmer—in Caracas, succeeded. As did Chávez, for the short term. To take up the second point, the State Department appears to have different and confused messages on Venezuela. The ostensible example of this is the two messages of Larry Palmer's Senate testimony versus his answers to the QFR. What can be said publicly and on the record regarding Venezuela? Beyond talking with a low voice on the safest matters, it is not clear. Is such timidity to Chávez' bluster necessary? The next step will be to see whether the State Department will go bold and call Venezuelan Ambassador to the U.S. Bernardo Alvarez a persona non grata, or take a softer approach and cancel his visa. Alvarez had been back home, and over the weekend, it was said he was not planning to return to Washington DC—already one move ahead of the anticipated reciprocation to Palmer's rejection. It was in Chávez’s best interests to welcome Palmer, as he wanted to work with Venezuelans, and help ease the growing tensions between the two countries. But now, the State Department will have to rethink this, and find another person...most likely with a stronger track record on human rights and democracy. Perhaps we should accept that playing nice and fair with an irrational actor like Chávez is not likely to yield positive results. At the end of the day, we've been backed into a corner to put forward a tougher ambassador, and not Palmer, who was our first pick. Does this mean likewise that our policy of engagement must be altered? Are we acting in response to Venezuela's moves? In this context, Chávez, and some conservative critics here, are setting the terms of U.S. policy. This debacle also illustrates the express need for the State Department to complete its review of Venezuela policy and clarify its positions. The QFR mishandling is a symptom of the bigger issue: uniting our various agencies to craft a coherent message and policy on Venezuela. What are the "red lines" of what we'll tolerate from Venezuela? When one of our career diplomats goes on record saying that Venezuela's National Guard is involved in narcotrafficking, provides safe haven to terrorists like the FARC, imprisons judges for ruling against Chávez, why is the State Department not publicizing those concerns? Until now, the State Department had been keeping its profile too low for anyone's good. Ostensibly that of Ambassador Palmer. At this point, why is it a mistake to outline on record ways in which the Venezuelan government is breaking very basic standards of human rights and hemispheric security? Just some open and disquieting questions. At the least, the State Department needs to figure out what its basic message is, and then put it out there with a unified voice, loud and clear. This could go far to improve its public outreach and image. But while silence continues, it seems that the Venezuelans have settled the U.S. debate: this kind of "engagement" will not get us where we want to be. Chávez is antithetical to our democratic values and security concerns. He is moving full steam down the field, while we sit on the sidelines. Time to play. 

PC key to block a veto override

Kampeas, 1/24/14 – Washington, D.C. bureau chief of the Jewish Telegraphic Agency (Ron, Heritage Florida Jewish News, “Iran sanctions have majority backing in Senate, but not enough to override veto”

http://www.heritagefl.com/story/2014/01/24/news/iran-sanctions-have-majority-backing-in-senate-but-not-enough-to-override-veto/2115.html
WASHINGTON (JTA)—More than half the United States Senate has signed on to a bill that would intensify sanctions against Iran. But in a sign of the so-far successful effort by the White House to keep the bill from reaching a veto-busting 67 supporters, only 16 Democrats are on board.¶ The number of senators cosponsoring the bill, introduced by Sens. Mark Kirk (R-Ill.) and Robert Menendez (D-N.J.), reached 58 this week, up from just 33 before the Christmas holiday break.¶ Notably only one of the 25 who signed up in recent days—Sen. Michael Bennet (D-Colo.)—is a Democrat, a sign of intense White House lobbying among Democrats to oppose the bill.¶ Backers of the bill say it would strengthen the U.S. hand at the negotiations. But President Obama has said he would veto the bill because it could upend talks now underway between the major powers and Iran aimed at keeping the Islamic Republic from obtaining a nuclear bomb. A similar bill passed this summer by the U.S. House of Representatives had a veto-proof majority.¶ On Thursday, the White House said backers of the bill should be upfront about the fact that it puts the United States on the path to war.¶ “If certain members of Congress want the United States to take military action, they should be up front with the American public and say so,” Bernadette Meehan, the National Security Council spokeswoman, said in a statement posted by The Huffington Post. “Otherwise, it’s not clear why any member of Congress would support a bill that possibly closes the door on diplomacy and makes it more likely that the United States will have to choose between military options or allowing Iran’s nuclear program to proceed.”¶ A number of pro-Israel groups, led by the American Israel Public Affairs Committee, are leading a full-court press for the bill’s passage, with prominent Jewish leaders in a number of states making calls and writing letters to holdouts. Dovish Jewish groups such as J Street and Americans for Peace Now oppose the bill.
Sanctions bill causes Israeli strikes

Perr, 12/24/13 - B.A. in Political Science from Rutgers University; technology marketing consultant based in Portland, Oregon. Jon has long been active in Democratic politics and public policy as an organizer and advisor in California and Massachusetts. His past roles include field staffer for Gary Hart for President (1984), organizer of Silicon Valley tech executives backing President Clinton's call for national education standards (1997), recruiter of tech executives for Al Gore's and John Kerry's presidential campaigns, and co-coordinator of MassTech for Robert Reich (2002). (Jon, “Senate sanctions bill could let Israel take U.S. to war against Iran” Daily Kos, http://www.dailykos.com/story/2013/12/24/1265184/-Senate-sanctions-bill-could-let-Israel-take-U-S-to-war-against-Iran#
As 2013 draws to close, the negotiations over the Iranian nuclear program have entered a delicate stage. But in 2014, the tensions will escalate dramatically as a bipartisan group of Senators brings a new Iran sanctions bill to the floor for a vote. As many others have warned, that promise of new measures against Tehran will almost certainly blow up the interim deal reached by the Obama administration and its UN/EU partners in Geneva. But Congress' highly unusual intervention into the President's domain of foreign policy doesn't just make the prospect of an American conflict with Iran more likely. As it turns out, the Nuclear Weapon Free Iran Act essentially empowers Israel to decide whether the United States will go to war against Tehran.¶ On their own, the tough new sanctions imposed automatically if a final deal isn't completed in six months pose a daunting enough challenge for President Obama and Secretary of State Kerry. But it is the legislation's commitment to support an Israeli preventive strike against Iranian nuclear facilities that almost ensures the U.S. and Iran will come to blows. As Section 2b, part 5 of the draft mandates:¶ If the Government of Israel is compelled to take military action in legitimate self-defense against Iran's nuclear weapon program, the United States Government should stand with Israel and provide, in accordance with the law of the United States and the constitutional responsibility of Congress to authorize the use of military force, diplomatic, military, and economic support to the Government of Israel in its defense of its territory, people, and existence.¶ Now, the legislation being pushed by Senators Mark Kirk (R-IL), Chuck Schumer (D-NY) and Robert Menendez (D-NJ) does not automatically give the President an authorization to use force should Israel attack the Iranians. (The draft language above explicitly states that the U.S. government must act "in accordance with the law of the United States and the constitutional responsibility of Congress to authorize the use of military force.") But there should be little doubt that an AUMF would be forthcoming from Congressmen on both sides of the aisle. As Lindsey Graham, who with Menendez co-sponsored a similar, non-binding "stand with Israel" resolution in March told a Christians United for Israel (CUFI) conference in July:¶ "If nothing changes in Iran, come September, October, I will present a resolution that will authorize the use of military force to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear bomb."¶ Graham would have plenty of company from the hardest of hard liners in his party. In August 2012, Romney national security adviser and pardoned Iran-Contra architect Elliott Abrams called for a war authorization in the pages of the Weekly Standard. And just two weeks ago, Norman Podhoretz used his Wall Street Journal op-ed to urge the Obama administration to "strike Iran now" to avoid "the nuclear war sure to come."¶ But at the end of the day, the lack of an explicit AUMF in the Nuclear Weapon Free Iran Act doesn't mean its supporters aren't giving Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu de facto carte blanche to hit Iranian nuclear facilities. The ensuing Iranian retaliation against to Israeli and American interests would almost certainly trigger the commitment of U.S. forces anyway.¶ Even if the Israelis alone launched a strike against Iran's atomic sites, Tehran will almost certainly hit back against U.S. targets in the Straits of Hormuz, in the region, possibly in Europe and even potentially in the American homeland. Israel would face certain retaliation from Hezbollah rockets launched from Lebanon and Hamas missiles raining down from Gaza.¶ That's why former Bush Defense Secretary Bob Gates and CIA head Michael Hayden raising the alarms about the "disastrous" impact of the supposedly surgical strikes against the Ayatollah's nuclear infrastructure. As the New York Times reported in March 2012, "A classified war simulation held this month to assess the repercussions of an Israeli attack on Iran forecasts that the strike would lead to a wider regional war, which could draw in the United States and leave hundreds of Americans dead, according to American officials." And that September, a bipartisan group of U.S. foreign policy leaders including Brent Scowcroft, retired Admiral William Fallon, former Republican Senator (now Obama Pentagon chief) Chuck Hagel, retired General Anthony Zinni and former Ambassador Thomas Pickering concluded that American attacks with the objective of "ensuring that Iran never acquires a nuclear bomb" would "need to conduct a significantly expanded air and sea war over a prolonged period of time, likely several years." (Accomplishing regime change, the authors noted, would mean an occupation of Iran requiring a "commitment of resources and personnel greater than what the U.S. has expended over the past 10 years in the Iraq and Afghanistan wars combined.") The anticipated blowback?¶ Serious costs to U.S. interests would also be felt over the longer term, we believe, with problematic consequences for global and regional stability, including economic stability. A dynamic of escalation, action, and counteraction could produce serious unintended consequences that would significantly increase all of these costs and lead, potentially, to all-out regional war.
An Israeli strike fails, but triggers World War 3, collapses heg and the global economy

Reuveny, 10 – professor in the School of Public and Environmental Affairs at Indiana University (Rafael, “Unilateral strike could trigger World War III, global depression” Gazette Xtra,  8/7, - See more at: http://gazettextra.com/news/2010/aug/07/con-unilateral-strike-could-trigger-world-war-iii-/#sthash.ec4zqu8o.dpuf)

A unilateral Israeli strike on Iran’s nuclear facilities would likely have dire consequences, including a regional war, global economic collapse and a major power clash.¶ For an Israeli campaign to succeed, it must be quick and decisive. This requires an attack that would be so overwhelming that Iran would not dare to respond in full force.¶ Such an outcome is extremely unlikely since the locations of some of Iran’s nuclear facilities are not fully known and known facilities are buried deep underground.¶ All of these widely spread facilities are shielded by elaborate air defense systems constructed not only by the Iranians but also the Chinese and, likely, the Russians as well.¶ By now, Iran has also built redundant command and control systems and nuclear facilities, developed early warning systems, acquired ballistic and cruise missiles and upgraded and enlarged its armed forces.¶ Because Iran is well-prepared, a single, conventional Israeli strike—or even numerous strikes—could not destroy all of its capabilities, giving Iran time to respond.¶ Unlike Iraq, whose nuclear program Israel destroyed in 1981, Iran has a second-strike capability comprised of a coalition of Iranian, Syrian, Lebanese, Hezbollah, Hamas, and, perhaps, Turkish forces. Internal pressure might compel Jordan, Egypt and the Palestinian Authority to join the assault, turning a bad situation into a regional war.¶ During the 1973 Arab-Israeli War, at the apex of its power, Israel was saved from defeat by President Nixon’s shipment of weapons and planes. Today, Israel’s numerical inferiority is greater, and it faces more determined and better-equipped opponents. After years of futilely fighting Palestinian irregular armies, Israel has lost some of its perceived superiority—bolstering its enemies’ resolve.¶ Despite Israel’s touted defense systems, Iranian coalition missiles, armed forces, and terrorist attacks would likely wreak havoc on its enemy, leading to a prolonged tit-for-tat.¶ In the absence of massive U.S. assistance, Israel’s military resources may quickly dwindle, forcing it to use its alleged nuclear weapons, as it had reportedly almost done in 1973.¶ An Israeli nuclear attack would likely destroy most of Iran’s capabilities, but a crippled Iran and its coalition could still attack neighboring oil facilities, unleash global terrorism, plant mines in the Persian Gulf and impair maritime trade in the Mediterranean, Red Sea and Indian Ocean.¶ Middle Eastern oil shipments would likely slow to a trickle as production declines due to the war and insurance companies decide to drop their risky Middle Eastern clients. Iran and Venezuela would likely stop selling oil to the United States and Europe.¶ From there, things could deteriorate as they did in the 1930s. The world economy would head into a tailspin; international acrimony would rise; and Iraqi and Afghani citizens might fully turn on the United States, immediately requiring the deployment of more American troops.¶ Russia, China, Venezuela, and maybe Brazil and Turkey—all of which essentially support Iran—could be tempted to form an alliance and openly challenge the U.S. hegemony.¶ Russia and China might rearm their injured Iranian protege overnight, just as Nixon rearmed Israel, and threaten to intervene, just as the U.S.S.R. threatened to join Egypt and Syria in 1973. President Obama’s response would likely put U.S. forces on nuclear alert, replaying Nixon’s nightmarish scenario.¶ Iran may well feel duty-bound to respond to a unilateral attack by its Israeli archenemy, but it knows that it could not take on the United States head-to-head. In contrast, if the United States leads the attack, Iran’s response would likely be muted.¶ If Iran chooses to absorb an American-led strike, its allies would likely protest and send weapons but would probably not risk using force.¶ While no one has a crystal ball, leaders should be risk-averse when choosing war as a foreign policy tool. If attacking Iran is deemed necessary, Israel must wait for an American green light. A unilateral Israeli strike could ultimately spark World War III.
1nc – CP 
The United States federal government should align all United States’ counterterrorism policies with international human rights laws. The United States Federal Government should expand the Life-Line and Link-Up program (as offered under the Federal Communication Commission’s Universal Services Fund) to include broadband services.

CP is necessary and sufficient for every internal link to terrorism.

Roth, Human Rights Watch executive director, 2004

(Kenneth, “The Nexus of Terrorism & WMDs: Developing a Consensus”, December, http://www.l20.org/publications/9_iY_wmd_roth.pdf, ldg) 

Because the United States is so influential, these actions, and others, have profoundly challenged the international system of human rights. That system has been applied to countless nations not only in periods of stability and calm but also when they are facing security threats. For the United States, now facing its own security threat, to set those standards aside does profound harm to this body of international law. The many governments around the world who have seized on their own “war against terrorism” to violate basic rights shows how dangerously contagious this exceptionalism can be. This disregard for human rights has also been devastating to U.S. standing in the world and, as a result, to the success of the campaign against terrorism. The global outpouring of sympathy for the United States that followed the September 11 attacks has been replaced by growing resentment of Washington. In part that resentment is the product of U.S. unilateralism and high-handedness. In part it is because of the U.S. invasion of Iraq and its unquestioning support of Israeli abusive practices. But in significant part it is the result of Washington’s hypocritical unwillingness to be bound by the same international standards to which it has long held others. That resentment has harmed the campaign against terrorism in several distinct ways: First, this violation of human rights undermines the very international standards that explain why terrorism is wrong. Given the horrors of terrorism, it is too easy to forget that many people accept terrorism as sometimes necessary to advance a given political agenda. That acceptance is reflected in the failure of the international community, despite decades of efforts, to arrive at an agreed definition of terrorism (although the recent high-level panel report on global threats may portend the emergence of a common understanding). In the absence of a clearly agreed definition, international human rights and humanitarian law provides the clearest norms for explaining that deliberate attacks on civilians are always unlawful, whether in times of peace or war, and regardless of the political cause. To flout that law in the name of fighting terrorism is thus to weaken the only existing standards that might convince people that terrorism is always wrong. Put another way, terrorists believe that the ends justify the means, that their political or social vision justifies the deliberate taking of civilian lives in violation of the most basic human rights norms. To fight terrorism without regard to the constraints of human rights is to endorse that warped logic. Second, neglecting human rights helps to create the political and social conditions that give rise to terrorism. There is obviously no single recipe for generating terrorists and much debate about the key ingredients that when added to extremist ideology create a violent mix. Some point to poverty, and certainly economic grievances play a role. Others point to failed states, and certainly the existence of lawless terrain is useful for facilitating meetings and establishing training facilities. But the key ingredient is often political repression – the absence of avenues for peaceful political change. That is, terrorists do not seem to be the poorest of the poor; many are well educated and come from reasonably affluent backgrounds. And helpful as lawless enclaves are for training purposes, terrorists have proven capable of hatching plots in the midst of advanced modern societies. Rather, what most terrorists seem to have in common is a political or social goal that they are unable to advance through an open political system. Most people, when faced with this predicament, will simply return home in frustration and, at least temporarily, abandon their political or social quest. But some minority of them will become open to recruitment by the terrorists. An effective counterterrorism strategy will confront this political frustration by encouraging open political cultures where grievances can be pursued peacefully. Such a strategy would promote healthy civil societies and accountable governments, complete with an independent press, unfettered political parties, a range of citizens organizations, and periodic, competitive elections – in short, a political culture built on respect for a broad range of human rights. By contrast, when human rights are ignored or suppressed in the name of fighting terrorism, it leads to authoritarian governments and stultified civil society – the political environment that is most likely to give rise to terrorist violence. Accepting authoritarianism in the name of short-term assistance in fighting terrorism, as the global counterterrorism effort seems to be doing, is thus likely to be profoundly counterproductive over the long run. Third, ignoring human rights as part of the fight against terrorism is likely to breed resentment that undermines international cooperation. The people whose cooperation is most important to defeat terrorism are the people who live in countries that are generating terrorists. They are needed to report suspicious activities and to dissuade would-be terrorists from embarking on a path of violence. Yet these individuals are also the most likely to identify with the victims of a counterterrorism strategy that ignores human rights. When they see their compatriots detained in violation of the Geneva Conventions at Guantánamo, subjected to “stress and duress” interrogation techniques at Bagram air base in Afghanistan, or mistreated by an authoritarian government whose repression is overlooked or even encouraged in the name of fighting terrorism, they are less likely to lend their support to the counterterrorism effort. Again, the advantage of ignoring human rights proves short-lived. Finally, that same resentment facilitates terrorist recruitment. As in the case of those unable to pursue grievances through an open political system, most of those who resent counterterrorism efforts waged in violation of human rights will grudgingly swallow their resentment and do nothing more. But of greatest concern are the relative handful of people whose resentment will open them to recruitment by the terrorists – the “swing vote.” Presumably, this swing vote represents a small percentage of the public, but even a small percentage when spread over a large population can yield substantial numbers. And it takes very few confirmed terrorists to wreak large-scale death and destruction. Winning the hearts and minds of this swing vote is essential to the success of the counterterrorism effort. But that requires taking the moral high ground. It requires a counterterrorist strategy that scrupulously and transparently respects international standards. And it requires a positive vision of societies built around democracy, human rights, and the rule of law – something that people can be for – to accompany the important but partial vision of being against terrorism. The global counterterrorism effort as waged so far has certainly had its successes in detaining particular terrorists. But the continuing proliferation of terrorist groups suggests that this success may be superficial – that the abusive methods often used to crack down on terrorists are also generating new terrorists. To ensure that each terrorist arrested is not replaced by one or more new recruits, the counterterrorism effort should see human rights not as inconvenient obstacles but as essential partners that are integral to the defeat of terrorism 
This form of competitiveness is vital to the US’s technological leadership

Rintels ‘8 (Jonathan Rintels is the Executive Director of the Center for Creative Voices in Media, a nonprofit organization – An Action Plan for America Using Technology and innovation to address our nation’s critical challenges https://www.policyarchive.org/bitstream/handle/10207/11811/Benton_Foundation_Action_Plan.pdf?sequence=1)

This troubling trend will not reverse itself soon. America’s global competitors are executing well-conceived and -financed national strategies to dramatically increase their competitive advantage in broadband over the United States, which has no national broadband strategy. In the 21st-century global economy made “flat” by broadband, in Thomas Friedman’s well-turned phrase, our nation faces a serious challenge to its global technological leadership, as well as its economic competitiveness. As many nations boldly strategize their rapid advance into the Digital Age by energetically embracing and exploiting the potential of broadband, America is being left behind. This challenge, every bit as serious as that which we faced in 1957 when the Soviet Union launched the first satellite into space, is our nation’s “new Sputnik moment.” Without strong federal leadership on the deployment of universal, affordable, and robust broadband, the broadband- enabled, Digital Age “American Dream” that other nations’ citizens are already beginning to enjoy remains to Americans just a dream. Failing to deploy universal, affordable, and robust broadband denies a wealth of tangible economic and quality-of-life benefits to our citizens, including:  • Hundreds of Billions of Dollars in New Economic Development • Over a Million New, High-Paying Jobs • Increased Homeland Security and Public Safety • Better Health Care at Lower Cost • Enhanced Educational Opportunities • Reduced Energy Consumption and Greenhouse Gas Emissions • Reinvigorated Democracy and Government To provide these essential benefits to Americans, and to answer the challenge of our nation’s new Sputnik moment, the new Administration must launch a well-planned, concerted national effort – paralleling that which deployed telephone service, electricity, and interstate highways across the nation – to deploy robust and affordable broadband to every corner of our nation. 
Broadband access boosts democratic participation

Silver ‘9  (John, executive director of Free Press, “Obama Gives Broadband Stimulus the Green Light” -- 2/17/09 – Free Press – http://www.freepress.net/node/48209 )

The broadband stimulus package is a critical first step toward transforming our digital dirt roads into 21st-century superhighways. These funds will help boost broadband availability in the rural and underserved areas that need it the most -- providing millions of people with good jobs, better education and full participation in our democracy."

A National Broadband Emergency Network is necessary—solves disease outbreak through quick response time, and global modeling

Ramsey ‘9 (Rey Ramsey – Chief Executive Officer – One Economy Corporation, former director of the Oregon Housing and Community Services Department. Ramsey also served two terms on the Habitat for Humanity International board of directors, elected as chair in 2003.Comments before the FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION in the Matter of “A National Broadband Plan for Our Future: “Comments of the One Economy Corporation – GN Docket No. 09‐51 –June 8th – https://www.neca.org/portal/server.pt/gateway/PTARGS_0_0_307_206_0_43/http%3B/prodnet.www.neca.org/wawatch/wwpdf/68oneeconomy.pdf_)
For the country to fully utilize broadband with a purpose, we must implement a national prescription with two key elements. First is to mitigate barriers and problems, the second is to maximize opportunities so that the nation can move from the notion of digital divide to the reality of a digital opportunity. In developing the National Broadband Plan (National Plan), the FCC should create “Broadband with a Purpose and a Social Dividend,” a national plan that harnesses market forces to advance an important public purpose and serve other national priorities. Spectrum and Universal Service Fund subsidies are both valuable public resources, and the Commission has a responsibility to align these resources in a way that stimulates economic development, improves health outcomes and advances educational opportunities. Developing a National Plan geared to these public purposes should yield an important social dividend, benefiting underserved and unserved sectors. In the case of broadband, this social dividend must focus on bridging the digital divide for low‐income individuals and those left out of the first wave of broadband Internet expansion and adoption. The creation of the National Broadband Plan is a landmark opportunity for the United States to aim for real global leadership in broadband. While Organization for Economic Co‐ordination and Development (OECD) and other broadband rankings necessarily loom large as the Commission undertakes this proceeding, we urge the Commission to be intentional about their goals and objectives and to consistently measure them against those benchmarks. Through a bold yet focused assortment of incentives and policy directives, and stimulating, but not usurping the private sector, the FCC can play a dramatic role in reshaping the United States as a global broadband leader and unleashing the unfulfilled promise of broadband in impacting employment, education, health, and GDP growth. Broadband Deficit | Intentional Focus on Low‐Income Populations Due to barriers to broadband adoption, low‐income individuals in underserved and unserved communities were most frequently left behind in the first wave of broadband deployment in the United States. For those with annual incomes under $20,000, just 25% access broadband in the home. Additionally, only 42% of those with a yearly income under $30,000 have access to broadband. In stark contrast to both these numbers, 82% of families earning more than $75,000 each year have accessed broadband in the home1. For 92% of Americans, one broadband option is available in addition to satellite, yet 57% have accessed broadband in the home2,3. To significantly increase broadband penetration in the U.S., this 35% gap between availability and adoption – the Broadband Deficit – must be overcome. Free Market Principles | Focus on Supply AND Demand Increasing the demand for broadband is as important, if not more so, than increasing the supply. We can overcome the 35% Broadband Deficit by concentrating on the three “A’s”: • Availability (Supply) – Sufficient, desirable and competitive broadband options • Affordability (Supply and Demand) – Where price is compatible with a person’s ability to pay • Adoption (Demand) – Sustainable usage and uptake of broadband as spurred by the following five elements: o Affordable broadband connections o Affordable hardware choices o Awareness of broadband options and benefits o Promotion of digital literacy o Prevalence of relevant content Leapfrogging | Next‐ Generation Networks for Underserved and Unserved Whenever possible, we should incentivize the installation of next‐generation, high‐speed networks at affordable prices in underserved and unserved communities. This infrastructure investment, a direct deposit on the potential social dividend, could have a profound impact on the delivery and utilization of applications for education, employment, healthcare and economic development. A 2009 study by Leonard Waverman, of the Haskayne School of Business at the University of Calgary, found that by adding ten more broadband lines per 100 individuals across the U.S. (~30 million new broadband lines) would raise U.S. GDP by over $110 billion (Connectivity Scorecard 2009)4. Additionally, the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF) forecasts expenditures on IT to have three to five times more impact on productivity than other capital expenditures. By “leapfrogging” older generation technologies and installing updated services for unserved and underserved populations, the Administration’s National Plan can maximize the benefits of this National Strategy and set a model for the rest of the world.  The North Star | Government’s Role as a Free Market Stimulus The first role of government should be to establish national goals and interim benchmarks, setting the North Star for U.S. progress in broadband. We recommend the creation of a Broadband Progress Board to establish a five‐year plan with transparent benchmarks and annual performance measurements. In addition to addressing speed, affordability, availability, and adoption, these benchmarks should also include demand principles, as outlined above, and national priorities such as: • Healthcare: Tele‐Health, Health record Management, and Aging in Place • Education: E‐Learning, Education in the Classroom, After‐School, and In the Home • Economic Development and Employment: Job Training and Re‐Training, Career Coaching, and Job Growth • Rural Economic Development • Home‐based Access to Broadband • Digital Literacy The government should establish a system of incentives and policy directives to increase supply and demand, promote public‐private partnerships, drive innovation, and ensure affordability for low‐income people. These incentives will be incorporated to spur private sector investment and personal adoption, and thereby stimulate the market and meet the public test of creating a social dividend. This approach, rather than burdensome regulation, should neither be a means nor an unintended consequence of this National Plan. The government should also create a National Emergency Network, a meet‐you‐where‐you‐are digital framework and delivery system for natural and man‐made emergencies. This Network must have an intentional focus on the poor, as they are most often deprived of information and resources that are critical in coping with an emergency, most evident in the events leading up to and the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina.
1nc – China 
China is taking the lead in Venezuelan oil now – economically and politically 

DT 4/29, “China in Venezuela: loans for oil”, 4/29/13, http://dragonstrail.wordpress.com/ Dragon’s Tail, blog about Chinese international affairs, Mollie 

Despite its frequent anti-american rhetoric (which should not stop with Maduro’s election), Venezuela remains largely financially dependant of the US. It does not brag about this and has been seeking throughout the Chavez years to escape the US sphere of influence. It is quite naturally that the socialist state, since Chavez’s election in 1998, has been turning more and more towards China. Indeed, Chavez visited China 6 times in his 14 year rule in attempts to integrate its alternative world system. The energy-hungry dragon on the other hand has very clear objectives in Venezuela: securing through investment and loans a fair share of the world’s largest recoverable oil reserves. In the past decade but especially in the past 3 years, bilateral trade has soared more than exponentially from $500 million in 1999 to $7,5 billion in 2009 and over $20 billion in 2012 (PDVSA). China is now Venezuela’s second trading partner after the US  (Venezuelan trade ministry). In 2012, 65% of oil exports went to Venezuela’s traditional oil partner, the US, through its american subsidiary Citgo ; China was in second place with 20%. These numbers clearly show China’s new interest in the world’s 10th largest oil exporter (2012). More importantly, according to the US Geological Survey and the OPEC, Venezuela holds the world’s largest oil deposits in its Orinoco Oil Belt (although mostly heavy crude which needs important refining) and contracts are up for grabs. The oil industry, which accounts for 95% of the country’s exports, is controlled by PDVSA (Petroles de Venezuela), a state owned company created in 1976. The process of nationalisation of oil resources continued in 2007, when Chavez nationalised the Orinoco Belt projects, giving the state a minimum 60% ownership in all joint ventures. In these difficult conditions for foreign investors, China has two great advantages compared to its Western counterparts which are independence from the US and money.
The plan kills china’s peaceful rise 

Hilton 2013, “China in Latin America: Hegemonic challenge?”, Expert Analysis by Isabel Hilton, February 2013, Executive Summary, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&ved=0CD8QFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.peacebuilding.no%2Fvar%2Fezflow_site%2Fstorage%2Foriginal%2Fapplication%2F26ff1a0cc3c0b6d5692c8afbc054aad9.pdf&ei=hdzWUca8JILk4AOij4CoDw&usg=AFQjCNGHKw3VP72fVH4crRtY3_Llw-iu0g&sig2=ICkNV90oFC_0Mp3rvFM0Fg&bvm=bv.48705608,d.dmg Mollie 

China has tried to foster good relations around the world to facilitate its smooth ascendancy to great power status. In Latin America, this creates a delicate balance between national interests and the desire to avoid prematurely antagonising the United States. China sees Asia as its own sphere of influence, and the Obama administration’s “pivot” – a “rebalancing” of U.S. foreign policy towards Asia – has raised hackles in Beijing. The PRC, until now, has been willing to tread carefully in the U.S. backyard, promoting soft power but playing down specific political challenges to the U.S., including from its Latin American partners.
Resource exports

Confrontation escalates to retaliatory war 

Hilton 2013, “China in Latin America: Hegemonic challenge?”, Expert Analysis by Isabel Hilton, February 2013, Executive Summary, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&ved=0CD8QFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.peacebuilding.no%2Fvar%2Fezflow_site%2Fstorage%2Foriginal%2Fapplication%2F26ff1a0cc3c0b6d5692c8afbc054aad9.pdf&ei=hdzWUca8JILk4AOij4CoDw&usg=AFQjCNGHKw3VP72fVH4crRtY3_Llw-iu0g&sig2=ICkNV90oFC_0Mp3rvFM0Fg&bvm=bv.48705608,d.dmg Mollie 

There are warnings within the U.S. security community about the potential implications of Chinese involvement in Latin America in the future, and concerns about China’s still modest military sales to the region. Examples of these sales include Venezuela’s 2010 purchase of 18 K-8 fighters from China. Despite the concerns of the State Department, however, there has been little response in senior policy circles to the “China threat”. Regardless of whether there is any real “threat” to the U.S., key decision-makers have not reacted. China’s presence in Latin America is unlikely to diminish and will continue to affect its regional partners for the foreseeable future. Although this undoubtedly entails a loss of U.S. influence in the region, both China and the U.S. have so far sought cooperation rather than confrontation. In the context of the Obama administration’s “pivot” to Asia, however, and the latent, long-term strategic competition between China and the United States, there is potential for increasing competition for influence in the future. An escalation of tensions between China and U.S. allies in the South China or East China Sea could prompt China to raise retaliatory tensions in the U.S. backyard. At that point, the traditional Latin American allies of the U.S. could face some uncomfortable choices.

Solvency

Say No

They don’t read evidence that’s reverse causal that Venezuela agreeing to these standards is key to the ISPS – it’s just an arbitrary condition

Venezuela will “say no” – public statements from Maduro confirm

El Universal ‘13

(El Universal is a major Venezuelan newspaper, headquartered in Caracas with an average daily circulation of about 150,000. – “Maduro: Venezuela will have "zero tolerance" for aggressions of Washington” – July 20th – http://english.eluniversal.com/nacional-y-politica/130720/maduro-venezuela-will-have-zero-tolerance-for-aggressions-of-washingto)
Venezuelan President NicolásMaduroon Saturday described as "terminated" his government-initiated talks with Barack Obama administration. He stressed he would implement a "zero tolerance" policy for "aggressions" on Venezuela.¶ "My policy as president is zero tolerance for gringo aggression against Venezuela. I am not going to stand any verbal aggression against Venezuela,neither political nor diplomatic. Enough is enough! Stay away with your empire. Do not mess any more with Venezuela," said Maduro during a ceremony of military promotions in Cojedes state, central Venezuela.¶The Venezuelan president also reiterated his rejection and condemnation of the statements issued by Samantha Power, the Washington ambassador nominee to the United Nations, on Venezuela. "When she went to Congress, she went crazy and started to attack Venezuela just like that. She started to say that she is going to the UN to monitor and make clear what the repression on political and civil institutions in Venezuela is, and that she will address the lack of democracy in Venezuela."¶Maduro mentioned a phone call US Secretary of State John Kerry made to Venezuelan Foreign MinisterElíasJaua. According to Maduro, the Venezuelan foreign minister warned the US top diplomat that Venezuela will not accept any pressures in connection with Caracas' offer to grant asylum to former CIA agent Edward Snowden, who is charged with leaking classified information on espionage programs.

Venezuela will say “no” – US Senate also demands a hardline.

Lendman ‘13

Stephen Lendman was born in 1934 in Boston, MA. In 1956, he received a BA from Harvard University. Two years of US Army service followed, then an MBA from the Wharton School at the University of Pennsylvania in 1960. After working seven years as a marketing research analyst, he joined the Lendman Group family business in 1967. He remained there until retiring at year end 1999. Writing on major world and national issues began in summer 2005. In early 2007, radio hosting followed. Lendman now hosts the Progressive Radio News Hour on the Progressive Radio Network three times weekly. Major world and national issues are discussed. Lendman is a 2008 Project Censored winner and 2011 Mexican Journalists Club international journalism award recipient. “Venezuela Bashing” – The People’s Voice – July 21st, 2013 – http://www.thepeoplesvoice.org/TPV3/Voices.php/2013/07/21/venezuela-bashing

Maduro said Venezuela's "fascist right" applauded Powers' comments. So did supportive Senate committee members.¶ On July 19, a Venezuelan Foreign Ministry statement said:¶ "The Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela hereby ends the process of finally normalizing our diplomatic relations" with Washington.¶In early June, efforts began to do so. They were doomed to fail. America demands total subservience. Venezuela rejects bullying. It won't roll over irresponsibly.¶It fiercely defends its sovereignty. Its independence matters most.¶ In 2010, Venezuela and Washington suspended normal diplomatic relations. They haven't exchanged ambassadors since then.

Will say “no” – recent statement locks Venezuela into rejection of US offers.

BBC News ‘13

“Venezuela 'ends' bid to restore full US ties” – July 20th – http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-latin-america-23387807

Venezuela says it has "ended" steps towards restoring diplomatic ties with the US, after comments by the woman nominated as the next envoy to the UN.¶Samantha Power said this week she would seek to combat what she called the "crackdown on civil society" in countries including Venezuela.¶ She was speaking at a US Senate confirmation hearing on Wednesday.¶The remarks prompted an angry response fromVenezuela's President Nicolas Maduro.¶ "The Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela hereby ends the process... offinally normalising our diplomatic relations," said Venezuela's foreign ministry in a statement.¶It objected toMsPower's "interventionist agenda", noting that her "disrespectful opinions" were later endorsed by the state department,"contradicting in tone and in content" earlier statements by Secretary of State John Kerry.

Advantage 1:

AT Narco Terror

Their internal links are based off of energy cooperation but the plan increases trade – that’s not a mandate of the plan
Snowden affair confirms US has no leverage over Venezuela. 
Sanchez ‘13

W. Alex Sanchez, Research Fellow, Council on Hemispheric Affairs – “Asylum for Snowden? Why are Venezuela, Nicaragua, others in Latin America doing this?” – Matisak Blog – July 7th – http://matisak.wordpress.com/2013/07/07/asylum-for-snowden-why-are-venezuela-nicaragua-others-in-latin-america-doing-this/

It wouldn’t be outrageous to assume that if Venezuela or Nicaragua accept Snowden, Washington may want to apply soft power/soft pressure as some kind of “punishment,” this may mean calling back ambassadors and diplomatic staff (though at this point I’m amazed there are any U.S. diplomats in Venezuela after the Chavez era), expelling diplomatic staff from these nations from the U.S., or maybe Washington could cancel some trade deals or impose some kind of trade embargo. For example Ecuador withdrew from the ATPDEA treaty at the same time that it was considering to accept Snowden. But that treaty was going to expire soon anyways and it seemed unlikely that the U.S. would want to renew it (especially if the Quito had accepted Snowden). When it comes to Venezuela, it seems clear that Maduro has little interest in strengthening trade or diplomatic relations with the U.S., so any kind of “punishment” from Washington. With that said, I am slightly surprised about Nicaragua. Certainly, Ortega was no friend of the U.S. during the Cold War, but modern-day Nicaragua-U.S. relations are not particularly bad, or as bad as U.S.-Venezuela relations at least. Recently, SOUTHCOM donated parachutes and some other military equipment to Nicaragua’s special forces (this happened in late June), so some military cooperation between the two governments does exist. I think Nicaragua potentially stands to lose a lot if Snowden does touch Nicaraguan soil, as compared if the American ends up in Venezuela.
Ports aren’t key to solving terror 
Shie 4- from the Institute for National Strategic Studies (Tamar Renee Shie; Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University and a visiting author for CSIS; Written October 15, 2004, Accessed June 19, 2012, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/-pac0445a.pdf; “Ships and Terrorists – Thinking Beyond Port Security”; CSIS)
First, the emphasis on upgrading the security of major ports neglects the fact that these represent only a single link in the transportation chain. A shipping container may pass through some 15 physical locations and some two dozen individuals and/or companies while traveling from departure point to destination. Because containers are only searched at the major port, there is no guarantee they cannot be waylaid in route after that point. Second, the CSI conducts security checks only on U.S. bound containers. Therefore even if a tampered container arrives at a major port, if it is destined for a port other than the U.S., it is more likely to escape notice. Containers between the major ports of Singapore and Shenzhen or Pusan and Hong Kong are not subject to CSI requirements. Yet terrorist assaults on U.S. ships or interests can occur outside the U.S. Third, as major ports increase security, terrorists will look for other maritime targets or other means to target those ports. Terrorists are increasingly aiming at soft targets. Attacking maritime targets has never been particularly easy, often requiring a greater sophistication in planning, training, and coordination than those aimed at many land-based facilities. This is why maritime terrorism is rather rare, and why terrorists are less likely to attack a more secure major port. Yet in considering maritime terrorist threat scenarios – using a ship to smuggle goods or weapons, sinking a vessel in a major shipping thoroughfare, using a ship as a weapon, or even targeting maritime vessels – none require access to a major port or a shipping container to carry out a strike. There remain numerous small ports and small vessels not covered under the new security initiatives. The ISPS Code for instance only covers ships of 500 tons or more and port facilities that serve large international-bound vessels. The Code would not have protected the USS Cole. How else might terrorists strike? Piracy in Southeast Asia may provide a clue as to how terrorists will respond to these new measures. In 2002, there were 161 actual and attempted pirate attacks in Southeast Asian waters. Of those, 73 percent occurred within ports. The following year, of the 187 attacks, only 37 percent occurred within ports. Between the two years, the total number of attacks increased by 26. In the first quarter of 2004, of the 41 reported attacks, only one-third were committed in ports. Also between 2002 and 2003 pirate attacks in traditionally targeted ports fell while they rose in ports where few if any attacks were previously reported. Though it may be too soon to definitively tell, it would appear that pirates are adapting to the more stringent security measures in larger ports. If pirates can do it, so can terrorists. Finally, an attack on a major port does not require terrorists to gain direct access to that port. As pirates are capable of attempting more attacks on vessels at sea, it is not unimaginable that terrorists will commandeer a ship at sea and steer it toward a target. The bomb, biological, chemical or radiological agents, or even nuclear materials, can be loaded onto the ship once seized. Then they head for a port or another ship. The May 2004 collision between two cargo ships off Singapore’s Sentosa Island illustrates how easily terrorists could conduct a similar but more disastrous operation.
Terror plots against ports fail 
Bynum 10 (Daniel Bynum; Ph.D in political science. Staff Member of the 9/11 Commission , Policy Analyst and Director for Research, Center for Middle East Public Policy, The RAND Corporation, Director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies and the Security Studies Program at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service Georgetown University, and holds a Ph.D in Political Science; Written June 14, 2010; Accessed June 19, 2012; Brookings; http://www.brookings.edu-/research/opinions/2010/06/14-terrorism-byman, “Most Terrorists Lack Training, Expertise”)
In the years after 9/11, the images we were shown of terrorists were largely the same: shadowy jihadists who, even when they were foiled, seemed always to have come terrifyingly close to pulling off a horrific attack. We’ve all become familiar by now with the stock footage of Talibs in black shalwar kameezes zipping across monkey bars or, more recently, perfecting kung fu kicks in some secret training camp. Even in the aftermath of the botched Times Square bombing earlier this spring, the perception persists that our enemies are savvy and sophisticated killers. They’re fanatical and highly organized—twin ideas that at once keep us fearful and help them attract new members. But this view of the jihadist community is wildly off the mark. To be sure, some terrorists are steely and skilled—people like Mohamed Atta, the careful and well-trained head of the 9/11 hijackers. Their leaders and recruiters can be lethally subtle and manipulative, but the quiet truth is that many of the deluded foot soldiers are foolish and untrained, perhaps even untrainable. Acknowledging this fact could help us tailor our counterterrorism priorities—and publicizing it could help us erode the powerful images of strength and piety that terrorists rely on for recruiting and funding. Nowhere is the gap between sinister stereotype and ridiculous reality more apparent than in Afghanistan, where it’s fair to say that the Taliban employ the world’s worst suicide bombers: one in two manages to kill only himself. And this success rate hasn’t improved at all in the five years they’ve been using suicide bombers, despite the experience of hundreds of attacks—or attempted attacks. In Afghanistan, as in many cultures, a manly embrace is a time-honored tradition for warriors before they go off to face death. Thus, many suicide bombers never even make it out of their training camp or safe house, as the pressure from these group hugs triggers the explosives in suicide vests. According to several sources at the United Nations, as many as six would-be suicide bombers died last July after one such embrace in Paktika. Many Taliban operatives are just as clumsy when suicide is not part of the plan. In November 2009, several Talibs transporting an improvised explosive device were killed when it went off unexpectedly. The blast also took out the insurgents’ shadow governor in the province of Balkh. When terrorists do execute an attack, or come close, they often have security failures to thank, rather than their own expertise. Consider Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab—the Nigerian “Jockstrap Jihadist” who boarded a Detroit-bound jet in Amsterdam with a suicidal plan in his head and some explosives in his underwear. Although the media colored the incident as a sophisticated al-Qaeda plot, Abdulmutallab showed no great skill or cunning, and simple safeguards should have kept him off the plane in the first place. He was, after all, traveling without luggage, on a one-way ticket that he purchased with cash. All of this while being on a U.S. government watch list. Fortunately, Abdulmutallab, a college-educated engineer, failed to detonate his underpants. A few months later another college grad, Faisal Shahzad, is alleged to have crudely rigged an SUV to blow up in Times Square. That plan fizzled and he was quickly captured, despite the fact that he was reportedly trained in a terrorist boot camp in Pakistan. Indeed, though many of the terrorists who strike in the West are well educated, their plots fail because they lack operational know-how. On June 30, 2007, two men—one a medical doctor, the other studying for his Ph.D.—attempted a brazen attack on Glasgow Airport. Their education did them little good. Planning to crash their propane-and-petrol-laden Jeep Cherokee into an airport terminal, the men instead steered the SUV, with flames spurting out its windows, into a security barrier. The fiery crash destroyed only the Jeep, and both men were easily apprehended; the driver later died from his injuries. (The day before, the same men had rigged two cars to blow up near a London nightclub. That plan was thwarted when one car was spotted by paramedics and the other, parked illegally, was removed by a tow truck. As a bonus for investigators, the would-be bombers’ cell phones, loaded with the phone numbers of possible accomplices, were salvaged from the cars.) A similar streak of ineptitude has been on display in the United States, where many of those arrested on terrorism-related charges possess long criminal records and little sense of how to put a nefarious idea into action. A group of Miami men schemed (often while smoking marijuana) to attack targets in South Florida as well as the Sears Tower in Chicago, but they couldn’t get their hands on explosives and were uncovered when the FBI easily penetrated their ranks. If our terrorist enemies have been successful at cultivating a false notion of expertise, they’ve done an equally convincing job of casting themselves as pious warriors of God. The Taliban and al-Qaeda rely on sympathizers who consider them devoted Muslims fighting immoral Western occupiers. But intelligence picked up by Predator drones and other battlefield cameras challenges that idea—sometimes rather graphically. One video, captured recently by the thermal-imagery technology housed in a sniper rifle, shows two Talibs in southern Afghanistan engaged in intimate relations with a donkey. Similar videos abound, including ground-surveillance footage that records a Talib fighter gratifying himself with a cow. Pentagon officials and intelligence analysts concede privately that our foes also have a voracious appetite for pornography—hardly shocking behavior for young men, but hard to square with an image of piety. Many laptops seized from the Taliban and al-Qaeda are loaded with smut. U.S. intelligence analysts have devoted considerable time to poring over the terrorists’ favored Web sites, searching for hidden militant messages. “We have terabytes of this stuff,” said one Department of Defense al-Qaeda analyst, speaking on the condition of anonymity. “It isn’t possible that they are encrypting messages in all of this stuff. Some of these guys are just perverts.” Tawdry though this predilection for porn may be, it is not necessarily trivial. There is, after all, potential propaganda value in this kind of jihadist behavior. Current U.S. public diplomacy centers on selling America to the Muslim world, but we should also work to undermine some of the myths built up around our enemies by highlighting their incompetence, their moral failings, and their embarrassing antics. Beyond changing how the Muslim world perceives terrorists, we can help ourselves make smarter counterterrorism choices by being more realistic about the profile and aptitude of would-be attackers. More and more, as we work to disrupt training efforts, the jihadists we face are likely to be poorly prepared, and while that won’t always ensure a bungled attack, it suggests that terrorists are likely to select targets that are undefended and easy to hit. The United States has spent billions on port security since 9/11, even though terrorists have shown little interest in ports as targets and even less ability to actually strike them. In contrast, even small investments in training for police and airport-security personnel can make a big difference, as these are the people most likely to encounter—and have a chance to disrupt—an unskilled attacker. The difference between a sophisticated killer like Mohamed Atta and so many of his hapless successors lies in training and inherent aptitude. Atta spent months learning his trade in Afghanistan and had the help of al-Qaeda’s senior leadership—a fact that underscores the importance of rooting out al-Qaeda havens in Pakistan. After all, fighting terrorism is a chore made simpler when we can keep the terrorists as inept as most of them naturally are.
 [Analytics if time] They don’t solve – can’t check every container 

Wolf 06 (Z. Byron Wolf: ABC News.com Political Editor and Deputy Political Director for ABC News. 9/13/06. How Much is Too Much for Port Security. ABCnews) http://abcnews.go.com/US/Politics/story?id=2425748&page=1#.UEDJeGhYsWV
Currently, port screening includes the identification of high-risk cargo by checking shipping manifests.¶ Importers must provide manifests before their cargo can be brought into the United States.¶ The Department of Homeland Security then uses the information to better target high-risk cargo. The new bill would authorize this process, which is already being used.¶ But many Democrats say that checking a manifest does nothing to verify what is actually inside a cargo container.¶ They point to Hong Kong, where screeners send every container through machines that check for radioactivity.¶ The United States puts containers through similar machines at select ports, and other containers are scanned by hand-held scanners.¶ Chertoff said the widely varying security measures at ports around the globe made screening for radioactivity challenging.¶ "There's nothing I'd like more than to be able to say, 'Wow, we have a way to make every port in the world scan all the radiation overseas.' But I can't do that with a straight face because not every port is physically constructed to be able to do that, and not every country is willing to do that," Chertoff said.
AT Nuke Terror
No risk of nuclear terrorism---too many obstacles
*Assumes state nukes, loose nukes, and constructing nukes
John J. Mearsheimer 1/2/14, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “America Unhinged”, January 2, nationalinterest.org/article/america-unhinged-9639?page=show

Am I overlooking the obvious threat that strikes fear into the hearts of so many Americans, which is terrorism? Not at all. Sure, the United States has a terrorism problem. But it is a minor threat. There is no question we fell victim to a spectacular attack on September 11, but it did not cripple the United States in any meaningful way and another attack of that magnitude is highly unlikely in the foreseeable future. Indeed, there has not been a single instance over the past twelve years of a terrorist organization exploding a primitive bomb on American soil, much less striking a major blow. Terrorism—most of it arising from domestic groups—was a much bigger problem in the United States during the 1970s than it has been since the Twin Towers were toppled.¶ What about the possibility that a terrorist group might obtain a nuclear weapon? Such an occurrence would be a game changer, but the chances of that happening are virtually nil. No nuclear-armed state is going to supply terrorists with a nuclear weapon because it would have no control over how the recipients might use that weapon. Political turmoil in a nuclear-armed state could in theory allow terrorists to grab a loose nuclear weapon, but the United States already has detailed plans to deal with that highly unlikely contingency.¶ Terrorists might also try to acquire fissile material and build their own bomb. But that scenario is extremely unlikely as well: there are significant obstacles to getting enough material and even bigger obstacles to building a bomb and then delivering it. More generally, virtually every country has a profound interest in making sure no terrorist group acquires a nuclear weapon, because they cannot be sure they will not be the target of a nuclear attack, either by the terrorists or another country the terrorists strike. Nuclear terrorism, in short, is not a serious threat. And to the extent that we should worry about it, the main remedy is to encourage and help other states to place nuclear materials in highly secure custody.
Terrorists will use conventional weapons-overwhelming empirics.

Mauroni, Air Force senior policy analyst, 2012

(Al, “Nuclear Terrorism: Are We Prepared?”, Homeland Security Affairs, http://www.hsaj.org/?fullarticle=8.1.9, ldg)

The popular assumption is that terrorists are actively working with “rogue nations” to exploit WMD materials and technology, or bidding for materials and technology on some nebulous global black market. They might be buying access to scientists and engineers who used to work on state WMD programs. The historical record doesn’t demonstrate that. An examination of any of the past annual reports of the National Counterterrorism Center reveals that the basic modus operandi of terrorists and insurgents is to use conventional military weapons, easily acquired commercial (or improvised) explosives, and knives and machetes.8 It is relatively easy to train laypersons to use military firearms, such as the AK-47 automatic rifle and the RPG-7 rocket launcher. These groups have technical experts who develop improvised explosive devices using available and accessible materials from the local economy. Conventional weapons have known weapon effects and minimal challenges in handling and storing. Terrorists get their material and technology where they can. They don’t have the time, funds, or interests to get exotic. It’s what we see, over and over again.
AT VZ Instab/prolif

Their internal links are based off of energy cooperation but the plan increases trade – that’s not a mandate of the plan

No Venezuela instability or prolif

Trinkunas, Naval Post-Graduate School, 2011

(Harold, “Latin America: Nuclear Capabilities, Intentions and Threat Perceptions”, 9-1, http://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1040&context=whemsac, ldg)

Even though it lacks almost any capability to develop nuclear technology at this time, assessing Venezuela‟s future as a nuclear proliferation risk is difficult because of its leader’s periodic declarations of a desire to develop a nuclear power program have not been matched with improving capabilities. In the 2005, Venezuela began discussions with its MERCOSUR partners, Argentina and Brazil, about acquiring nuclear power reactors, although these negotiations were unproductive.9 Since then, it has sought actively to further collaboration with Russia on the development of a nuclear energy program, signing a nuclear cooperation agreement in 2008. There have also been discussions of possible cooperation with Belarus and France in the area of nuclear technology.10 Perhaps paving the way for its own future activities, Venezuela has taken positions on proliferation issues that run directly against the mainstream of international public opinion, pursuing a highly publicized rapprochement with Iran, a potential nuclear supplier, and supporting both Iran‟s right to pursue nuclear technology without constraints and North Korea‟s periodic missile tests. It has also opposed international sanctions over nuclear issues on both powers.11 Venezuela‟s stated concern of a U.S. invasion has led it to officially orient its Armed Forces towards a policy of prolonged popular war and asymmetric warfare. This has translated into changes in doctrine and educational programs, and the creation of a militia.12 Certainly, nuclear forces would be the ultimate deterrent against outside intervention. Taken together, these factors have led some outside observers to claim that Venezuela is a potential nuclear proliferation risk. If we evaluate the contemporary domestic and international political context, it seems unlikely. At the international level, Argentina and Brazil have reacted very cautiously to the Venezuelan nuclear proposal. On the one hand, they would like the business for economic reasons, but on the other they are concerned about Chávez‟s ambitions. As members of the NPT and the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSP), Argentina and Brazil are likely to insist on strong international safeguards on any nuclear technology sold to Caracas.13 However, neither the Argentine nor the Brazilian governments have opposed Venezuela‟s nuclear ambitions publicly, both because they are vulnerable domestically on their left flank, where Hugo Chávez has numerous sympathizers, and because internationally they still have common economic interests with Venezuela. Other potential suppliers of nuclear technology are also problematic for Venezuela. Members of the NSG such as France or even Russia are likely to insist on strong oversight of any Venezuelan nuclear program, and the United States has conceded that a peaceful civilian nuclear program would be unobjectionable if strong safeguards were in place.14 However, given President Chávez‟s nationalist tendencies, Venezuela might try to avoid accepting strong oversight and seek assistance from non-NSG countries. Some commentators have pointed to Iran and North Korea as potential partners for Venezuela, but neither country has a track record of successfully exporting its nuclear technology.15 Also, their programs are among the most highly surveilled in the world, increasing the probability that any such partnership would be quickly exposed to the international community, at great risk to all involved. On the domestic front, there is no constituency for a nuclear program in Venezuela outside of Chávez‟s inner circle. The stated objective of increasing energy resources is not credible to most Venezuelans, who see their country as one of the richest in oil and hydroelectric energy resources in the world. The Chávez administration has carefully avoided any public statements about acquiring nuclear technology as a means to deter external aggression, and there is no public groundswell in favor of such development, as has occurred in Iran.16 There are no bureaucratic structures in Venezuela that promote the acquisition of nuclear power. The country‟s civilian nuclear research program was dismantled decades ago, so there is no scientific constituency advocating such a program. Historically, there has been no constituency within the Armed Forces that seeks to acquire nuclear technology for military purposes. As the history of nuclear technology development in Argentina, Brazil, Pakistan, and India suggests, a constituency inside and outside of government favoring nuclear development is a critical element in ensuring its continuity, while also realizing that mastering the needed technology can take decades. To succeed, any nuclear program would have to extend well beyond the tenure of Chávez, even if he wins the 2012 presidential elections and his personal health recovers.17 Venezuela also lacks the technical or managerial capacity for a nuclear technology development program even if Chávez or his successors had the political will to pursue it. It is true that in the past, Venezuela has maintained sophisticated industrial and scientific development programs, especially within its oil industry. However, the 2003 oil industry strike and the mass purge of upper- and mid-level employees from the industry by the government have greatly reduced the managerial and technical talent pool on which the Venezuelan government could draw.18 The absence of any pool of nuclear scientists to contribute to sustaining such a program means Caracas would essentially have to start such a program from scratch. It would also require investing in educating a cadre of scientists and technology workers. This would lengthen the time horizon to the acquisition of any kind of indigenous nuclear program, and would require the Chavez administration to change its attitude towards expert knowledge. The decisions made by President Chávez repeatedly demonstrate that political criteria trump technical competence and bureaucratic autonomy in today‟s Venezuela, much to the detriment of many of the programs the Venezuelan government has undertaken since 1999.

AT OAS

[if time] The OAS fails – credibility is inherently ineffective

AP 2013

(Associated Press, “John Kerry seeks changes to OAS”, 6-4, http://www.politico.com/story/2013/06/john-kerry-latin-america-oas-changes-92245.html)

Just last year, shortly before he was nominated to be secretary of state, Kerry penned a letter to the OAS permanent council with three other senators bemoaning that the group “has been forfeiting its effectiveness” with a lack of strategic focus and fiscal recklessness. The State Department said Monday that Kerry believed the bloc was an organization of critical importance to the Americas and that his participation in the general assembly was aimed at helping to strengthen it. “The fact that he is going to the OAS and he is spending two days there participating sends a clear signal that he thinks this remains the premier multilateral organization in the hemisphere,” department spokeswoman Jen Psaki said. “In order to assure that the OAS retains that status, it must refocus on its core principles,” she said, stressing democracy, human rights, development and regional security. “Strengthening it is of course part of (Kerry’s) agenda and part of what he’ll be focused on in the next couple of days.” As a senator in 2010, Kerry made similar, though not as subtle, points in an opinion piece he co-wrote with Sen. Robert Menendez (D-N.J.), his successor as head of the Foreign Relations Committee. “Sadly, its culture of consensus has often been the breeding ground of the ideas that reflect the lowest common denominator, rather than the highest ambitions of diplomacy and cooperation,” they wrote in The Miami Herald. The pair excoriated the OAS for becoming “a pliable tool of inconsistent political agendas” and suggested that they agreed with critics who called the organization “a grazing pasture for third-string diplomats.”
AT Democracy

Peace theory wrong-either historical cases disprove it OR the theory is watered down to the point it doesn’t explain anything.

Rosato, Notre Dame political science professor, 2011

(Sebastian, The Handbook on the Political Economy of War, google books, ldg)
In this section I evaluate the empirical claims at the core of democratic peace theory. I find scant support for both of them. Democracies do go to war with one another and attempts to prove that they do not have the unintended consequence of making the no war claim uninteresting. Moreover there is little evidence that democracies are less likely to engage each other in militarized disputes than other pairs of states because of their shared regime type. The finding is either statistically insignificant or explained by factors other than democracy. The claim that democracies rarely if ever go to war with one another is either incorrect or unsurprising. A careful review of the evidence suggests that contrary to the assertions of democratic peace proponents, there have been a handful of wars between democracies and these can only be excluded by imposing a highly restrictive definition of democracy. This would not pose a problem were it not for the fact that by raising the requirements for a state to be judged democratic, the theory's defenders reduce the number of democracies in the analysis to such an extent that the finding of no war between them is wholly to be expected. There is considerable evidence that the absence of war claim is incorrect. As Christopher Layne (2001, pg. 801) notes. "The most damning indictment of democratic peace theory is that it happens not to be true: democratic states have gone to war with one another." For example, categorizing a state as democratic if it achieves a democracy score of six or more in the Polity dataset on regime type - as several analysts do - yields three inter-democratic wars: the American Civil War, the Spanish American War and the Boer War."This is something defenders of the theory readily admit - adopting relatively inclusive definitions of democracy, they themselves generate anywhere between a dozen and three dozen cases of inter-democratic war. In order to exclude these anomalies and thereby preserve the absence of war claim, the theory`s defenders restrict their definitions of democracy. In the most compelling analysis to date Ray (1993, pp. 256-9, 269) argues that no two democracies have gone to war with one another as long as a democracy is defined as follows: the members of the executive and legislative branches are determined in fair and competitive elections, which is to say that at least two independent parties contest the election, half of the adult population is eligible to vote and the possibility that the governing party can lose has been established by historical precedent. Similarly Doyle (1983a. pp. 216-17) rescues the claim by arguing that states"˜ domestic and foreign policies must both be subject to the control of the citizenry if they are to be considered liberal. Russett meanwhile, argues that his no war claim rests on defining democracy as a state with a voting franchise for a substantial fraction of the population, a government brought to power in elections involving two or more legally recognized parties. a popularly elected executive or one responsible to an elected legislature, requirements for civil liberties including free speech and demonstrated longevity of at least three years (Russell 1993. pp. 14-16). Despite imposing these definitional restrictions, proponents of the democratic peace cannot exclude up to five major wars. a figure which, if confirmed, would invalidate the democratic peace by their own admission (Ray 1995. p. 27), The first is the War of 1812 between Britain and the United States. Ray argues that it does not contradict the claim because Britain does not meet his suffrage requirement. Yet this does not make Britain any less democratic than the United States at the time where less than half the adult population was eligible to vote. In fact, as Layne (200l. p. 801) notes, "the United States was not appreciably more democratic than unreformed Britain." This poses a problem for the democratic peace: if the United States was a democracy, and Ray believes it was, then Britain was also a democracy and the War of 1812 was an inter-democratic war. The second case is the American Civil War. Democratic peace theorists believe the United States was a democracy in 1861, but exclude the case on the grounds that it was a civil rather than interstate war (Russett 1993. pp. 16-17). However, a plausible argument can be made that the United States was not a state but a union of states and that this was therefore a war between states rather than within one. Note, for example, that the term "United States" was plural rather than singular at the time and the conflict was known as the "War Between the States." This being the case the Civil War also contradicts the claim. The Spanish-American and Boer wars constitute two further exceptions to the rule. Ray excludes the former because half the members of Spain`s upper house held their positions through hereditary succession or royal appointment. Yet this made Spain little different to Britain, which he classifies as a democracy at the time, thereby leading to the conclusion that the Spanish-American War was a war between democracies. Similarly, it is hard to accept his claim that the Orange Free State was not a democracy during the Boer War because black Africans were not allowed to vote when he is content to classify the United States us a democracy in the second half of the nineteenth century (Ray 1993, pp. 265, 267; Layne 200l. p. 802). In short, defenders of the democratic peace can only rescue their core claim through the selective application of highly restrictive criteria. Perhaps the most important exception is World War I, which by virtue of the fact that Germany fought against Britain, France, Italy, Belgium and the United States would count as five instances of war between liberal stares in most analyses of the democratic peace."As Ido Oren (1995 pp, 178-9) has shown, Germany was widely considered to be a liberal state prior to World War I: "Germany was a member of a select group of the most politically advanced countries, far more advanced than some of the nations that are currently coded as having been 'liberal' during that period." In fact, Germany was consistently placed toward the top of that group, "either as second only to the United States . . . or as positioned below England and above France." Moreover. Doyle`s assertion that the case ought to be excluded because Germany was liberal domestically, but not in foreign affairs, docs not stand up to scrutiny, As Layne (1994, p. 42) points out, foreign policy was *insulated from parliamentary control" in both France and Britain, two purportedly liberal states (see also Mearsheimer l990, p. SI. fn, 77; Layne 2001. pp. 803 807), Thus it is difficult to classify Germany as non-liberal and World War I constitutes an important exception to the finding. 

Advantage 2:

Hegemony 

Alt cause to legitimacy – The UN general assembly recently denounced the imposition of the embargo on ground that it violates international law
Maduro must say “no”. The upside of plan gets outweighed by domestic politics. If he accepts, he’ll get destroyed politically.
Shifter ‘13
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It makes sense for Venezuela to reach out to the United States, but at least in the short term, Maduro will have a tough time holding back on his strident, anti-American rhetoric. For political survival, he needs to prove his Chavista bona fides to the base that brought him to the presidency. Whatever happens abroad, Maduro will be increasingly consumed by Venezuela's staggering problems at home. Chávez left a country devoid of institutions. Instead, he bequeathed cronies like Maduro who has so far been able to fend off criticism from his neighbors but is hardly in a position to lead the kind of broad ideological movement that Chávez was able to cobble together in his glory days. 

Can’t leverage heg

Maher 11---adjunct prof of pol sci, Brown. PhD expected in 2011 in pol sci, Brown (Richard, The Paradox of American Unipolarity: Why the United States May Be Better Off in a Post-Unipolar World, Orbis 55;1)

At the same time, preeminence creates burdens and facilitates imprudent behavior. Indeed, because of America’s unique political ideology, which sees its own domestic values and ideals as universal, and the relative openness of the foreign policymaking process, the United States is particularly susceptible to both the temptations and burdens of preponderance. For decades, perhaps since its very founding, the United States has viewed what is good for itself as good for the world. During its period of preeminence, the United States has both tried to maintain its position at the top and to transform world politics in fundamental ways, combining elements of realpolitik and liberal universalism (democratic government, free trade, basic human rights). At times, these desires have conflicted with each other but they also capture the enduring tensions of America’s role in the world. The absence of constraints and America’s overestimation of its own ability to shape outcomes has served to weaken its overall position. And because foreign policy is not the reserved and exclusive domain of the president---who presumably calculates strategy according to the pursuit of the state’s enduring national interests---the policymaking process is open to special interests and outside influences and, thus, susceptible to the cultivation of misperceptions, miscalculations, and misunderstandings. Five features in particular, each a consequence of how America has used its power in the unipolar era, have worked to diminish America’s long-term material and strategic position. Overextension. During its period of preeminence, the United States has found it difficult to stand aloof from threats (real or imagined) to its security, interests, and values. Most states are concerned with what happens in their immediate neighborhoods. The United States has interests that span virtually the entire globe, from its own Western Hemisphere, to Europe, the Middle East, Persian Gulf, South Asia, and East Asia. As its preeminence enters its third decade, the United States continues to define its interests in increasingly expansive terms. This has been facilitated by the massive forward presence of the American military, even when excluding the tens of thousands of troops stationed in Iraq and Afghanistan. The U.S. military has permanent bases in over 30 countries and maintains a troop presence in dozens more.13 There are two logics that lead a preeminent state to overextend, and these logics of overextension lead to goals and policies that exceed even the considerable capabilities of a superpower. First, by definition, preeminent states face few external constraints. Unlike in bipolar or multipolar systems, there are no other states that can serve to reliably check or counterbalance the power and influence of a single hegemon. This gives preeminent states a staggering freedom of action and provides a tempting opportunity to shape world politics in fundamental ways. Rather than pursuing its own narrow interests, preeminence provides an opportunity to mix ideology, values, and normative beliefs with foreign policy. The United States has been susceptible to this temptation, going to great lengths to slay dragons abroad, and even to remake whole societies in its own (liberal democratic) image.14 The costs and risks of taking such bold action or pursuing transformative foreign policies often seem manageable or even remote. We know from both theory and history that external powers can impose important checks on calculated risk-taking and serve as a moderating influence. The bipolar system of the Cold War forced policymakers in both the United States and the Soviet Union to exercise extreme caution and prudence. One wrong move could have led to a crisis that quickly spiraled out of policymakers’ control. Second, preeminent states have a strong incentive to seek to maintain their preeminence in the international system. Being number one has clear strategic, political, and psychological benefits. Preeminent states may, therefore, overestimate the intensity and immediacy of threats, or to fundamentally redefine what constitutes an acceptable level of threat to live with. To protect itself from emerging or even future threats, preeminent states may be more likely to take unilateral action, particularly compared to when power is distributed more evenly in the international system. Preeminence has not only made it possible for the United States to overestimate its power, but also to overestimate the degree to which other states and societies see American power as legitimate and even as worthy of emulation. There is almost a belief in historical determinism, or the feeling that one was destined to stand atop world politics as a colossus, and this preeminence gives one a special prerogative for one’s role and purpose in world politics. The security doctrine that the George W. Bush administration adopted took an aggressive approach to maintaining American preeminence and eliminating threats to American security, including waging preventive war. The invasion of Iraq, based on claims that Saddam Hussein possessed weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and had ties to al Qaeda, both of which turned out to be false, produced huge costs for the United States---in political, material, and human terms. After seven years of war, tens of thousands of American military personnel remain in Iraq. Estimates of its long-term cost are in the trillions of dollars.15 At the same time, the United States has fought a parallel conflict in Afghanistan. While the Obama administration looks to dramatically reduce the American military presence in Iraq, President Obama has committed tens of thousands of additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan. Distraction. Preeminent states have a tendency to seek to shape world politics in fundamental ways, which can lead to conflicting priorities and unnecessary diversions. As resources, attention, and prestige are devoted to one issue or set of issues, others are necessarily disregarded or given reduced importance. There are always trade-offs and opportunity costs in international politics, even for a state as powerful as the United States. Most states are required to define their priorities in highly specific terms. Because the preeminent state has such a large stake in world politics, it feels the need to be vigilant against any changes that could impact its short-, medium-, or longterm interests. The result is taking on commitments on an expansive number of issues all over the globe. The United States has been very active in its ambition to shape the postCold War world. It has expanded NATO to Russia’s doorstep; waged war in Bosnia, Kosovo, Iraq, and Afghanistan; sought to export its own democratic principles and institutions around the world; assembled an international coalition against transnational terrorism; imposed sanctions on North Korea and Iran for their nuclear programs; undertaken ‘‘nation building’’ in Iraq and Afghanistan; announced plans for a missile defense system to be stationed in Poland and the Czech Republic; and, with the United Kingdom, led the response to the recent global financial and economic crisis. By being so involved in so many parts of the world, there often emerges ambiguity over priorities. The United States defines its interests and obligations in global terms, and defending all of them simultaneously is beyond the pale even for a superpower like the United States. Issues that may have received benign neglect during the Cold War, for example, when U.S. attention and resources were almost exclusively devoted to its strategic competition with the Soviet Union, are now viewed as central to U.S. interests. Bearing Disproportionate Costs of Maintaining the Status Quo. As the preeminent power, the United States has the largest stake in maintaining the status quo. The world the United States took the lead in creating---one based on open markets and free trade, democratic norms and institutions, private property rights and the rule of law---has created enormous benefits for the United States. This is true both in terms of reaching unprecedented levels of domestic prosperity and in institutionalizing U.S. preferences, norms, and values globally. But at the same time, this system has proven costly to maintain. Smaller, less powerful states have a strong incentive to free ride, meaning that preeminent states bear a disproportionate share of the costs of maintaining the basic rules and institutions that give world politics order, stability, and predictability. While this might be frustrating to U.S. policymakers, it is perfectly understandable. Other countries know that the United States will continue to provide these goods out of its own self-interest, so there is little incentive for these other states to contribute significant resources to help maintain these public goods.16 The U.S. Navy patrols the oceans keeping vital sea lanes open. During financial crises around the globe---such as in Asia in 1997-1998, Mexico in 1994, or the global financial and economic crisis that began in October 2008--- the U.S. Treasury rather than the IMF takes the lead in setting out and implementing a plan to stabilize global financial markets. The United States has spent massive amounts on defense in part to prevent great power war. The United States, therefore, provides an indisputable collective good---a world, particularly compared to past eras, that is marked by order, stability, and predictability. A number of countries---in Europe, the Middle East, and East Asia---continue to rely on the American security guarantee for their own security. Rather than devoting more resources to defense, they are able to finance generous social welfare programs. To maintain these commitments, the United States has accumulated staggering budget deficits and national debt. As the sole superpower, the United States bears an additional though different kind of weight. From the Israeli-Palestinian dispute to the India Pakistan rivalry over Kashmir, the United States is expected to assert leadership to bring these disagreements to a peaceful resolution. The United States puts its reputation on the line, and as years and decades pass without lasting settlements, U.S. prestige and influence is further eroded. The only way to get other states to contribute more to the provision of public goods is if the United States dramatically decreases its share. At the same time, the United States would have to give other states an expanded role and greater responsibility given the proportionate increase in paying for public goods. This is a political decision for the United States---maintain predominant control over the provision of collective goods or reduce its burden but lose influence in how these public goods are used. Creation of Feelings of Enmity and Anti-Americanism. It is not necessary that everyone admire the United States or accept its ideals, values, and goals. Indeed, such dramatic imbalances of power that characterize world politics today almost always produce in others feelings of mistrust, resentment, and outright hostility. At the same time, it is easier for the United States to realize its own goals and values when these are shared by others, and are viewed as legitimate and in the common interest. As a result of both its vast power but also some of the decisions it has made, particularly over the past eight years, feelings of resentment and hostility toward the United States have grown, and perceptions of the legitimacy of its role and place in the world have correspondingly declined. Multiple factors give rise toanti-American sentiment, and anti-Americanism takes different shapes and forms.17 It emerges partly as a response to the vast disparity in power the United States enjoys over other states. Taking satisfaction in themissteps and indiscretions of the imposing Gulliver is a natural reaction. In societies that globalization (which in many parts of the world is interpreted as equivalent to Americanization) has largely passed over, resentment and alienation are felt when comparing one’s own impoverished, ill-governed, unstable society with the wealth, stability, and influence enjoyed by the United States.18 Anti-Americanism also emerges as a consequence of specific American actions and certain values and principles to which the United States ascribes. Opinion polls showed that a dramatic rise in anti-American sentiment followed the perceived unilateral decision to invade Iraq (under pretences that failed to convince much of the rest of the world) and to depose Saddam Hussein and his government and replace itwith a governmentmuchmore friendly to the United States. To many, this appeared as an arrogant and completely unilateral decision by a single state to decide for itselfwhen---and under what conditions---military force could be used. A number of other policy decisions by not just the George W. Bush but also the Clinton and Obama administrations have provoked feelings of anti-American sentiment. However, it seemed that a large portion of theworld had a particular animus for GeorgeW. Bush and a number of policy decisions of his administration, from voiding the U.S. signature on the International Criminal Court (ICC), resisting a global climate change treaty, detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib in Iraq and at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba, and what many viewed as a simplistic worldview that declared a ‘‘war’’ on terrorism and the division of theworld between goodand evil.Withpopulations around theworld mobilized and politicized to a degree never before seen---let alone barely contemplated---such feelings of anti-American sentiment makes it more difficult for the United States to convince other governments that the U.S.’ own preferences and priorities are legitimate and worthy of emulation. Decreased Allied Dependence. It is counterintuitive to think that America’s unprecedented power decreases its allies’ dependence on it. During the Cold War, for example, America’s allies were highly dependent on the United States for their own security. The security relationship that the United States had with Western Europe and Japan allowed these societies to rebuild and reach a stunning level of economic prosperity in the decades following World War II. Now that the United States is the sole superpower and the threat posed by the Soviet Union no longer exists, these countries have charted more autonomous courses in foreign and security policy. A reversion to a bipolar or multipolar system could change that, making these allies more dependent on the United States for their security. Russia’s reemergence could unnerve America’s European allies, just as China’s continued ascent could provoke unease in Japan. Either possibility would disrupt the equilibrium in Europe and East Asia that the United States has cultivated over the past several decades. New geopolitical rivalries could serve to create incentives for America’s allies to reduce the disagreements they have with Washington and to reinforce their security relationships with the United States. 
Warming

No extinction-empirically denied 

Carter et al., James Cook University adjunct research fellow, 2011

(Robert, “Surviving the Unpreceented Climate Change of the IPCC”, 3-8, http://www.nipccreport.org/articles/2011/mar/8mar2011a5.html, ldg) 

On the other hand, they indicate that some biologists and climatologists have pointed out that "many of the predicted increases in climate have happened before, in terms of both magnitude and rate of change (e.g. Royer, 2008; Zachos et al., 2008), and yet biotic communities have remained remarkably resilient (Mayle and Power, 2008) and in some cases thrived (Svenning and Condit, 2008)." But they report that those who mention these things are often "placed in the 'climate-change denier' category," although the purpose for pointing out these facts is simply to present "a sound scientific basis for understanding biotic responses to the magnitudes and rates of climate change predicted for the future through using the vast data resource that we can exploit in fossil records." Going on to do just that, Willis et al. focus on "intervals in time in the fossil record when atmospheric CO2 concentrations increased up to 1200 ppm, temperatures in mid- to high-latitudes increased by greater than 4°C within 60 years, and sea levels rose by up to 3 m higher than present," describing studies of past biotic responses that indicate "the scale and impact of the magnitude and rate of such climate changes on biodiversity." And what emerges from those studies, as they describe it, "is evidence for rapid community turnover, migrations, development of novel ecosystems and thresholds from one stable ecosystem state to another." And, most importantly in this regard, they report "there is very little evidence for broad-scale extinctions due to a warming world." In concluding, the Norwegian, Swedish and UK researchers say that "based on such evidence we urge some caution in assuming broad-scale extinctions of species will occur due solely to climate changes of the magnitude and rate predicted for the next century," reiterating that "the fossil record indicates remarkable biotic resilience to wide amplitude fluctuations in climate.
Dangerous climate change inevitable-most comprehensive accounts.

Anderson et al., Tyndall Centre for Climate Change research professor, 2011

(Kevin, “Beyond ‘dangerous’ climate change: emission scenarios for a new world”, Phil. Trans. R. Soc. A January 13, 2011 369 20-44, ldg)

In relation to the ﬁrst two issues, the Copenhagen Accord and many other high level policy statements are unequivocal in both their recognition of 2 ◦ C as the appropriate delineator between acceptable and dangerous climate change and the need to remain at or below 2 ◦ C. Despite such clarity, those providing policy advice frequently take a much less categorical position, although the implications of their more nuanced analyses are rarely communicated adequately to policy makers. Moreover, given that it is a ‘political’ interpretation of the severity of impacts that informs where the threshold between acceptable and dangerous climate change resides, the recent reassessment of these impacts upwards suggests current analyses of mitigation signiﬁcantly underestimate what is necessary to avoid dangerous climate change [20,21]. Nevertheless, and despite the evident logic for revising the 2 ◦ C threshold, 31 there is little political appetite and limited academic support for such a revision. In stark contrast, many academics and wider policy advisers undertake their analyses of mitigation with relatively high probabilities of exceeding 2 ◦ C and consequently risk entering a prolonged period of what can now reasonably be described as extremely dangerous climate change. 32 Put bluntly, while the rhetoric of policy is to reduce emissions in line with avoiding dangerous climate change, most policy advice is to accept a high probability of extremely dangerous climate change rather than propose radical and immediate emission reductions. 33 This already demanding conclusion becomes even more challenging when assumptions about the rates of viable emission reductions are considered alongside an upgrading of the severity of impacts for 2 ◦ C. Within global emission scenarios, such as those developed by Stern [6], the CCC [8] and ADAM [47], annual rates of emission reduction beyond the peak years are constrained to levels thought to be compatible with economic growth—normally 3 per cent to 4 per cent per year. However, on closer examination these analyses suggest such reduction rates are no longer sufﬁcient to avoid dangerous climate change. For example, in discussing arguments for and against carbon markets the CCC state ‘rich developed economies need to start demonstrating that a low-carbon economy is possible and compatible with economic prosperity’ [8, p. 160]. However, given the CCC acknowledge ‘it is not now possible to ensure with high likelihood that a temperature rise of more than 2 ◦ C is avoided’ and given the view that reductions in emissions in excess of 3–4% per year are not compatible with economic growth, the CCC are, in effect, conceding that avoiding dangerous (and even extremely dangerous) climate change is no longer compatible with economic prosperity.  In prioritizing such economic prosperity over avoiding extremely dangerous climate change, the CCC, Stern, ADAM and similar analyses suggest they are guided by what is feasible. 34 However, while in terms of emission reduction rates their analyses favour the ‘challenging though still feasible’ end of orthodox assessments, the approach they adopt in relation to peaking dates is very different. All premise their principal analyses and economic assessments on the ‘infeasible’ assumption of global emissions peaking between 2010 and 2016; a profound departure from the more ‘feasible’ assumptions framing the majority of such reports. The scale of this departure is further emphasized when disaggregating global emissions into Annex 1 and non-Annex 1 nations, as the scenario pathways developed within this paper demonstrate. Only if Annex 1 nations reduce emissions immediately 35 at rates far beyond those typically countenanced and only then if non-Annex 1 emissions peak between 2020 and 2025 before reducing at unprecedented rates, do global emissions peak by 2020. Consequently, the 2010 global peak central to many integrated assessment model scenarios as well as the 2015–2016 date enshrined in the CCC, Stern and ADAM analyses, do not reﬂect any orthodox ‘feasibility’. By contrast, the logic of such studies suggests (extremely) dangerous climate change can only be avoided if economic growth is exchanged, at least temporarily, for a period of planned austerity within Annex 1 nations 36 and a rapid transition away from fossil-fuelled development within non-Annex 1 nations. The analysis within this paper offers a stark and unremitting assessment of the climate change challenge facing the global community. There is now little to no chance of maintaining the rise in global mean surface temperature at below 2 ◦ C, despite repeated high-level statements to the contrary. Moreover, the impacts associated with 2 ◦ C have been revised upwards (e.g. [20,21]), sufﬁciently so that 2 ◦ C now more appropriately represents the threshold between dangerous and extremely dangerous climate change. Consequently, and with tentative signs of global emissions returning to their earlier levels of growth, 2010 represents a political tipping point. The science of climate change allied with emission pathways for Annex 1 and non-Annex 1 nations suggests a profound departure in the scale and scope of the mitigation and adaption challenge from that detailed in many other analyses, particularly those directly informing policy. 
Disease

No scenario for superbugs- virulence trades off with transmissibility

Orent, anthropologist specializing in evolutionary epidemiology, 2005 

(Wendy, “Bird bug has flown the coop”, 10-23, lexis, ldg)

Transmissibility is the ability of the virus to get out of one host and into another. In order to do so, the virus has to do something to the host to get itself shed. People act like transmissibility is just some little quirk of the genome, but what it really is, is the ability of the virus to colonize tissues, say, in the upper airways so that you sneeze or cough, and the virus is shed in large quantities. . . . You might go to work one day not feeling terribly well. You try not to sneeze all over everywhere. But flu is extraordinarily transmissible. It's these tiny, tiny particles that just fly off in a big cloud [when an infected person sneezes] and spread very easily. . . . So flu depends on keeping you out there --- going to work, you know, going to school, sitting on a bus --- if it's going to spread. It has to keep the host relatively healthy. A host can't keel over and die. Think about how ebola doesn't spread because it's so lethal that it just kills you right off. And certain forms of plague can do that, too. They kill you very quickly so there's no chance for the bug to spread. . . . So if transmissibility increases, the virulence should decrease, because the virus needs to keep you mobile to get you to transmit it. If you think about it, it's just Darwinian logic. If you're too sick to transmit the disease, it dies with you.
