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+++Cuban Embargo
1NC Shell

Text: The United States Federal Government should repeal its trade embargo on the Republic of Cuba. 

The embargo on Cuba is a cold war relic that is only hurting the economy- KT global trade

Johson et. Al 10 (Andy, director of the national security program, Kyle Spector, policy advisor for the National Security Program, Kristina Lilac, works for the national security program, Third Way Publications, September 16, 2010, http://content.thirdway.org/publications/326/Third_Way_Memo_-_End_the_Embargo_of_Cuba.pdf, ADP)
The US has had normal trade relations with many countries just as problematic, if not more so, than Cuba, including China, Vietnam (President Clinton lifted the 1975 trade embargo in 1994), and even the Soviet Union throughout the Cold War.8 In an era of global economic integration, maintaining strong economic relations with other countries is vital to growing the economy. The rest of the world has recognized that Cuba does not pose a threat and has normalized trade relations, leaving the US alone in its imposition of the embargo. As long as other countries are willing to supply Cuba with all of its needs, the US embargo will never be effective and will only hurt the US economy. Furthermore, by blaming the US for Cuba’s lack of economic prosperity and using the embargo as a scapegoat, Cuba’s leadership has eluded responsibility for the poor standard of living on the island and routinely portrays the US as an oppressor of the Cuban people.  Cuba has the potential to be a sizeable market for US goods should the embargo come to an end. Despite all of the trade restrictions, the US exported $710 million worth of food to Cuba in 2008, making the US Cuba’s largest food supplier.9 A March 2010 Texas A&M University study found that expanding agricultural trade and travel between the US and Cuba could result in $365 million in increased sales of US goods in Cuba and create 6,000 new jobs in the US.10 

Global trade is key to the economy—empirics and GDP analysis

Griswold, 11 Daniel Griswold is director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute and author of Mad about Trade: Why Main Street America Should Embrace Globalization. “Beneficiaries of Trade: You and Me,” http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/beneficiaries-trade-you-me Accessed 7/1/12 BJM
Whenever the U.S. Commerce Department reports rising imports and an expanding trade deficit, the economic priesthood pronounces it bad news for the economy. "Rising trade deficit could drag down economy," is a typical newspaper headline. As the Associated Press summarized conventional thinking a few months ago, "Growth slows when imports outpace exports, because more jobs go to foreign workers." This is wrong in theory and in practice. The stakes are high. Misguided worries about imports and trade deficits feed public anxieties, and can lead policy makers to reach for protectionist measures that do more harm than good. They can cause investors to misread the fundamental forces driving growth. Contrary to the prevailing orthodoxy, the U.S. economy shows no sign of suffering during periods when the trade deficit is expanding. The mistaken assumption that imports and trade deficits are a drag on growth depends on the seemingly plausible idea that anything we import is one less thing we make ourselves. The Bureau of Economic Analysis supports this error in its quarterly estimates of gross domestic product by reporting that a rise in imports always represents a "subtraction in the calculation of GDP." Don't believe it. Much of what we import doesn't displace domestic production so much as complement it. Imports fuel American industry by providing the raw materials, intermediate inputs and capital machinery our producers need to compete. Competition from imports spurs innovation, cost containment, and productivity gains. Lower prices for imported consumer goods allow households to spend more on home-grown services. The dollars we spend on imports quickly return to buy U.S. assets. In 2010, our trade deficit in goods of $647 billion was exactly offset by our trade surplus in services and investment income and our large capital surplus — the amount of U.S. assets, including Treasury bonds, purchased by foreigners, minus the foreign assets purchased by Americans. The grand balance of U.S. international transactions last year, as in every year, was zero. Contrary to the BEA's unhelpful wording, a rising level of imports doesn't "subtract" from gross domestic product. The problem is the way by which the government calculates GDP. It doesn't actually count what we produce, but rather what we spend — adding up what the government spends, what households spend, what we invest, and what we export. Imports are already counted in domestic expenditures in a way that makes them indistinguishable from domestic goods and services. If the BEA didn't subtract imports from total domestic expenditures, GDP would be overstated. So, when the BEA reports that imports "subtracted" two percentage points from economic growth in the past quarter, that doesn't mean that GDP would have grown that much faster without those pesky imports. It only means that other components — private and government expenditures, investment, and exports — were overstated by that amount. The subtraction reduces the overstatement, not real gross domestic product. In a recent study for the Cato Institute, I tested the conventional wisdom on imports and the economy. Since 1980, the trade deficit has grown as a share of GDP during five sustained periods: 1982-84, 1992-95, 1997-2000, 2001-06 and 2009-10. It has shrunk during three sustained periods: 1987-92, 2000-01 and 2006-09. I then examined how the U.S. economy performed during each of these periods in terms of real gross-domestic-product growth, equity prices (as measured by the Standard & Poor's 500 Index), manufacturing output, total civilian employment and the unemployment rate. Contrary to the prevailing orthodoxy, the U.S. economy shows no sign of suffering during periods when the trade deficit is expanding. To the contrary, real GDP grew more than three times faster at an annualized rate — 3.6%, versus 1% — during periods when the trade deficit was expanding, compared to those in which it was shrinking. A rising trade deficit was good news for investors, as well. The S&P 500 climbed an annualized average of 11% during periods when the deficit was "worsening" compared with less than 1% during periods when it was "improving." Despite worries that trade is causing the de-industrialization of America, manufacturing output expanded at a robust 5.2% a year during periods of rising deficits, and shrank by 2% a year when the trade gap was contracting. People who blame job losses on trade deficits should consider this: Civilian employment expanded at a healthy 1.4% a year during periods of rising trade deficits, while job growth was virtually zero during stretches when the deficit was shrinking. The jobless rate declined an average of 0.4 percentage points per year when the trade gap was on an upward trend, and jumped a painful one point per year when the deficit was trending down. Apparently, the only thing worse for the U.S. economy than a rising trade deficit is a falling one. Politicians obsessed with the trade balance should give up the goal of promoting exports over imports. The aim of U.S. trade policy should be to maximize the freedom of Americans to buy and sell in global markets for mutual gain, whatever the mix of goods, services and assets we freely choose to trade. 
2NC Soft Power DA

The Embargo kills our soft power- the US just looks like a bully

Rumbaut 11 (Rubén G., ENCASA/US-CUBA University of California, Irvine, “The UN, the US Embargo, and the 20 year rout; 10 Reasons to Oppose the Embargo,” CubaCentral, October 21, 2011, http://cubacentral.wordpress.com/2011/10/21/the-un-the-us-embargo-and-the-20-year-rout-10-reasons-to-oppose-the-embargo/, ADP)

 “The U.S. trade and travel embargo against Cuba is the longest in history, and the most senseless and irredeemable.  It is the act of a bully, based on pique. It is an abysmal moral and political failure, diminishing not Cuba but the U.S. in world opinion and respect.  It has achieved the opposite of what it has sought, hurting both the Cuban people as well as U.S. interests.   The embargo is opposed by virtually the entire world as well as large domestic majorities, even Cuban exiles and dissidents; yet, the U.S. government persists with its petty punitive policy, not out of reasoned principle but for internal political posturing.  The spectacle of the world’s largest economy and sole superpower, seeking in vain for half a century to strangle a baseball-loving small developing nation that dared to defy it, is a modern David and Goliath story — and no one loves Goliath.”
2NC Environmental Leadership DA

Repealing the embargo solves US-Cuba relations, solves environmental diplomacy

Whittle 11 (Daniel, Senior Attorney and Cuba Program Director Environmental Defense Fund, “The UN, the US Embargo, and the 20 year rout; 10 Reasons to Oppose the Embargo,” CubaCentral, October 21, 2011, http://cubacentral.wordpress.com/2011/10/21/the-un-the-us-embargo-and-the-20-year-rout-10-reasons-to-oppose-the-embargo/, ADP)

“Oil drilling in Cuban waters creates an unprecedented urgency to rethink U.S. policy toward Cuba.  An oil spill in Cuba could be disastrous to shorelines, marine life, coastal communities and livelihoods in both countries.  The U.S. should eliminate political and legal obstacles that hinder its ability to share expertise if an emergency occurs in shared waters.  The Obama Administration has taken some positive steps to promote scientific exchange and dialogue on environmental protection with Cuba.  Environmental diplomacy—done right and carried out in good faith—can lay a foundation for real and lasting improvement in Cuba-U.S. relations. “

<<Insert impact card>> (there should be some in the CCS aff file)
2NC Popular
Bipartisan support for repeal

Litvinsky 09 (Marina, reporter for The Global Information Network, “Penny Worthy Being Saved,” Global Information Network, April 1, 2009, Proquest, ADP)
WASHINGTON, Mar. 31, 2009 (IPS/GIN) - A bipartisan group of U.S. senators and interest groups is backing a bill that would end the long economic embargo against Cuba, including travel restrictions to the island. The 'Freedom to Travel to Cuba Act' was introduced Tuesday by Senators Byron Dorgan, a North Dakota Democrat and Senate Democratic Policy Committee chair, and Michael Enzi, a Republican from Wyoming. They were joined by 20 cosponsors, including influential Senators Christopher Dodd and Richard Lugar, the American Farm Bureau Federation, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and Human Rights Watch (HRW). "The people of Cuba ought to be free," said Senator Dorgan, pointing to the U.S.'s failed Cuba policy in achieving this. The nearly 50-year-old embargo on Cuba is only "punishing American people," he said. If passed, the bill would prohibit the president from regulating or prohibiting travel to or from Cuba by U.S. citizens or legal residents or any of the transactions ordinarily incident to such travel, except in time of war or armed hostilities between the United States and Cuba, or of imminent danger to the public health or the physical safety of U.S. travellers. The Cuban embargo, introduced in 1961 and subsequently tightened further, prohibits travel to and business dealings with Cuba for all U.S. citizens. Many have argued that this policy actually thwarts U.S. interests and further strengthens the government there. "The U.S. embargo on Cuba is a 50-year failure, and lifting the ban on travel is a good first step toward a more rational policy," said Myron Brilliant, senior vice president for International Affairs at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "The embargo was implemented to try to bring freedom to Cuba, but it made a martyr out of a tyrant and actually has helped prop up the regime." Sponsors of the bill include agricultural associations who believe the lifting of travel restrictions to Cuba will increase U.S. agricultural sales of such commodities as poultry, wheat and soybeans. Agricultural sales to Cuba have averaged 400 million dollars annually since 2000. "In the long term we need to do more to open up channels of trade (in Cuba), like we do in other countries," said Bob Stallman, president of the American Farm Bureau Federation. Proponents of the legislation point out that the 47-year-old embargo has done nothing to promote democracy or force the Cuban government to obey human rights standards. "Human Rights Watch has been monitoring human rights in Cuba for nearly two decades and the dismal state of human rights has not improved," said Jose Miguel Vivanco, executive director of the Americas Division at HRW

Congress wants to repeal the embargo

Congress Daily 09 (“GAO Report Gives Road Map for Lifting Cuban Embargo,” Congress Daily/ A.M., October 2, 2009, Proquest, ADP)

Three House lawmakers led by Ways and Means Chairman Charles Rangel offered a plan Thursday for ending the Cuban trade embargo that has been in effect since 1962. Rangel and Reps. Barbara Lee , D-Calif., and Jeff Flake , R-Ariz., released a GAO report outlining steps that could be taken to end the embargo, which Rangel called "a failed and outdated policy that has not resulted in any advances for the Cuban or American people."
Aff – Links to Politics
Embargo popular- too risky to pass during an election year

Hall and Ordonez 12 (Kevin and Franco, reporters for McClatchy Newspapers, “Cuba Embargo Costly to U.S. Business,” Herald Net,  April 15, 2012, http://www.heraldnet.com/article/20120415/NEWS02/704159928, ADP)
But the embargo is popular in Florida, a battleground state in the upcoming presidential election, where Cuban exile voters in Miami will no doubt prove a major influence. Ninoska Perez, a commentator on Miami's Spanish-language Radio Mambi, said nothing has happened in Cuba that merits lifting the embargo. The Castro regime continues to repress its people, she said, adding that during Pope Benedict's recent visit, dissidents were prevented from attending events and had their phone lines cut. Rep. David Rivera, R-Fla., also defended the embargo, saying it's the only foreign policy tool the United States has to ensure that the next government doesn't follow the Castro regime's leadership path.

+++Green Agenda

Notes

So, the way the counterplan is set up, is that we change our current economic agenda, to the green agenda. Pollin outlines that we should change our economy to turn change our emphasis on a green agenda, where we shift our focus on fossil fuels to clean energy and renewables. This counterplan would probably be best against CCS, with the renewables DA as the net benefit. 

1NC Shell

Green agenda solves for unemployment by turning to renewable energy- solves employment 3 times better than fossil fuel production.

Pollin 09 (Robert, professor of economics and founding co-director of the Political Economy Research Institute (PERI) at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. “Doing the Recovery Right,” The Nation, February 16, 2009, Proquest, ADP)
The transformation of our fossil fuel driven economy into a clean energy economy will be the work of a generation, engaging a huge range of people and activities. But focusing on essentials, there are only three interrelated projects that will drive the entire enterprise: dramatically increasing energy efficiency; equally dramatically lowering the cost of supplying energy from such renewable sources as solar, wind and geothermal power; and mandating limits and raising prices on the burning of oil, coal and natural gas.  In the preliminary version of the stimulus program drafted by House Democrats in mid-January, the green recovery components of the overall $825 billion measure include about $45 billion for retrofitting buildings to increase their energy efficiency significantly; $20 billion to upgrade the public transportation system; $32 billion for building “smart grid” electrical transmissions systems that can, among other things, efficiently use power from renewable sources; and $8 billion for renewable energy research and commercialization (allowing that the exact allocations for various purposes are not yet entirely clear).  The piece that’s missing is some mechanism for limiting the burning of fossil fuels. One option is to raise taxes on purchasing oil, coal and natural gas. Congress has also considered “cap and trade” proposals for the past few years, which would set increasing limits on total carbon emissions and require corporations to pay the government for rights to produce fossil fuels. A significant bloc in Congress, including some liberal Democrats like Senator Sherrod Brown of Ohio, has opposed such mea- sures because they would impose higher energy prices on busi- nesses and individuals. But some version of this proposal will have to be implemented—if not amid the recession itself, soon thereafter—to advance a successful environmental agenda. Success in combining the three projects—energy efficiency, renewable energy and limits on fossil fuel consumption—could produce a decisive environmental victory. It could also serve social justice in several ways, by lessening the risks of extreme weather patterns like Hurricane Katrina, allowing us to breathe clean air and breaking our dependence on oil companies and foreign oil oligarchies. But these achievements still do not tell us how a green investment project could also advance a broader social justice agenda, to promote good jobs and economic security, and to fight poverty. Are these connections real? Green investments and full employment First and foremost, the green investment project is a social justice agenda to the degree it promotes full employment at decent wages. For a generation coming out of the Great Depression, the goal of full employment was the moral centerpiece of economic policy around the world. But full employment has been off the radar screen since the elections of Margaret Thatcher in 1979 and Ronald Reagan in 1980. It has been easy to forget its transformative power as a policy goal. Whether you can get a job—and if so, whether the job offers decent pay, a clean and safe environment and fair treatment for you and your co-workers—matters a lot to almost everyone. Correspondingly, unemployment can have a devastating impact on families, even with two wage earners. A full employment economy also means greater business opportunities for small and large firms and strong incentives for private businesses to increase their level of investment.  Since World War II, the closest we have come to full employment was in the late 1960s and late 1990s to 2000, when the unemployment rate fell to 4 percent and below. In both periods, low unemployment increased workers’ bargaining power, which brought rising wages. Poverty fell as businesses were forced to hire people who had been left out. But in the 1960s the engine of employment expansion was spending on Viet- nam, an immoral war. In the 1990s to 2000 job growth was driven by the irrational Wall Street dot-com frenzy. By contrast, a green investment program can underwrite a durable full employment economy precisely because it is environmentally sustainable and morally just.  The green investment project can advance a full employment agenda because it will create about seventeen jobs for every $1 million in outlays, whereas spending the same $1 million in the oil and coal industries creates about 5.5 jobs—i.e., the job-creation effect of green investments is more than three times larger than that for fossil fuel production. The main reasons for this disparity have nothing to do with whether the investments are green. Rather, there are two primary factors at play. The first is the higher “labor intensity” of spending on green projects—more money is spent on hiring people and less on machines, supplies and consuming energy. This be- comes obvious if we imagine hiring construction workers to retrofit buildings or install solar panels, or bus drivers to ex- pand public transportation offerings, as opposed to drilling for oil off the coasts of Florida, California and Alaska. The second factor is the “domestic content” of spending—how much money is staying within the US economy as opposed to buying im- ports or spending abroad. When we retrofit public buildings and private homes to raise their energy efficiency, or improve our public transportation systems, virtually every dollar is spent within the US economy. By contrast, only 80 cents of every dollar spent in the oil industry remains in the United States.  As a tool for fighting the recession, the green recovery project has as its first purpose injecting more money into the economy as quickly as possible. In this way, a $100 billion green investment program would create on the order of 1.7 million new jobs.  Over the longer term, though, the green investment agenda will not simply entail expansion in energy efficiency and renewable investment spending but also a corresponding decline in spending on oil, coal and natural gas. Yet this longer-term agenda can still promote a full employment economy. If we allow that every $1 million in new green investments will be matched by an equal fall in spending within the fossil fuel industry, we will still net about 11.5 jobs each time $1 million transfers from fossil fuels to clean energy (i.e., seventeen jobs for green investments minus 5.5 lost in oil, natural gas and coal). We spend about $600 billion a year in the oil, natural gas and coal sectors. Transferring, for example, 25 percent of hose funds into energy efficiency and renewable energy projects would therefore yield about 1.7 million new jobs. 
Unemployment is the greatest internal link to the economy- controls all others

Pollin 12 (Robert, professor of economics and founding co-director of the Political Economy Research Institute (PERI) at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. “ECONOMIC PROSPECTS: Fighting Seriously for Jobs and Social Security,” The New Labor Forum, 2012, Proquest, ADP)
THE OFFICIAL DEBATE OVER THE economy shifted decisively last summer, away from proposals for job creation to obsessing over the size of the federal governments deficit (how much we are borrowing each year) and debt (how much we owe overall). The federal deficit has, indeed, been historically large since the recession began, running at about 10 percent of GDP for the past three years, as opposed to the historic average of 2 percent of GDP. But that is only because the jobs crisis itself is of historic magnitude. Solving the unemployment crisis would accomplish far more than any other measure toward bringing the federal deficit down. This is simply because when more people have jobs, they also pay more taxes and rely less on government support, such as unemployment insurance and Medicaid. There is another point to emphasize here. Despite the historically large fiscal deficits, the federal government is now paying interest on the total outstanding debt at a rate that is historically low, not high. This is for the simple reason that the interest rates on U.S. Treasury bonds are themselves at historic lows, at around 2 percent. As such, while it is true that the government will need to reduce its borrowing once the recession is behind us, there is no immediate crisis whatsoever in terms of the government paying off the debt obligations it faces now or over the next few years.

2NC Solvency

CP Solves- sets up for a long-term full employment program, a transition from fossil fuels to clean energy is comparatively better investment

Pollin 09 (Robert, professor of economics and founding co-director of the Political Economy Research Institute (PERI) at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. “Doing the Recovery Right,” The Nation, February 16, 2009, Proquest, ADP)
But all sides also need to be open to evidence. The central facts here are irrefutable: spending the same amount of money on building a clean energy economy will create three times more jobs within the United States than would spending on our existing fossil fuel infrastructure. The transformation to a clean energy economy can therefore serve as a major long-term engine of job creation. If managed correctly, it can also become a cornerstone of a long-term full employment program in this country, which in turn will be the most effective tool for moving people out of poverty and into productive working lives. In short, the transition to a clean energy economy has the capacity to merge the aims of environmental protection and social justice to a degree that is unprecedented. It is an opportunity that must not be lost. 

2NC Transition Solves
Transition to clean energy will be easy, no risk of short term job loss and all regions will be able to work with renewables

Pollin 09 (Robert, professor of economics and founding co-director of the Political Economy Research Institute (PERI) at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. “Doing the Recovery Right,” The Nation, February 16, 2009, Proquest, ADP)
Regional equity. Although all regions can gain significantly from this green recovery program, their ability to capture the benefits of specific technologies like solar or wind power varies according to their climate and geography. But all regions are equally capable of making investments to improve energy efficiency dramatically through retrofitting buildings, expanding public transportation systems and increasing the efficiency and stability of the electric grid. Similarly, all areas of the country have renewable energy resources (for example, underground heat for geothermal energy or nonfood agricultural products to generate biomass fuels) and the ability to produce goods and services (research on biofuel refining or even accounting sup- port) that will be demanded during the clean energy transition. Government support for green investment should therefore be allocated on an equitable basis by region; for example, based on a combination of population levels and proportion of GDP.  Fossil fuel jobs and communities. About 3.5 million Americans are either employed in producing oil, natural gas and coal, or their jobs are linked to the traditional energy suppliers. These jobs will obviously dry up as we reduce fossil fuel dependence. Communities tied to these industries—coal-mining towns throughout much of Appalachia and the oil-rich areas of Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana and Alaska—will obviously be hurt. But it is important to remember that the green investment agenda will create far more jobs overall, including for people now employed in the traditional fossil fuel sectors. Some of these jobs will be in specialized areas, such as installing solar panels and researching new building material technologies. But the vast majority of jobs will be in the same employment areas in which people already work, in every region and state. 

+++Penny/Nickel
1NC Shell

Text: The United States Treasury should eliminate production of both the one cent and five cent valued coin from the United States Mint. 

Solves the Economy- Pennies and Nickels cause unsustainable inflation- they cost more to produce than their actual value and they’re considered useless 

CBS News 09 (February 11, 2009, cbsnews.com/, “Should We Make Cents?,” http://www.cbsnews.com/2100-18560_162-3801455.html?pageNum=2&tag=contentMain;contentBody, ADP)


Should we make cents? We're talking about those insignificant one cent pieces in your pocket or purse. It may or may not come as a surprise that it now costs the U.S. Mint almost two cents to make a penny and almost a dime to make a nickel. If the economy of that eludes you, join the club. As correspondent Morley Safer first reported in February, even in Washington, where they literally have the right to print money and where anything under a billion is chump change, there is an ongoing debate over whether it's worth the trouble to keep making cents. Every year, the U.S. Mint turns out eight billion shiny new pennies, using hi-tech presses that operate faster than the eye can see, stamping out Abe Lincoln on blank pieces of metal. And, says U.S. Mint Director Edmund Moy, despite inflation, despite their lowly status, eight billion pennies still add up to $80 million. Trouble is, to get $80 million in pennies, the government spends $134 million; to produce 1.3 billion nickels, as the Mint did last year, costs $124 million, even though the coins are worth about only half that much. "It's weird economics, when you really come down to it, isn't it?" Safer asks. "Well, from our perspective at the United States Mint it's unsustainable. You can't sustain losses on pennies and nickels and expect to be a viable organization that benefits the American people," Moy says. How did we get in this fix? "You know, coins are made out of metal. And worldwide demand for copper, nickel and zinc have dramatically increased over the last three years. That's what's primarily driving up the cost of making the penny and nickel," Moy explains. Nickels are made mainly of copper; pennies are 98 percent zinc. On the frenzied commodity exchange, the price of copper has tripled in the last five years; zinc has doubled. Both are in heavy demand, used in everything from electrical wiring to suntan lotion, so both coins are worth less than the metals they contain. But if you're thinking of putting in a backyard smelter and melting down your spare change to make a profit, forgeSmit it. The Treasury Department has declared that illegal. Asked if there was a fear that people would melt their pennies and sell them by the pound, Moy tells Safer, "Well, you know, other countries that have been in the same situation have ended up having shortages because people melt them. My colleagues in India at the Indian mint have noted that once the rupee became more valuable melted down as razor blades they disappeared overnight. And there was a shortage of rupees that India is still recovering from." In the five o'clock shadow of the rupee's close shave, Washington is considering ways to reduce the cost of making pennies and nickels. Among them, giving the mint authority to use cheaper metals, like steel. And though efforts in Congress to retire the penny altogether have failed in past years, its detractors say the time has come.  "Inflation has rendered the penny nearly valueless, right? If you can't buy anything with a penny, if it takes at least a nickel or a dime to buy anything, then that individual unit just doesn't serve much good," argues Stephen Dubner, the co-author of the bestseller "Freakonomics," a zany look at money and American culture. He puts the penny in the same category as your pesky appendix and other useless relics. "It's like having a fifth and a half finger on your hand," Dubner says, laughing. "I have to trim the nail, I gotta buy five and a half fingered gloves. But wouldn't it be easier just to have the five? And that really is what the penny is about. It's just not useful."

Solving inflation is key to an economic recovery

CBS 11 (June 14, 2011, losangeles.cbslocal.com, “Survey: Inflation, Shaky Jobs Outlook May Kill Economic Recovery,” http://losangeles.cbslocal.com/2011/06/14/survey-inflation-shaky-jobs-outlook-may-kill-economic-recovery/, ADP)

LOS ANGELES (CBS) — For the second straight month, Americans are losing confidence in the U.S. economy, which could spell trouble for the sputtering recovery. Consumer sentiment is essentially unchanged from April to May, according to The Consumer Reports Trouble Tracker Index, which measures the amount of financial difficulties consumers face. Ed Farrell, the director at Consumer Reports National Survey Research Center told KNX 1070 that a slowdown in the jobs market could be behind the recent slowdown. “The problem is that people still have this overwhelming burden of the employment situation, which is riding them very heavily,” said Farrell. He noted that a recent jobs report shows the U.S. is losing nearly as many jobs are being created every month. Farrell’s survey – which measures consumer sentiment and consumer troubles – shows that nearly one-third of Americans faced one or more financial difficulties, nearly a 5 percent increase from April. The threat of looming inflation on consumer staples like food and energy is also weighing down expectations for the economy. “The recovery at this point is really in danger of stalling,” said Farrell. “There’s nothing in the data that suggests that a robust recovery is likely in the next one month, two months, three months or even six months.”

2NC Solvency

Eliminating the penny solves inflation

The Register 12 (“Penny Wise,” The Register-Guard, April 9, 2012, Proquest, ADP)
Eliminating the penny would be a reminder of how deeply the value of American money has eroded over time. Fifty years ago, a penny was worth eight times what it is today. Eliminating the penny (or for that matter the nickel, which costs 11.2 cents to produce) would be an admission of defeat by the force of inflation. No president or Congress would want to raise that white flag, unless one of them could blame it on the other. Eliminating the penny could, in fact, compound inflationary effects. A Penn State economist estimated in 2001 that if prices were rounded to the nearest nickel, between 60 percent and 93 percent of the rounding would go in one direction - up. The conclusion makes intuitive sense, because so many items, from gasoline to bananas, have prices that end in 9. Advocates of an end to the penny say that rounding would go in both directions because most transactions involve more than one item, and the addition of a sales tax pushes the cost of a 99-cent item above a dollar. The argument is unpersuasive to Oregonians, who pay no sales tax.
2NC Avoids Politics

Both republicans and democrats hate the penny

Whaples 12 (Robert, reporter for CNN, “It’s Time to Eliminate the Penny,” CNN , February 17, 2012, http://articles.cnn.com/2012-02-17/opinion/opinion_whalpes-pennies-economics_1_nearest-nickel-penny-red-cent?_s=PM:OPINION, ADP)

People from across the political spectrum should unite to retire the penny. Conservatives care about the color red -- they hate the red ink that losses by the U.S. Mint impose on taxpayers. Conservatives also loathe inflation, but unfortunately, the penny's value has been slowly eroded by inflation over the years, so the penny isn't worth a red cent any more. Liberals love the color green. A penny will turn a sour shade of green if you leave it out in the elements long enough, but it's environmentally un-green. Using pennies means an increase in zinc and copper mining, an increase in energy use and pollution at these mines and an increase in energy use and pollution as the government, banks and businesses put rolls of pennies into sacks and lug them from place to place.
CP avoids politics- republicans hate the penny

Cocco 06 (Marie, reporter for the Washington Post and Newsday, “Penny Worthy Being Saved,” The Times Union, July 7, 2006, LexisNexis, ADP)
The soaring cost of metals - a penny is mostly zinc, encased in a thin copper coating - is the culprit. Though the mint still makes a profit overall, there are a few members of Congress (notably Rep. Jim Kolbe of Arizona, who has pushed an anti-penny agenda for years) who think penny production is wasteful and should be abandoned. Proposals to eliminate the penny would have the coins phased out gradually, perhaps by re-pricing everything to make pennies obsolete. Thus would a $2.99 fast-food meal become $3 and so on.

Aff – Links to Politics
Public hates the penny and congress will side by them, especially in an election year

Standard Examiner 12 (“66% of Americans Favor Keeping the Penny,” The Standard Examiner, March 30, 2012, http://www.standard.net/stories/2012/03/30/66-americans-favor-keeping-penny, ADP)
WASHINGTON -- A poll released today by Americans for Common Cents shows overwhelming support for the penny by the American public. Over two-thirds (67%) of those surveyed favored keeping the penny in circulation ."These results confirm the strong and unwavering support the penny continues to receive from America," said Mark Weller, Executive Director of ACC. Weller's group includes more than 50 organizations that support continued production of the penny. "Americans understand that eliminating the penny would lead to a rounding process and cost them hundreds of millions of dollars in higher prices." In an Economic Action Plan, Canada recently announced it will eliminate the Canadian penny from their coinage system. According to Weller, Canada's decision to remove its lowest denomination coin will have little impact on the US penny. Congress has already asked the US Mint to make recommendations later this year on how to make US coins less expensively. Congress and the Administration will likely wait for the Mint recommendations, especially in an election year when the public is sensitive to price issues. "Suggesting that eliminating the penny saves money is wrong," Weller said. The Mint has stated publicly that it takes almost a dime - 11 cents - to make every nickel. "From a budget standpoint, it's hard to see how you save money by eliminating the penny and making more costly nickels," Weller added. The Opinion Research poll found that over three-quarters of those surveyed (77 percent) were opposed to rounding cash transactions fearing merchants will raise prices rather than lose pennies and round down. "The alternative to the penny is rounding - something that Americans abhor," Weller said.
WARMING

+++Iron Fertilization
FYI 

Wikipedia, No Date (“Iron Fertilization,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iron_fertilizatio, Hensel)

Iron fertilization is the intentional introduction of iron to the upper ocean to stimulate a phytoplankton bloom. This is intended to enhance biological productivity, which can benefit the marine food chain and remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. Iron is a trace element necessary for photosynthesis in all plants. It is highly insoluble in sea water and is often the limiting nutrient for phytoplankton growth. Large phytoplankton blooms can be created by supplying iron to iron-deficient ocean waters. A number of ocean labs, scientists and businesses are exploring fertilization as a means to sequester atmospheric carbon dioxide in the deep ocean, and to increase marine biological productivity which is likely in decline as a result of climate change. Since 1993, thirteen international research teams have completed ocean trials demonstrating that phytoplankton blooms can be stimulated by iron addition.[1] However, controversy remains over the effectiveness of atmospheric CO2 sequestration and ecological effects.[2] The most recent open ocean trial of ocean iron fertilization, dubbed LOHAFEX, was conducted from January to March 2009 in the South Atlantic. Fertilization also occurs naturally when upwellings bring nutrient-rich water to the surface, as occurs when ocean currents meet an ocean bank or a sea mount. This form of fertilization produces the world's largest marine habitats. Fertilization can also occur when weather carries wind blown dust long distances over the ocean, or iron-rich minerals are carried into the ocean by glaciers,[3] rivers and icebergs.[4] 

Here’s a picture!

The Guardian, 7/18/12 (Damian Carrington – staff writer, citing Victor Smetacek, Professor of Biological Oceanography, Alfred Wegener Institute for Polar and Marine Research, citing Dave Reay, PhD, Senior Lecturer in Carbon Management, School of GeoSciences, University of Edinburgh, citing John Shepherd, Professorial Research Fellow  in Earth System Science, School of Ocean and Earth Science, National Oceanography Centre, University of Southampton, citing Ken Buesseler, PhD in Marine Chemistry, Senior Scientist, Marine Chemistry & Geochemistry, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute, citing Michael Steinke, PhD, School of Biological Sciences, University of Essex, July 18, 2012, “Dumping iron at sea can bury carbon for centuries, study shows,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/jul/18/iron-sea-carbon?newsfeed=true, Hensel)
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1NC CP
Text: The United States Federal Government should fertilize the North Pacific and Southern Oceans with ferrous sulphate.
CP solves CO2

Parry, 7/18/12 – LiveScience senior staff writer (Wynne, July 18, 2012, “Could Fertilizing the Oceans Reduce Global Warming?,” http://www.livescience.com/21684-geoengineering-iron-fertilization-climate.html, Hensel)

Some hope fertilizing tiny, floating plants in the ocean, prompting them to suck carbon dioxide out of the air, could help solve global warming. A new experiment confirms this controversial idea has some merit, although important questions remain. Using an eddy in the Southern Ocean near Antarctica, researchers used iron fertilizer — the sort used to improve lawns — to create a man-made algal bloom. In the weeks that followed, researchers say, this bloom funneled a significant amount of Earth-warming carbon down into the ocean's depths, where it will remain sequestered for some time, unable to contribute to global warming. This experiment provides some important insight into this potential approach to combating climate change, said Ken Buesseler, of the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution, writing in Thursday's (July 19) issue of the journal Nature. A potential solution? This general approach, modifying the planet to address climate change, is known as geoengineering, and, geoengineering proposals like iron fertilization tend to raise many uncertainties and risks. Other geoengineering ideas have included pumping aerosols into the atmosphere to block out solar radiation or tucking away excess carbon in underground reservoirs. [Top 10 Craziest Environmental Ideas] Ocean fertilization is a controversial idea, prompting protest from those who fear the unintended environmental impacts it may have. "Most scientists would agree that we are nowhere near the point of recommending [iron fertilization of the oceans] as a geoengineering tool. But many think that larger and longer [iron fertilization] experiments should be performed to help us to decide which, if any, of the many geoengineering options at hand should be deployed," Buesseler wrote. Phytoplankton, which includes microscopic marine plants and photosynthetic microbes, blooms naturally in the ocean. However, in seawater, there is only limited iron, an element these organisms need to grow, so by adding iron to seawater, it's possible to make a man-made bloom. In this study, the researchers fertilized an eddy because it offered a largely self-contained system, or "a gigantic test tube," said lead researcher Victor Smetacek, with the Alfred Wegener Institute for Polar and Marine Research in Potsdam, Germany. By mixing an iron fertilizer into the seawater, the researchers created the equivalent of a good-size spring bloom like those seen in the North Sea or off Georges Bank off the New England coast, which turned the water from blue to turquoise, Smetacek said. Moving carbon The team found that after they added the iron, the levels of nutrients, including nitrogen, phosphorus and silicic acid, which algae called diatoms use to construct their glass shells, declined until around 24 days after the fertilizer was added. Dissolved inorganic carbon, which normally remains in equilibrium with the carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, also declined more quickly than it could be replaced by the carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Meanwhile, their measurements revealed particulate organic matter, including the silica the diatoms used to make their shells, and chlorophyll, the green pigment used in photosynthesis, increased within the surface waters. After day 24, however, the particulate matter — the remains of the algae that had sucked up the carbon — sank, traveling down from the surface layer, falling to depths between 328 feet (100 meters) to the seafloor, about 12,467 feet (3,800 m) below. If this organic matter settles into the deep ocean, it may not reach the surface for centuries or millennia, depending on ocean circulation, Smetacek said. Much of the former phytoplankton bits are likely to have settled on the seafloor as "fluff" — "like a layer of fluff that you would find under your bed if you did not vacuum it for a long time," Smetacek told LiveScience in an email. "Eventually, this loose matter flattens into the sediments and a part gets buried; this stuff is sequestered for geological time scales." (Geologists measure time in terms of millennia to many millions, even billions, of years.) His team estimated that for every iron atom they introduced into the eddy, at least 13,000 carbon atoms were taken up into the biomass of the algae, becoming available for export into deeper water. They also found that at least half of the organic matter associated with the bloom — nearly all of it made up of glass-walled diatoms — sank below, 3,280 feet (1,000 m).

2NC Solvency – Biodiversity

CP solves ocean biodiversity

Parry, 7/18/12 – LiveScience senior staff writer (Wynne, July 18, 2012, “Could Fertilizing the Oceans Reduce Global Warming?,” http://www.livescience.com/21684-geoengineering-iron-fertilization-climate.html, Hensel)
Iron fertilization has another potentially important application, one unrelated to climate change, Smetacek said, suggesting that it may have the potential to restore an ecosystem in the Southern Ocean, where whales once fed on abundant swarms of krill. In spite of the loss of whales to whaling, their prey, shrimplike krill, have declined dramatically. Smetacek believes this is because the whales played a crucial role in keeping the waters fertilized with iron, which prompted the blooms of phytoplankton, which feed the krill. He has proposed fertilizing a stretch of Antarctic sea ice with iron to see how it affects krill growth. 
2NC Solvency – Warming

Solves warming
The Guardian, 7/18/12 (Damian Carrington – staff writer, citing Victor Smetacek, Professor of Biological Oceanography, Alfred Wegener Institute for Polar and Marine Research, citing Dave Reay, PhD, Senior Lecturer in Carbon Management, School of GeoSciences, University of Edinburgh, citing John Shepherd, Professorial Research Fellow  in Earth System Science, School of Ocean and Earth Science, National Oceanography Centre, University of Southampton, citing Ken Buesseler, PhD in Marine Chemistry, Senior Scientist, Marine Chemistry & Geochemistry, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute, citing Michael Steinke, PhD, School of Biological Sciences, University of Essex, July 18, 2012, “Dumping iron at sea can bury carbon for centuries, study shows,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/jul/18/iron-sea-carbon?newsfeed=true, Hensel)

Dumping iron into the sea can bury carbon dioxide for centuries, potentially helping reduce the impact of climate change, according to a major new study. The work shows for the first time that much of the algae that blooms when iron filings are added dies and falls into the deep ocean. Geoengineering – technologies aimed at alleviating global warming – are controversial, with critics warning of unintended environmental side effects or encouraging complacency in global deals to cut carbon emissions. But Prof Victor Smetacek, at the Alfred Wegener Institute for Polar and Marine Research in Germany, who led the new research, said: "The time has come to differentiate: some geoengineering techniques are more dangerous than others. Doing nothing is probably the worst option." Dave Reay, senior lecturer in carbon management at the University of Edinburgh, said: "This represents a whole new ball game in terms of iron fertilisation as a geoengineering technique. Maybe deliberate enhancement of carbon storage in the oceans has more legs than we thought but, as the scientists themselves acknowledge, it's still far too early to run with it." A 2009 report from the Royal Society, the UK's science academy, concluded that while cutting emissions is the first priority, careful research into geoengineering was required in case drastic measures – such as trying to block sunlight by pumping sulphate into the atmosphere – were one day needed. Prof John Shepherd, chair of the report, said on Wednesday: "It is important that we continue to research these technologies but governance of this research is vital to protect the oceans, wider environment and public interests." Smetacek's team added seven tonnes of iron sulphate to the ocean near Antarctica, where iron levels are extremely low. The addition of the missing nutrient prompted a massive bloom of phytoplankton to begin growing within a week. As the phytoplankton, mostly species of diatom, began to die after three weeks, they sank towards the ocean floor, taking the carbon they had incorporated with them. The scientists chose the experiment location carefully, within a 60km-wide self-enclosed eddy in the ocean that acted as a giant "test tube". This meant that it was possible to compare what happened within the eddy with control points outside the eddy. After a month of monitoring nutrient and plankton levels from the surface to the depths the team concluded at least half of the bloom had fallen to depths below 1,000m and that a "substantial portion was likely to have reached the sea floor" at 3,800m. The scientists conclude in the journal Nature that the carbon is therefore likely to be kept out of the atmosphere for many centuries or longer. A dozen other experiments have shown that iron can prompt phytoplankton blooms, but this is the first study to show that the carbon the plants take up is deeply buried. Other researchers recognise the significance of this but warn of other issues that might prevent the iron fertilisation of the ocean as being a useful geoengineering technique. "The ocean's capacity for carbon sequestration in low-iron regions is just a fraction of anthropogenic CO2 emissions, and such sequestration is not permanent — it lasts only for decades to centuries," said Ken Buesseler, at the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution in the US. Smetacek said ocean iron fertilisation could bury at most 1 gigatonne of CO2 per year compared to annual emissions of 8-9Gt, of which 4Gt accumulates in the atmosphere. But sequestering some CO2 could make the difference between crossing a climate "tipping" point, where feedback effects lead to runaway global warming, he said: "I don't see what will stop Arctic sea ice from decreasing." Michael Steinke, director of marine biology at the University of Essex, said: "Will this open up the gates to large-scale geoengineering using ocean fertilisation? Likely not, since the logistics of finding the right spot for such experiments are difficult and costly." Smetacek responded that ocean iron fertilisation is much cheaper than other possible geoengineering techniques. He acknowledged more experiments were needed over longer periods to examine, for example, how many of the diatoms were eaten by krill, and then by whales, meaning they did not fall to the ocean floor.
2NC Popular

Geoengineering is popular – specifically iron fertilization

Michaelson, 98 – JD, Yale Law School, Yale University (Jay, 1998, “Geoengineering: A Climate Change Manhattan Project,” Stanford University, http://www.metatronics.net/lit/geo2.html, Hensel)
Some geoengineering proposals, however, may actually carry economic benefits for the parties who develop the technologies, and thus may more closely resemble politically attractive military investments than politically painful restraints on economic growth. In other words, the Big Fix may act as a plowshare but pay like a sword. Finally, geoengineering may be cheaper in political-economic terms because of the relative distribution of costs among politically relevant entities. Recall from part II.C.1 that climate change regulation *113 faced the unfortunate challenge of forcing the most powerful members of the industrialized world to incur the majority of the costs of GHG emissions reduction, because existing concentrations of wealth are largely a result of the most effective wealth- maximizing activities, which presently are tied to environmentally destructive practices. Since overall growth is dependent on infrastructure, and infrastructure is dependent on greenhouse-gas-producing activities (including energy production, industry, and transportation), it is easy to see why those who have the most resources (and thus, usually the most political power) depend the most on the environmental status quo. Geoengineering, in contrast to regulation, leaves powerful actors and their interests relatively intact. Insofar as it does, it is logical to conclude that a geoengineered solution will be far less offensive to them, and thus more likely to succeed. Geoengineering, even if it were to carry a higher immediate price tag, would carry lower overall political-economic costs than legislative solutions because the costs are relatively minor to the distributionally advantaged actors. In terms of political economy, playing well on Wall Street is a significant asset. Social costs. Even if geoengineering were expensive, and even if it were not superior to climate change regulation in terms of its effects on elites, it may yet be the cheapest available strategy in terms of political economy because it carries almost no social costs whatsoever. No one need change lifestyles, take a bus instead of a car, or pay more at the gas pump to combat climate change, if geoengineering can offset the climate effects of business as usual. Consumptive patterns of life, which the majority of Westerners seem to enjoy, can continue unabated. [FN159] Nor (unfortunately) does geoengineering limit destructive practices like deforestation. [FN160] While these features may make geoengineering less attractive to some environmental advocates, it is not a trivial political point that no one will bear the significant economic and/or social *114 costs of changing those behaviors. For a policy-maker, the costs of a policy are not only the immediate financial investments or sacrifices that are necessary, they include undesirable political and social effects of implementation. Unlike reducing automobile use in the United States, for example, with its avalanche of economic effects and perceived interference with Western consumptive patterns, [FN161] seeding iron filings in the sea and layering particulate matter in the sky carry very low social costs. To be sure, there are "social costs" associated with any government program, particularly one which may carry a large taxpayer-funded price tag. [FN162] But it should be obvious that, compared with reducing fossil fuel use, geoengineering requires very little commitment from "ordinary people." [FN163] To the extent that this reduced burden of social costs translates into ease of implementation, geoengineering is more likely to succeed in the long term than climate change regulation. 

Aff – Fails
It’s controversial and destroys the environment

Parry, 7/18/12 – LiveScience senior staff writer (Wynne, July 18, 2012, “Could Fertilizing the Oceans Reduce Global Warming?,” http://www.livescience.com/21684-geoengineering-iron-fertilization-climate.html, Hensel)

A potential solution? This general approach, modifying the planet to address climate change, is known as geoengineering, and, geoengineering proposals like iron fertilization tend to raise many uncertainties and risks. Other geoengineering ideas have included pumping aerosols into the atmosphere to block out solar radiation or tucking away excess carbon in underground reservoirs. [Top 10 Craziest Environmental Ideas] Ocean fertilization is a controversial idea, prompting protest from those who fear the unintended environmental impacts it may have. "Most scientists would agree that we are nowhere near the point of recommending [iron fertilization of the oceans] as a geoengineering tool. But many think that larger and longer [iron fertilization] experiments should be performed to help us to decide which, if any, of the many geoengineering options at hand should be deployed," Buesseler wrote.
Geo-Engineering fails
Moriarty and Honnery ’10 – Both PhDs

Patrick Moriarty, Ph.D. Department of Design, Monash University, and Damon Honnery, Ph.D. Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering, Monash University. “Why Technical Fixes Won’t Mitigate Climate Change”. Journal of Cosmology, 2010, Vol 8, 1921-1927. http://journalofcosmology.com/ClimateChange107.html
As discussed here, geoengineering is action intended to manipulate climate on a global, or at least regional, scale. Corner and Pidgeon (2010) have pointed out that our emissions of CO2 (which have raised atmospheric CO2 levels from the pre-industrial 280 ppm to the present 387 ppm) could also be considered geoengineering. If so, we are merely arguing about different forms of the practice.  The potential use of geoengineering for climate mitigation received a boost with a paper by Nobel laureate Paul Crutzen (2006). Like the present authors, he argued that conventional methods of mitigation were not working—the CO2 atmospheric concentration continues to climb at about 2 ppm each year. His inspiration was the significant drop in global temperatures recorded in the year following the Mount Pinatubo volcanic eruption in the Philippines in June 1991. The cooling resulted from the emission of some 10 Mt of sulphate aerosols into the lower stratosphere in the tropics. Continuous deliberate placement of fine sulphate aerosols in the lower stratosphere would reflect some of the incoming short-wave solar radiation, increasing the Earth’s albedo, and counteracting the positive forcing from increased levels of GHGs.  The options available for geoengineering can be either local in extent (such as altering the albedo of deserts, crops or urban areas) or global (such as the use of giant space-based mirrors). Only aerosol placement in the tropical stratosphere, albedo enhancement of marine stratiform clouds and reflective mirrors in space would have the potential to counteract a doubling or more of atmospheric CO2 ppm (Lenton and Vaughan 2009). Of these global approaches, the cheapest is likely to be aerosol placement. Except for space-based mirrors, the approaches appear both far cheaper and far faster to implement than more conventional mitigation methods.  Because of the lack of progress in slowing emissions and the low cost and rapid cooling resulting from global measures, geoengineering is gaining acceptance. The U.K. Royal Society (2009) has endorsed it as a technique to be used alongside other mitigation methods. But implementing measures to reduce the planetary albedo run enormous risks. Global precipitation would on average be reduced—it is not possible to bring both global temperatures and precipitation to their previous levels (Bala 2009). Acidification of the oceans would continue, potentially destabilising ocean ecosystems (Doney et al. 2009).  Also, because elevated levels of CO2 will persist for centuries, so too must geoengineering—the continuous placement of aerosols, for example. Any abrupt cessation because of dangerous side effects discovered would rapidly raise the forcing to levels corresponding to the GHG concentrations at that time, resulting in very rapid warming, with possibly catastrophic effects on ecosystems (Matthews and Caldeira 2007). Thus although the costs of aerosol placement may well be modest, the overall cost of countering the unwanted consequences could be very high.  Recently, perhaps because of these serious drawbacks, some researchers have modelled the effects of more modest aerosol placement schemes. Rather than global year-round aerosol coverage, they have looked at techniques that might prevent melting of the Greenhouse ice cap or Arctic summer sea ice, or summer warming of the north Atlantic during the hurricane season (Caldeira and Wood 2008, MacCracken 2009). The aerosols might be locally applied, for part of the year, to address a very specific problem resulting from climate change. But to be effective, their effects would necessarily be felt globally (Caldeira and Wood 2008), and if several of these projects were to be implemented simultaneously, the combined gobal effects might be extremely uncertain.
Geo-Engineering fails – large technical and scientific uncertainties and doesn’t eliminate the need to reduce GHGs.

Johnson et al.  10 – PhD in Atmospheric Science
Andrew Simms, policy director of New Economics Foundation, UK think tank, and head of NEF's Climate Change Programme, Dr. Victoria Johnson, researcher for the climate change and energy programme at NEF, MSc with distinction in Climate Change from the University of East Anglia and PhD in Atmospheric Physics at Imperial College, London and Peter Chowla, Policy and Advocacy Officer at the Bretton Woods Project. “Growth isn’t possible”. New Economics Foundation, January 25,2010. http://www.neweconomics.org/sites/neweconomics.org/files/Growth_Isnt_Possible.pdf
In most cases, geoengineering schemes are viewed as a stopgap between now and some point in the future where mitigation technology is cheaper and more widespread. There are, however, large technical and scientific uncertainties. For example Professor David Victor, Director of the Laboratory on International Law and Regulation at Stanford University argues: ‘…real-world geoengineering will be a lot more complex and expensive than currently thought because simple interventions—such as putting reflective particles in the stratosphere—will be combined with many other costlier interventions to offset nasty side effects.’327 The large majority of academics working in the field of geoengineering research have been clear that their research and technical propositions are not intended to distract from the efforts of reducing greenhouse gas emissions as the first priority for controlling climate change. However, many now argue that a technological intervention may be required parallel to current mitigation efforts.328 

Geoengineering replicates the failures of the Manhattan Project – leads to long-term environmental damage

Levene 10 – Reader @ Southhampton

Mark Levene, Reader in Comparative History at Southampton University and a member of the Parkes Institute for Jewish/ non-Jewish relations. He writes extensively on genocide and related themes. He is also a long-term peace and environmental activist, co-founder of Crisis Forum, Future Ethics, pg. 65-66
It is surely significant how closely the urge for geo-engineering follows these same ultra-rational, yet, paradoxically, salvationist contours. The latter’s proponents have already for some time been speaking openly of geo-engineering as a second MP, justified on the grounds that it would cut out ‘the institutional inefficiency inherent in international policymaking bodies . . . reducing the number of decisions, and focusing costs on a small number of parties’ (Michaelson, 1998: 23). Urgency, once again, is the driver. If we want ‘victory’, the time is now, which in turn means either affirming or acquiescing to the state or states with the technological advantage to invent and implement the strategy. By dint of the fact that only the United States has the overriding material resource plus military and technologically integrated capacity as well as technical expertise to undertake it, a geo-engineering MP will also primarily be a US MP. But the fact that the future environmental consequences of any such programme are completely in the realms of the unknown (nobody has any real idea what locally or globally, immediately or cumulatively, dumping iron oxide will do to the oceans or what masses of sulphur particles sprayed into the atmosphere will do to the ozone layer) (Webb, 2008b) means that as with the nuclear experiment, what we are being offered is a very peculiar form of salvation. Geo-engineering proposals do not seek to engage with the environmental consequences for the longer term. Like the atom bombs in 1945, they operate on combating a perceived threat as it presents itself now. As a consequence, our children, or children’s children, will still have to cope with the burden of our ghg emissions (presumably requiring them to develop some even more extraordinary technical fixes for the purpose) just as they will with our radioactive waste.

***MP = Manhattan Project

G-E fails – no sustainable international cooperation, and conflict prevents solvency

Schneider 10 – Professor of Climatology @ Stanford

Stephen Schneider, Professor of Climatology @ Stanford, “Geo-engineering: could we or should we make it work?,” pg. 21
Institutions currently do not exist with the firm authority to assess or enforce responsible use of the global commons (Nanda & Moore 1983; Choucri 1994). There are some partially successful examples (e.g. the Montreal Protocol and its extensions to control ozone-depleting substances, the nuclear non-proliferation treaty or the atmospheric nuclear test ban treaty) of nation states willing to cede some national sovereignty to international authorities for the global good. However, it would require a significant increase in 'global-mindedness' on the part of all nations to set up institutions to attempt to control climate and to compensate any potential losers should the interventions possibly backfire - or even be perceived to have gone awry. Moreover, such an institution would need the resources, skills and authority to inject continuously, and monitor over a century or two, measured amounts of dust in the stratosphere, iron in the oceans or sea-salt aerosols into clouds in order to counteract the inadvertent enhanced heat-trapping effects of long-lived constituents such as CO2. I, for one, am highly dubious about the likelihood of a sufficient and sustainable degree of global-scale international cooperation needed to assure a high probability that world climate control and compensation authorities (e.g. see Schneider & Mesirow 1976) could be maintained without interruption by wars or ideological disputes for the next two centuries. Just imagine if we needed to do all this in 1900 and then the rest of twentieth-century history unfolded as it actually did! Would climate control have been rationally maintained, or would gaps and rapid transient reactions have been the experience?  -

Emissions mitigation is comparatively better

Schneider 10 – Professor of Climatology @ Stanford

Stephen Schneider, Professor of Climatology @ Stanford, “Geo-engineering: could we or should we make it work?,” pg. 21
In Schneider (1996), I proposed the following health metaphor as apt: it is better to cure heroin addiction by paced medical care that weans the victim slowly and surely from drug addiction than by massive substitution of methadone or some other 'more benign' or lower-cost narcotic. For me, a more rapid implementation of energy-efficient technologies, alternative, less polluting agricultural or energy production systems (e.g. Johansson et al. 1993), better population planning, wildlife habitat protection (particularly for threatened ecosystems) and commodity pricing that reflects not simply the traditional costs of labour, production, marketing and distribution but also the potential 'external' costs from a modified environment (e.g. NAS 1992 ; IPCC 2007c) are the kinds of lasting measures that can cure 'addiction' to polluting practices without risking the potential side effects of geo-engineering -planetary methadone in my metaphor. Rather than pin our hopes on the gamble that geo-engineering will prove to be inexpensive, benign and administratively sustainable over centuries - none of which can remotely be assured now - in my value system, I - and most of the authors of this volume as well - would prefer to start to lower the human impact on the Earth through more conventional means.  
Cuts are comparatively more effective and predictable – any GE strategy risks global climate disruption

Rasch 10 – Professor of Climate Sciences

Philip Rasch, Chief Scientist for Climate Science at the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, “Geo-eningeering Climate Change: Environmental Necessity or Pandora’s Box,” pg. 280
Substantial reductions in greenhouse gas emissions must take place soon to avoid large and undesirable climate impacts. This study has reviewed one technique that might be used in a planetary emergency to mitigate some of the effects of a projected global warming. We emphasize that, while the studies highlighted here are a step along the way, we believe no proposal (including the ideas explored here) has yet completed the series of steps required for a comprehensive and thoroughly studied geo-engineering mitigation strategy occurring in the peer reviewed literature (Cicerone 2006). Our review of studies of geo-engineering by sulphate aerosols suggests it will ameliorate some consequences of global warming. The study highlights some positive aspects of the strategy. However, many uncertainties remain in understanding the influence of geo-engineering on the climate system (particularly on aspects related to likely impacts on the biosphere). More work is required to understand the costs, benefits and risks involved, and to reconcile the legal, political and ethical issues of geo-engineering.  

Geoengineering will be perceived as a clandestine weapon – leads to war

Schneider 10 – Professor of Climatology @ Stanford

Stephen Schneider, Professor of Climatology @ Stanford, “Geo-engineering: could we or should we make it work?,” pg. 7
We went on to argue that some people could even consider use of climate modification as an overt or clandestine weapon against economic or political rivals, and that that prospect might require the need for an international treaty. We noted that the potential for disputes would be very high since any natural weather disaster occurring during the time that some group was conducting deliberate climate modification experiments could lead those affected by that disaster to make accusations that the climate modifiers were responsible for that event. Courts could be clogged with expert witnesses testifying on the one hand how the deliberate intervention could not possibly have caused some unusual hurricane or '300-year flood', followed by other witnesses (perhaps the same ones collecting double fees?) turning around and testifying for the other side that current knowledge is insufficient to rule out the possibility that a geo-engineering scheme in one part of the world might very well have affected some extreme event on the other side of the world. We concluded, only partially tongue in cheek, that: We have raised many more questions than we are even remotely capable of answering, but we do wish to offer one 'modest' proposal for 'no-fault climate disaster insurance.' If a large segment of the world thinks the benefits of a proposed climate modification scheme outweigh the risks, they should be willing to compensate those (possibly even a few of themselves) who lose their favored climate (as defined by past statistics), without much debate as to whether the losers were negatively affected by the scheme or by the natural course of the climate. After all, experts could argue both sides of cause and effect questions and would probably leave reasonable doubts in the public's mind...(Keilogg & Schneider 1974)

Leads to conflict

-creates perception that it causes climate disruptions like hurricanes or floods – encourages backlash and war against the country that implements it
Schneider 10 – Professor of Climatology @ Stanford

Stephen Schneider, Professor of Climatology @ Stanford, “Geo-engineering: could we or should we make it work?,” pg. 20
Indeed, as noted by all responsible authors who have addressed this problem, much is technically uncertain and geo-engineering could be a 'cure worse than the disease' (Schneider & Mesirow 1976), given our current level of ignorance of both advertent and inadvertent climate modifications. But, there is also the potential for human conflict associated with the fact that deliberate intervention in the climate system could, as noted more than 30 years ago, coincide with seriously damaging climatic events that may or may not have been connected to the modification scheme and likely could not conclusively be shown to be connected to or disconnected from that modification. This potential for conflicts poses serious social and political obstacles to would-be climate controllers, regardless of how technically or cost effective the engineering schemes may eventually turn out to be. Of course, this has to be traded off against the potential for conflicts from the uneven distribution of climate impacts from unabated emissions that will drive global warming. 

Aff – Destroys the Environment

CP causes a litany of environmental problems

Parry, 7/18/12 – LiveScience senior staff writer (Wynne, July 18, 2012, “Could Fertilizing the Oceans Reduce Global Warming?,” http://www.livescience.com/21684-geoengineering-iron-fertilization-climate.html, Hensel)
Far from proven In spite of the experiment's success, Smetacek is cautious about the implications for cleaning up human's greenhouse gas emissions. "It's a very thorny subject," he said. "What we can say here at this stage is that we need to have more experiments (before) we can make any firms statements on that." Many questions about the feasibility and safety of this approach remain. Buesseler points out that iron fertilization has the potential to stimulate toxic algae blooms; cause the production of nitrous oxide, a more potent greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide; or to suck oxygen out of water as the algae decompose, a phenomenon that is responsible for creating dead zones, like the one found in the Gulf of Mexico. The approach also has limited potential, since even used on a large scale, it could only remove a fraction of the excess carbon dioxide humans are emitting.

Aff – Unpopular

Geoengineering is unpopular
Bullis, 09 (Kevin, senior editor, Technology Review, November 6, 2009, “U.S. Congress Considers Geoengineering,” MIT Technology Review, http://www.technologyreview.com/view/416187/us-congress-considers-geoengineering/, Hensel)
These last two reasons seem to have been in the back of Gordon's head during his opening remarks. "Geoengineering carries with it a tremendous range of uncertainties, ethical and political concerns, and the potential for catastrophic environmental side-effects. But we are faced with the stark reality that the climate is changing, and the onset of impacts may outpace the world's political and economic ability to avoid them," he said. "This issue is too important for us to keep our heads in the sand. We must get ahead of geoengineering before it gets ahead of us." Not everyone is taking things seriously though. Just before the committee got underway, the ranking Republican on the committee, Ralph Hall (Texas), turned to Gordon and asked, "You can stand a little fun about that outrageous thing we're going to talk about today?" Then, during the hearing he compared geoengineering to "flying elephants." 

