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Heg Frontline (1/3)

1. US doesn't need the plan – we're beating China now
Boozer 5/19 – member of Foothills Astronomical Society, pursuing a PhD in astrohpysics (Rick, 5/19/2011, "United States Will Beat China in Newest Space Race," http://www.marssociety.org/home/press/news/unitedstateswillbeatchinainnewestspacerace, RG)
COMMENTARY | America is laying the groundwork for its greatest space endeavor since sending astronauts to the Moon. But that's not the story you will hear from a few senators and congressional representatives who are more concerned with bringing home pork than significantly advancing U.S. spaceflight prowess. Exaggerating China's future spaceflight plans is one of their favorite strategies. In fact Chinese space ambitions are modest. Their yet-to-be-started space station won't be complete until 2020 at the earliest. It will weigh only 60 tons compared to the International Space Station's 400 tons and less than half the defunct Russian MIR station's 130 tons. China's state news announced they are tentatively considering a gigantic super rocket. It prompted Rep. Frank Wolf of Virginia to say, "The announcement made clear that if the United States does not get serious about its own Exploration Program, the next flag planted on the moon may be a Chinese flag." Even before the announcement, Rep. Bill Posey of Florida made similar dire predictions about future Chinese space accomplishments. However, careful reading of the Chinese article reveals it is a preliminary feasibility study, NOT any actual plan to build the rocket. Furthermore, given that the rocket would carry a 130-ton payload, which is exactly the same payload weight as the super rocket demanded by certain U.S. Senators, the Chinese study is probably just a knee-jerk response to the Senators' efforts.
2. Double bind --

A. Chinese lunar mining already started and they'll beat us there regardless of the plan

B. China's not going to the moon anytime soon and we'll maintain space leadership

3. Many alternative solutions to the H3 problems

Gitlin '11 -- PhD in Pharmacology from Imperial College London, taught International Science and Technology Policy at the Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Relations @ UK (Jonathan M., 3/2011, "National security driving a Helium-3 shortage, hurting physics," http://arstechnica.com/science/news/2011/02/national-security-driving-a-helium-3-shortage-hurting-physics.ars, RG)

So what can be done about the problem? Luckily, quite a few efforts are underway. Although the national security applications account for 95 percent of US 3He use, there are other ways to achieve the same end. Joe Glaser, from the National Nuclear Security Agency (NNSA), spoke about how this shortage has led to new science. NNSA has a number of different requirements for neutron detectors, from large portal monitors that are being installed in border crossings, seaports, and airports as part of the Second Line of Defense Program, to rugged portable units that can be used in the field.

For the static radiation portal monitors, like the one pictured at right, a number of solutions present themselves. Instead of 3He-filled tubes, BF3 can be used, if the boron has been enriched to around 90 percent 10B. These tubes are less sensitive than 3He; you need three tubes of BF3 to do the same work as a single 3He tube, and BF3 is a rather nasty gas, but it's readily available. Lining the detector tubes with a thin film of 10B allows you to avoid working with BF3, again relatively cheaply, although again these detectors are less sensitive than 3He.

Moving away from 10B, glass fibers doped with 6Li have a number of cool features. When neutrons meet the 6Li atoms, the resulting energy gets transferred into the fibers, which we can detect as light (just like the optical fibers that pipe sound between your hi-fi components). They detect both neutrons and gamma rays, and can be made in a range of shapes and sizes, including backpack systems. 

Other interesting technologies that are further away from the market include new organic materials that can detect high-energy neutrons. Additionally, NNSA has caught the recycling bug, and believe that it can meet up to 20 percent of its needs by recycling old 3He tubes.

4. China war is empirically disproven -- they've had security competition for the last 2 decades and it hasn't escalated -- also no reason why being in space deters a war
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5. No heg impact –

A. No relationship between US capabilities and peace 

Fettweis 10 – Professor of national security affairs @ U.S. Naval War College. [Christopher J. Fettweis, “Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy,”  Survival, Volume 52,

Issue 2 April 2010 , pages 59 – 82//informaworld]

One potential explanation for the growth of global peace can be dismissed fairly quickly: US actions do not seem to have contributed much. The limited evidence suggests that there is little reason to believe in the stabilising power of the US hegemon, and that there is no relation between the relative level of American activism and international stability. During the 1990s, the United States cut back on its defence spending fairly substantially. By 1998, the United States was spending $100 billion less on defence in real terms than it had in 1990, a 25% reduction.29 To internationalists, defence hawks and other believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible 'peace dividend' endangered both national and global security. 'No serious analyst of American military capabilities', argued neo-conservatives William Kristol and Robert Kagan in 1996, 'doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America's responsibilities to itself and to world peace'.30 And yet the verdict from the 1990s is fairly plain: the world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable US military, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums; no security dilemmas drove insecurity or arms races; no regional balancing occurred once the stabilis-ing presence of the US military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international war was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in US military capabilities. Most of all, the United States was no less safe. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Bill Clinton, and kept declining as the George W. Bush administration ramped the spending back up. Complex statistical analysis is unnecessary to reach the conclusion that world peace and US military expenditure are unrelated.

B. No impact to the transition – international order accommodates rising powers

Ikenberry 08   professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University

(John, The Rise of China and the Future of the West Can the Liberal System Survive?, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)

Some observers believe that the American era is coming to an end, as the Western-oriented world order is replaced by one increasingly dominated by the East. The historian Niall Ferguson has written that the bloody twentieth century witnessed "the descent of the West" and "a reorientation of the world" toward the East. Realists go on to note that as China gets more powerful and the United States' position erodes, two things are likely to happen: China will try to use its growing influence to reshape the rules and institutions of the international system to better serve its interests, and other states in the system -- especially the declining hegemon -- will start to see China as a growing security threat. The result of these developments, they predict, will be tension, distrust, and conflict, the typical features of a power transition. In this view, the drama of China's rise will feature an increasingly powerful China and a declining United States locked in an epic battle over the rules and leadership of the international system. And as the world's largest country emerges not from within but outside the established post-World War II international order, it is a drama that will end with the grand ascendance of China and the onset of an Asian-centered world order. That course, however, is not inevitable. The rise of China does not have to trigger a wrenching hegemonic transition. The U.S.-Chinese power transition can be very different from those of the past because China faces an international order that is fundamentally different from those that past rising states confronted. China does not just face the United States; it faces a Western-centered system that is open, integrated, and rule-based, with wide and deep political foundations. The nuclear revolution, meanwhile, has made war among great powers unlikely -- eliminating the major tool that rising powers have used to overturn international systems defended by declining hegemonic states. Today's Western order, in short, is hard to overturn and easy to join. This unusually durable and expansive order is itself the product of farsighted U.S. leadership. After World War II, the United States did not simply establish itself as the leading world power. It led in the creation of universal institutions that not only invited global membership but also brought democracies and market societies closer together. It built an order that facilitated the participation and integration of both established great powers and newly independent states. (It is often forgotten that this postwar order was designed in large part to reintegrate the defeated Axis states and the beleaguered Allied states into a unified international system.) Today, China can gain full access to and thrive within this system. And if it does, China will rise, but the Western order -- if managed properly -- will live on.
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6. Collapse of heg wont cause china war – they’ll rise peacefully

Bitzinger and Desker 08  Dean of the S Rajaratnam School of International Studies and Senior Fellow with the Military Studies Programme at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University

(Richard and Barry, Why east asian war is unlikely Survival, Volume 50, Issue 6 December 2008 , pages 105 – 128

Growing Chinese - and more generally, Asian - self-confidence, and the awareness that the era of US pre-eminence in East Asia is drawing to a close, is likely to give rise to a revived debate over the validity of claims for an Asian model of development and the significance of 'Asian values' in shaping the region's responses to global and local developments. Chinese perspectives on the structure of international society and the norms and values underpinning the international order will be particularly influential. The Asian financial and economic crisis of 1997-98 led to the collapse of an earlier debate on Asian values, which had reflected the economic rise of East Asian states and whose leading voices included leaders and intellectuals in Malaysia and Singapore.3 Meanwhile, the emergence of the United States as the sole superpower in the post-Cold War era focused attention on the 'Washington Consensus' in favour of elected democracies, the sanctity of individual political and civil rights, the promotion of free trade and open markets and the recognition of doctrines of humanitarian intervention.4 The new debate is likely to reflect the changing power relations within East Asia and highlight alternative views on the appropriate ways and means of ordering societies, and on the role and function of regional and international institutions. A new paradigm in international affairs can be expected: the Beijing Consensus is founded on the leadership role of the authoritarian party state, a technocratic approach to governance, the significance of social rights and obligations, a reassertion of the principles of national sovereignty and non-interference, and support for freer markets and stronger regional and international institutions.5 The emphasis is on effective leadership and good governance.6
The argument that there is an emerging Beijing Consensus is not premised on the rise of the East and decline of the West, as sometimes seemed to be the sub-text of the earlier Asian-values debate.7 However, like the earlier debate, the new one reflects alternative philosophical traditions. The issue is the appropriate balance between the rights of the individual and those of the state. This emerging debate will highlight the shared identity and values of China and the other states in the region, even if conventional realist analysts join John Mearsheimer to suggest that it will result in 'intense security competition with considerable potential for war' in which most of China's neighbours 'will join with the United States to contain China's power'.8 These shared values are likely to reduce the risk of conflict and result in regional pressure for an accommodation of and engagement with an emerging China, rather than confrontation.
XT 1: Space Leadership High Now

No chance China passes us -- Boozer says that's just political pork -- China's space station isn't complete and will be less than 1/6 the size of ours -- not to mention all their space plans are just speculative
The U.S. is the clear leader in the race for space dominance – their cards just say the U.S. and China are in competition for space primacy now

Bruce W. Macdonald-- Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, U.S. Institute of Peace, Member of the Committee on Senate U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, the Council on Foreign Relations, and the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics; assistant director for national security at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, served on the National Security Council staff, professional staff member of the House Armed Services Committee, served in the State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, honors graduate in aerospace engineering from Princeton University, two masters degrees from Princeton, one in aerospace engineering with a specialty in rocket propulsion, and the second in public and international affairs, (CQ Congressional Testimony, 5/11/11, “Military And Civil Space Programs In China; Committee: Senate U.S.-China Economic And Security Review Commission”, Lexis Nexis)

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission, it is a pleasure to appear before you today, and I thank you for extending to me this invitation to discuss the important issue of China's military space policy and programs and their implications for the security of the United States and its allies and friends. I am speaking purely in a private capacity, and my comments do not represent the views of the United States Institute of Peace (USIP), which provides analysis, training and tools to help prevent, manage and end violent international conflicts, promote stability, and professionalize the field of peacebuilding. Prior to USIP, I led the Council on Foreign Relations study of China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security, which built upon my years of national security policy work in and out of government, travel to China, and training as an aerospace engineer. The Chinese Challenge This hearing is timely, and one of rising urgency. In the more than four years since China destroyed an aging weather satellite, demonstrating not only an antisatellite (ASAT) capability but the potential for strategic ballistic missile defense capability as well, it has proceeded to deploy more, and more advanced, military space capabilities as well. We should not be surprised by this, nor should we be stricken with fear. We would, however, be unwise to ignore both these developments, which are public knowledge, and other developments that are of a classified nature. The Peoples' Liberation Army (PLA) appears to recognize what most thoughtful observers of national security also recognize, that U.S. space assets, coupled with our advances in brilliant weaponry, have provided the United States with unprecedented and unequaled global conventional military capabilities. Both China and the United States are fortunate that neither country is the enemy of the other. However, China's growing economic and military power, coupled with friction points in the relationship, most notably over Taiwan, suggest that a future U.S.China conflict, though unlikely, cannot be ruled out. 
XT 3: He3 Not Key

Helium 3 is not specifically k2 heg -- the NNSA has found monitors and units that will detect neutrons equally well -- they are also recycling He3 which will save 20% of it
Force the aff to isolate a specific tech or advantage that ONLY helium 3 provides – otherwise don’t buy their bluff

Alternative tech exists in the short-term -- we won't just drop off the military map

Shea and Morgan '10 -- CRS specialists in science and tech policy (Dana A. and Daniel, 12/22/10, "The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress," http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R41419_20101222.pdf, RG)

Because of its detection performance, nontoxicity, and ease of use, helium-3 has become the material of choice for neutron detection. Nevertheless, other materials also have a long history of use. With the current shortage of helium-3, researchers are reexamining past alternatives and investigating new ones. Existing alternative neutron detection technologies have significant drawbacks relative to helium-3, such as toxicity or reduced sensitivity. A drop-in replacement technology does not currently exist.57 The alternatives with most short-term promise as helium-3 replacements are boron trifluoride, boron-lined tubes, lithium-loaded glass fibers, and scintillatorcoated plastic fibers. A new scintillating crystal composed of cesium-lithium-yttrium-chloride (CLYC) also appears promising. Other materials, less suitable in the short term, show promise for the long term. Before the helium-3 shortage became apparent, most neutron detection research was directed toward long-term goals such as improving sensitivity, efficiency, and other capabilities, rather than the short-term goal of matching current capabilities by alternative means.58

XT 5A: Heg Doesn’t Solve Conflict

Heg doesn’t solve war – Fettweis says in the 90’s the US cut back on military spending- no major war broke out-  The incidence and magnitude of global conflict actually declined – prefer this evidence because its grounded in statistics and from a professor at the US Naval War College

They oversimplify the systemm
Fettweis 10 – Professor of national security affairs @ U.S. Naval War College. [Christopher J. Fettweis, “Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy,”  Survival, Volume 52, Issue 2 April 2010 , pages 59 – 82//informaworld]

Today's security debate often seems to be driven less by actual threats than vague, unnamed dangers. Former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld warned about 'unknown unknowns': the threats 'we don't know we don't know', which 'tend to be the difficult ones'.32 Kristol and Kagan worry that if the United States fails to remain highly engaged, the international system 'is likely to yield very real external dangers, as threatening in their own way as the Soviet Union was a quarter century ago'.33 What exactly these dangers are is left open to interpretation. In the absence of identifiable threats, the unknown can provide us with an enemy, one whose power is limited only by the imagination. This is what Benjamin Friedman and Harvey Sapolsky call 'the threat of no threats', and is perhaps the most frightening danger of all.34 Even if, as folk wisdom has it, anything is possible, not everything is plausible. Vague, generalised dangers should never be acceptable replacements for specific threats when crafting national policy. There is no limit to the potential dangers the human mind can manufacture, but there are very definite limits to the specific threats the world contains. 'To make anything very terrible, obscurity seems in general to be necessary', noted Edmund Burke. 'When we know the full extent of any danger, when we can accustom our eyes to it, a great deal of the apprehension vanishes.'35 The full extent of today's dangers is not only knowable, but relatively minor.

ZERO evidentiary support for their credibility arg.  Decades of research side with us  

Fettweis 10 – Professor of national security affairs @ U.S. Naval War College. [Christopher J. Fettweis, “Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy,”  Survival, Volume 52, Issue 2 April 2010 , pages 59 – 82//informaworld]

This belief rests on a shaky foundation, to put it mildly. Decades of scholarship have been unable to produce much evidence that high credibility helps a state achieve its goals, or that low credibility makes rivals or allies act any differently.9 Although study after study has refuted the basic assumptions of the credibility imperative, the pathology continues to affect policymaking in the new century, inspiring new instances of irrational, unnecessary action. The imperative, like many foreign-policy pathologies, typically inspires belligerence in those under its spell.10 Credibility is always maintained through action, usually military action, no matter how small the issue or large the odds.
XT 5B: Power Transition =/= War

No transition war – Ikenberry says nuclear weapons have eliminated war as a way for major powers to overturn the international order – multilateral institutions have made it easy to join the international order- combined these eliminate any risk of a transition war
XT 6: No China Impact

No China war -- Bitzinger and Desker directly indict the idea that heg solves security competition that would escalate to war -- they say China has shifted its focus to effective East Asian leadership that emphasizes shared values, solving the potential for confrontation

No (Taiwan) war – unlikely / low probability

Baohui Zhang  – Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong (March/April 2011, "The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship," JSTOR, RG)

Until May 2008, the Taiwan Strait was a hot spot for military conflicts that could potentially drag China and the U.S. into a major war. This prospect put tremendous pressure on the PLA to search for ways to counter the massive conventional military superiority of the U.S. Now, because of Taiwan President Ma Ying-jeou’s accommodation strategy toward Beijing, a new cross-strait relationship has emerged. Military tension and pernicious mutual mistrust have given way to institutionalized dialogues, expanded economic integration, and greater people-to-people exchanges. Indeed, the Taiwan Strait situation has been completely altered since Ma assumed the presidency in May 2008. The Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council of China has declared that cross-strait relations have “achieved a historical transformation.” This new and positive assessment has drastically changed the PLA’s perception of the prospects for war in the strait, and thus the possibility of U.S. military intervention. Major General Peng Guangqian of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences commented that economic integration and institutionalized political dialogues would make military conflict in the Taiwan Strait “unlikely and even unthinkable.” 48 Yan Xuetong, an influential Chinese international relations scholar with close ties to the military, has also revised his past pessimistic views. Whereas he once insisted that war in the strait was inevitable, he now believes that the probability is, currently, extremely low. 49 With minimized chances of military conflict occurring in the Taiwan Strait, the PLA should no longer be obsessed with the prospect of U.S. intervention. Indeed, the Taiwan Strait constitutes the only realistically plausible cause of war between China and the U.S. As noted earlier, Major General Jin Yinan recently concluded that the prospect of such a military conflict was extremely unlikely.

No China-US war – our ev is specific to space policy
Baohui Zhang  – Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, Hong Kong (March/April 2011, "The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship," JSTOR, RG)

As Kevin Narizny points out in his study of grand strategy, political turnover in the executive office often leads to dramatic shifts in state behavior. In particular, changes in control of government from one party to another can lead states to redefine their strategic goals and the means of promoting them. 40 The profound and ongoing strategic adjustment by the Obama administration has indeed borne out this argument. The much-maligned grand strategy of primacy and unilateralism has given way to a new stance that emphasizes strategic restraint and multilateral diplomacy. Smart power, rather than military preponderance, is now seen by many as the best way to pursue U.S. interests in the world. The current strategic adjustment by the U.S. has significantly lowered China’s traditional concern about the threat posed by a hegemonic America. China’s foreign policy analysts have reached a consensus that the U.S. has suffered a significant relative decline and is in the process of strategic retreat. 41 As a result, the old hegemonic system is believed to have disintegrated. This new perception of the U.S. position in the world has also led the PLA to reassess the likelihood of war between the two countries. Some Chinese military strategists now believe that the relative decline of the U.S. has critically affected the ability and will of the American military to engage in major foreign wars. Lei Sihai, a strategist with a PLA background, claims that “the military capability of the U.S. has declined significantly and it is no longer capable of launching major wars.” 42 Major General Jin Yinan, a strategist at the PLA National Defense University, has suggested that the rise of China and the relative decline of the U.S. have made a war scenario between them very unlikely. 43 Thus, the strategic landscape between China and the U.S., as seen by Chinese experts from both civilian and military backgrounds, has shifted because of changes in American grand strategy and military strategy. This change in perception has relaxed Chinese concerns about national security. It marks a significant turnaround from China’s view of the American threat from the mid-1990s to the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003, when the American pursuit of hegemony was seen as the greatest threat in China’s strategic environment. After U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates announced major changes in the Pentagon’s 2010 budget, including cancelling the procurement of F-22 fighters and key missile defense programs, one PLA strategist characterized these adjustments as “a comprehensive rethinking about U.S. geopolitical strategies.” As the analysis emphasizes, “Gates’s and Obama’s thinking no longer shows aggressiveness. Instead, they seek a new security framework through accommodation. These significant adjustments in U.S. military strategies, especially the decisions to cut missile defense and stop procurement of F-22 fighters, which are directed mainly against China and Russia, should be welcomed. They are conducive for relaxing relations among great powers and reducing their strategic misunderstanding.” 44 Moreover, Chinese experts have taken keen notice of the new space policy of the Obama administration, which opposes deployment of weapons in space and is willing to explore international agreements on the issue. As observed by a recent PLA analysis, “Obama’s willingness to reach an international treaty banning space-based weapons and to establish a global cooperative mechanism will have positive impacts on the world’s efforts for space arms control and prevention of an arms race.” 45
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1. Nuclear terror and theft is extremely unlikely
Mueller ‘10 (John, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and a Professor of Political Science at The Ohio State University, A.B. from the University of Chicago, M.A. and Ph.D. @ UCLA, Atomic Obsession – Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda, Oxford University Press)

LIKELIHOOD In his thoughtful, influential, and well-argued 2004 book, Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable Catastrophe—a work Nicholas Kristof of the New York Times finds "terrifying"—Graham Allison relayed his "considered judgment" that "on the current path, a nuclear terrorist attack on America in the decade ahead is more likely than not." He repeated that judgment in an article published two years later—albeit without reducing the terminal interval to compensate—and he had presumably relied on the same inspira-tional mechanism in 1995 to predict: "In the absence of a determined program of action, we have every reason to anticipate acts of nuclear terrorism against American targets before this decade is out."1 He has quite a bit of company in his perpetually alarming conclusions. In 2003, UN Ambassador John Negroponte judged there to be a "a high probability" that w&Jjjn two years al-Qaeda would attempt an attack using a nuclear or other weapon of mass destruction. When some 85 foreign policy experts were polled by -Senator Richard Lugar in 2004 and 2005, they concluded on aver-age that there was a 29 percent likelihood a nuclear explosion would occur somewhere in the world within the next ten years, and they overwhelmingly anticipated that this would likely be carried out by terrorists, not by a government. And in 2007, physicist Richard Garwin put the likelihood of a nuclear explosion on an American or European city by terrorist or other means at 20 percent per year, which would work out to 87 percent over a ten-year period.2 In late 2008, after working for six months and interviewing more than 250 people, a congressionally mandated task force, the Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism (possibly known as COPWOMDPAT to its friends) issued its report, portentously entitled World at Risk. It led by expressing the belief that "unless the world community acts decisively and with great urgency, it is more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in the world by the end of 2013." Although the report is careful to reassure its readers that it does not intend to frighten them about the current state of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, it failed miserably in that admirable goal almost immediately. Representative Ellen Tauscher (D-Calif.), chairwoman of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee, proclaimed shortly after the report was issued, that it "scared the pants off of most of us."3 In its dire forecast, the report's phraseology echoes, of course, Allison's formulation of 2004, and this may owe something to the fact that he was one of the commission's nine members. There are a couple of differences, however. In Allison's earlier rendering, bad things happen only if we stay on "the current path." Thus, should bad things fail to occur, this happy result could be taken as proof that we somehow managed somewhere along the line to alter our path, and who, pray, will be able exactly to designate what a "current path" actually is (or was)? The commission, in stark contrast, claims bad things are likely to happen "unless the world community acts decisively and with great urgency" something, experience suggests, that is next to impossible. On the other hand, the commission artfully broadens its definition of bad things from Allison's "acts of nuclear terrorism against American targets" to the use of a "weapon of mass destruction" by terrorists "some-where in the world." As one critic points out, there is certainly a good chance that someone somewhere will release some germs, killing few, if any, or, as insurgents have done in Iraq, ineffectually lace the occasional bomb with chlorine. Although no normal person would consider either act to constitute "mass destruction," the report can, strictly speaking, claim vindication. Actually, the report is on even safer ground. A man in Rockford, Illinois, who purchased some bogus hand grenades from an FBI informant with the intent to detonate them at a local shopping mall, has been convicted of attempting to use weapons of mass destruction under laws that creatively define hand grenades to be weapons of mass destruction.4 Even those who decidedly disagree with such scary-sounding, if somewhat elusive, prognostications about nuclear terrorism often come out seeming like they more or less agree. In his Atomic Bazaar, William Langewiesche spends a great deal of time and effort assessing the process by means of which a terrorist group could come up with a bomb. Unlike Allison—and, for that matter, the considerable bulk of accepted opinion—he concludes that it "remains very, very unlikely. It's a possibility, but unlikely." Also: The best information is that no one has gotten anywhere near this. I mean, if you look carefully and practically at this process, you see that it is an enormous undertaking full of risks for the would-be terrorists. And so far there is no public case, at least known, of any appreciable amount of weapons-grade HEU [highly enriched uranium] disappearing. And that's the first step. If you don't have that, you don't have anything. The first of these bold and unconventional declarations comes from a book discussion telecast in June 2007 on C-SPAN and the second from an inter-view on National Public Radio. Judgments in the book itself, however, while consistent with such conclusions, are expressed more ambiguously, even coyly: "at the extreme is the possibility, entirely real, that one or two nuclear weapons will pass into the hands of the new stateless guerrillas, the jihad-ists, who offer none of the retaliatory targets that have so far underlain the nuclear peace" or "if a would-be nuclear terrorist calculated the odds, he would have to admit that they are stacked against^ffen," but they are "not impossible."5 The previous chapter arrayed a lengthy set of obstacles confront-: v ,„ ing the would-be atomic terrorist—often making use in the process of Langewlesche's excellent reporting. Those who warn about the likelihood of a terrorist bomb contend that a terrorist group could, if often with great difficulty, surmount each obstacle—that doing so in each case is, in Langewiesche's phrase, "not impossible."6 But it is vital to point out that, while it may be "not impossible" to surmount each individual step, the likelihood that a group could surmount a series of them could quickly approach impossibility. If the odds are "stacked against" the terrorists, what are they? Lange-wiesche's discussion, as well as other material, helps us evaluate the many ways such a quest—in his words, "an enormous undertaking full of risks"— could fail. The odds, indeed, are stacked against the terrorists, perhaps massively so. In fact, the likelihood a terrorist group will come up with an atomic bomb seems to be vanishingly small. ARRAYING THE BARRIERS Assuming terrorists have some desire for the bomb (an assumption ques-tioned in the next chapter), fulfillment of that desire is obviously another matter. Even the very alarmed Matthew Bunn and Anthony Wier contend that the atomic terrorists' task "would clearly be among the most difficult types of attack to carry out" or "one of the most difficult missions a terrorist group could hope to try" But, stresses the CIA's George Tenet, a terrorist atomic bomb is "possible" or "not beyond the realm of possibility." In his excellent discussion of the issue, Michael Levi ably catalogues a wide array of difficulties 
[MUELLER CONTINUES…]
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[MUELLER CONTINUES…]

confronting the would-be atomic terrorist, adroitly points out that "terrorists must succeed at every stage, but the defense 
needs to succeed only once," sensibly warns against preoccupation with worst-case scenarios, and pointedly formulates "Murphy's Law of Nuclear Terrorism: What can go wrong might go wrong." Nevertheless, he holds nuclear terrorism to be a "genuine possibility," and concludes that a good defensive strategy can merely "tilt the odds in our favor."7 Accordingly, it might be useful to take a stab at estimating just how "difficult" or "not impossible" the atomic terrorists' task, in aggregate, is— that is, how far from the fringe of the "realm of possibility" it might be, how "genuine" the possibilities are, how tilted the odds actually are. After all, lots of things are "not impossible." It is "not impossible" that those legendary monkeys with typewriters could eventually output Shakespeare.8 Or it is "not impossible"—that is, there is a "genuine possibility"—that a colliding meteor or comet could destroy the earth, that Vladimir Putin or the British could decide one morning to launch a few nuclear weapons at Ohio, that an underwater volcano could erupt to cause a civilization-ending tidal wave, or that Osama bin Laden could convert to Judaism, declare himself to be the Messiah, and fly in a gaggle of mafioso hit men from Rome to have himself publicly crucified.9 As suggested, most discussions of atomic terrorism deal in a rather piecemeal fashion with the subject—focusing separately on individual tasks such as procuring HEU or assembling a device or transporting it. However, as the Gilmore Commission, a special advisory panel to the president and Congress, stresses, setting off a nuclear device capable of producing mass destruction presents "Herculean challenges," requiring that a whole series of steps be accomplished: obtaining enough fissile material, designing a weapon "that will bring that mass together in a tiny fraction of a second" and figuring out some way to deliver the thing. And it emphasizes that these merely constitute "the minimum requirements." If each is not fully met, the result is not simply a less powerful weapon, but one that can't produce any significant nuclear yield at all or can't be delivered.10 Following this perspective, an approach that seems appropriate is to catalogue the barriers that must be overcome by a terrorist group in order to carry out the task of producing, transporting, and then successfully detonating an improvised nuclear device, an explosive that, as Allison acknowledges, would be "large, cumbersome, unsafe, unreliable, unpredictable, and inefficient." Table 13.1 attempts to do this, and it arrays some 20 of these— all of which must be surmounted by the atomic aspirant. Actually, it would be quite possible to come up with a longer list: in the interests of keeping the catalogue of hurdles down to a reasonable number, some of the entries are actually collections of tasks and could be divided into two or three or more. For example, number 5 on the list requires that heisted highly enriched uranium be neither a scam nor part of a sting nor of inadequate quality due to insider incompetence, but this hurdle could as readily be rendered as three separate ones. In contemplating the task before them, woixftlsbe atomic terrorists effectively must go through an exercise that looks much like this. If and when they do so, they are likely to find the prospects daunting and accordingly uninspiring or even terminally dispiriting. "

2. Can't solve -- terrorist theft occurs in Turkey and Russia (like their Speice ev references) where they have He3 already or are too poor to get it in the first place -- no reason the US obtaining more He3 would spillover to fission reactors in the places where the weapons are actually vulnerable to theft

3. Al Qaeda is the only organization that could has interest in nuclear weapons --- they do not want to
Mueller ‘10 (John, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and a Professor of Political Science at The Ohio State University, A.B. from the University of Chicago, M.A. and Ph.D. @ UCLA, Atomic Obsession – Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda, Oxford University Press)

PROGRESS AND INTEREST The degree to which al-Qaeda has pursued, or even has much interest in, a nuclear weapons program may have been exaggerated— often by the same people who so alarmingly warned us about Saddam Hussein's nonexistent WMD development. Al-Qaeda and its potential atomic capacity are the central concerns here because it "is the only Islamic terrorist organization that targets the U.S. homeland," as stressed by Glenn Carle, 23-year veteran of the Central Intelligence Agency, where he was deputy national intelligence officer for transnational threats.1 Somewhat more broadly, Middle East specialist Fawaz Gerges points out that, over time, mainstream Islamists—the vast majority within the Islamist political movement—have given up on the use of force. That is, the jihadist who are still willing to apply violence constitute a tiny minority. But he also notes that the vast majority even of this small group primarily focuses on various infidel Muslim regimes (as well as on Israel) and consider those among men who carry-out violence against the "far enemy"—mainly Europe and the * United States—to be irresponsible and reckless adventurers who endanger the survival of the whole movement.2 Al-Qaeda, then, is a fringe group of a fringe group. Some other terrorist organization or a millennial one, either within the country or without, could in the future generate designs to harm the United States directly. But for now, certainly, al-Qaeda stands essentially alone. There is some occasional evidence to indicate that the group might have some interest in atomic weapons, but this is limited and often ambiguous. The same can said about evidence that it has actively sought to achieve an atomic capacity. This chapter evaluates that evidence.

Terror Frontline (3/3)

4. Empirically denied -- we've had helium 3 for decades but our power plants still use fission -- no reason getting more would change that
5. Obama won’t retaliate --- he knows the costs.

Crowley ‘10 – Senior Editor of the New Republic (Michael, 2010, “Obama and Nuclear Deterrence”, http://www.tnr.com/node/72263, RG)

Others argue that the United States should promise that it would never use nuclear weapons first, but only in response to a nuclear attack. As the story notes, some experts don't place much weight on how our publicly-stated doctrine emerges because they don't expect foreign nations to take it literally. And the reality is that any decisions about using nukes will certainly be case-by-case. But I'd still like to see some wider discussion of the underlying questions, which are among the most consequential that policymakers can consider. The questions are particularly vexing when it comes to terrorist groups and rogue states. Would we, for instance, actually nuke Pyongyang if it sold a weapon to terrorists who used it in America? That implied threat seems to exist, but I actually doubt that a President Obama--or any president, for that matter--would go through with it.
XT 1: No Acquisition

No risk of nuclear theft -- Mueller CRUSHES all of their ev combined -- he says terrorists have to complete over 20 impossible tasks and just have to mess up in one small place to have a useless bomb
The likelihood of use is less than one in 3.5 billion.

Mueller ‘10 (John, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and a Professor of Political Science at The Ohio State University, A.B. from the University of Chicago, M.A. and Ph.D. @ UCLA, Atomic Obsession – Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda, Oxford University Press)

ASSIGNING AND CALCULATING PROBABILITIES Assigning a probability that terrorists will be able to overcome each barrier is, of course, a tricky business, and any such exercise should be regarded as rather tentative and exploratory, or perhaps simply as illustrative—though it is done all the time in cost-benefit analysis. One might begin a quantitative approach by adopting probability estimates that purposely, and heavily, bias the case in the terrorists' favor. In my view, this would take place if it is assumed that the terrorists have a fighting chance of 50 percent of over-coming each of the 20 obstacles displayed in Table 13.1, though for many barriers, probably almost all, the odds against them are surely much worse than that. Even with that generous bias, the chances that a concerted effort would be successful comes out to be less than one in a million, specifically 1,048,576. Indeed, the odds of surmounting even seven of the 20 hurdles at that unrealistically, even absurdly, high presumptive success rate is considerably less than one in a hundred. If one assumes, somewhat more realistically, that their chances at each barrier are one in three, the cumulative odds they will be able to pull off the deed drop to one in well over three billion— specifically 3,486,784,401. What they would be at the (still entirely realistic) level of one in ten boggles the mind. One could also make specific estimates for each of the hurdles, but the cumulative probability statistics are likely to come out pretty much the same—or even smaller. There may be a few barriers, such as numbers 13 or i6, where one might perhaps plausibly conclude that the terrorists' chances are better than 50/50. If the device were set off on a container ship in port, numbers 17 to 20 would be partially collapsed—though an ill-timed deto-nation would destroy only the ship itself. And perhaps the 20th barrier, the actual detonation of the device, could be assessed in a somewhat broader context; even if the bomb failed to go off, the horror induced by the fact that the terrorists got that far would still be very significant, though, obviously, it would be less than would be provoked by an actual explosion.12 However, any such considerations are likely to be more than counterbalanced by those many barriers for which the likelihood of success is almost certainly going to be exceedingly small—for example, numbers 4,5,9, and 12, and, increasingly, the (obviously) crucial number 1. Moreover, in this formulation, the actual process of creating the device—a highly challenging technological task by almost all accounts—is rendered as only one (or maybe two) barriers (number 12 plus, perhaps, number 11). As alarmist Garwin notes in a book he coauthored before 9/11, "the task of actually fabricating a nuclear explosive, once the design is fixed, is not trivial. It could be done, but not on a tight schedule and not with high confidence."13 By assigning a likelihood of success in this task of one chance in two or one chance in three, I suspect I very much err on the" generous side. In assembling the list, I sought to make the various barriers indepen-dent, or effectively independent, from each other, although they are, of course, related in the sense that they are substantially sequential. However, while the terrorists must locate an inadequately secured supply of HEU to even begin the project, this discovery will have little bearing on whether they will be successful at securing an adequate quantity of the material, even though, obviously, they can't do the second task before accomplishing the first. Similarly, assembling and supplying an adequately equipped machine shop is effectively an independent task from the job of recruiting a team of scientists and technicians to work within it. Moreover, members of this group must display two qualities that, although combined in hurdle 9, are essentially independent of each other: they must be both technically skilled and absolutely loyal to the project. Nonetheless the cumulative probability estimate might be attenuated by the fact that there are at least a few synergies between the barriers— although It could be argued that they are intellectually independent, they may not, strictly speaking, be statistically so. For example, in assembling its bomb-making team, a terrorist group might be inclined to let the quality of absolute loyalty trump the one of technical competence. This would increase the chances that the bomb-making enterprise would go undetected, while at the same time decreasing the likelihood that it would be successful. However, given the monumentality of the odds confronting the would-be atomic terrorist, adjustments for such issues are scarcely likely to alter the basic conclusion. That is, if one drastically slashed the one in 3.5 billion estimate a thousand fold, the odds of success would still be one in 3.5 million. Moreover, all this focuses on the effort to deliver a single bomb. If the requirement were to deliver several, the odds become, of course, even more prohibitive. Getting away from astronomical numbers for a minute, Levi points out that even if there are only ten barriers and even if there were a wildly favorable 80 percent chance of overcoming each hurdle, the chance of final success, following the approach used here, would only be 10 percent. Faced even with such highly favorable odds at each step, notes Levi, the would-be atomic terrorist might well decide "that a nuclear plot is too much of a stretch to seriously try." Similarly, Jenkins calculates that even if there are only three barriers and each carried a 50/50 chance of success, the likelihood of accomplishing the full mission would only be 12.5 percent.14 Odds like that are not necessarily prohibitive, of course, but they are likely to be mind-arrestingly small if one is betting just about everything on a successful outcome.
XT 3: No Motivation

Terrorists don't want nukes -- Mueller says most extremists view those who seek to attack the US as endangering the rest of the movement -- Al Qaeda is alone, suportless, and ev is limited that they even want nukes
Claims that Al Qaeda wants nukes misrepresent facts and are rely on third hard sources with incentives to lie.

Mueller ‘10 (John, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at the Mershon Center for International Security Studies and a Professor of Political Science at The Ohio State University, A.B. from the University of Chicago, M.A. and Ph.D. @ UCLA, Atomic Obsession – Nuclear Alarmism from Hiroshima to Al-Qaeda, Oxford University Press)

BIN LADEN'S REPORTED "HIROSHIMA" REMARK AND THE URANIUM SCAM The 9/11 Commission cites two specific indications that al-Qaeda is seeking nuclear weapons: reports from 1998 "that Bin Ladin's associates thought their leader was intent on carrying out a 'Hiroshima'" and evidence that "al Qaeda has tried to acquire or make nuclear weapons for at least ten years."3 Information about the "Hiroshima" remark obviously comes from third hand reports speculating about Osama bin Laden's mind-set. More-over, the Commission elsewhere notes that the reports suggest he was hop-ing to inflict "at least 10,000 casualties."4 Many times that many casualties were suffered at Hiroshima, and this could suggest that if bin Laden did utter the word, he was using it as many others have, as a synonym for a "major disaster," not necessarily an atomic one. In many respects, of course, the devastation of 9/11 could be envisioned as a sort of "Hiroshima." The only evidence the Commission supplies to support its conclusion that al-Qaeda had been working on nuclear weapons for at least ten years comes from an episode that is supposed to have taken place around 1993 in Sudan, when bin Laden's business aides received word that a Sudanese military officer who had been a member of the previous government cabinet was offering to sell weapons-grade uranium. After a number of contacts were made through intermediaries, the officer set the price at $1.5 million, which did not deter Bin Ladin. Al Qaeda representatives asked to inspect the uranium and were shown a cylinder about 3 feet long, and one thought he could pronounce it genuine. Al Qaeda apparently purchased the cylinder, then discovered it to be bogus. But while the effort failed, it shows what Bin Ladin and his associates hoped to do. One of the al Qaeda representatives explained his mission: "it's easy to kill more people with uranium."5 Information about this supposed venture apparently comes entirely from Jamal al-Fadl, who defected from al-Qaeda in 1996 after he had been caught stealing $110,000 from the organization. As Lawrence Wright relates in his prize-winning The Looming Tower, Fadl "tried to sell his story to various intelligence agencies in the Middle East, including the Israelis," but only found a buyer "when he walked into the American Embassy in Eritrea" Although Fadl clearly lied repeatedly in early interviews, some CIA investi-gators came to trust him, and he spun out his tale about the bogus uranium. He became a government witness, and by 2001 the government had spent nearly $1 million on him. One of his FBI debriefers says, "He's a lovable rogue. He's fixated on money... He likes to please. Most people do."6 In the text of his book Wright narrates the uranium story in much the same way as the 9/11 Commission.7 However, Wright's discussion of bin Laden's finances suggests that it might well have been difficult for him to lay his hands on anything like $1.5 million at the time—he was living on a limited monthly stipend from a business in Saudi Arabia even while investing and disbursing his money foolishly, and by the end of 1994 claimed he had "lost all my money."8 In addition, Wright relays the testimony of the man who allegedly actually purchased the substance for bin Laden, as well as that of a Sudanese intelligence agent. Both assert that, although there were various other scams going around at the time that may have served as grist for Fadl, the uranium episode never happened. Perhaps because an alarming tale in the hand is worth considerably more that two debunkings in the bush, Wright buries the conflicting testimony in an endnote.9 Fadl's reliability is also called into question by another of his revela-tions: he was a key (perhaps the only) inspiration for the CIA's notion that bin Laden was developing chemical weapon in Sudan. This supposition, or extrapolation, eventually led in 1998 to the American bombing of a Sudanese pharmaceutical plant erroneously suspected of producing-such a product. After the fall of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan in 2001, investigators found evidence that the terrorist group had been experimenting with chemical weapons and may have produced small quantities of World War I-era agents. This hardly suggests, however, that it had been churning out quantities of chemical weapons for the better part of a decade in a facility in distant Sudan. Indeed, concludes weapons expert Milton Leiten-berg, the evidence in Afghanistan provides "little confidence in the competence of the al-Qaida group to carry out either chemical or biological agent production." In the meantime, the loss of the vital medications the plant was actually making in that impoverished country—fully half of Sudan's pharmaceuticals were produced at the destroyed plant—may have led to a very considerable number of Sudanese deaths over time.10 It also seems possible that it was Fadl who started the CIA thinking that al-Qaeda was out to get nuclear weapons. According to Michael Scheuer, who created the agency's bin Laden unit in 1996—which was the year of FadTs defection—"We had found that he [bin Laden] and al-Qaeda were involved in an extraordinarily sophisticated, professional effort to acquire weapons of mass destruction. In this case, nuclear material. So by the end . of 1996 it was clear that this was an organization unlike any other one we had ever seen."11 It's possible, of course, that Fadl, a "lovable rogue" who "likes to please," is telling the truth, or at least what he thinks (or by now has come to think) is the truth. But his allegations, now endlessly repeated,, have gone from a colorful and reasonably credible story relayed by an admitted embezzler on the lam to an unquestioned and fully accepted fact. "We know," it is repeatedly declared, that bin Laden tried to purchase weapons-grade uranium in Sudan in the early 1990s. Qualifications, even modest ones, concerning the veracity of the evidence behind that declaration have vanished in the retelling.

XT 5: No Retaliation

No retaliation -- Speice is wrong and doesn't assume Obama -- Crowley says Obama wouldn't attack EVEN IF he knew the state that had given up the bomb
History is on our side --- Smart Leaders don’t retaliate

Mueller ‘5 (John, Professor of Political Science – Ohio State University, Reactions and Overreactions to Terrorism, http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/NB.PDF)

However, history clearly demonstrates that overreaction is not necessarily inevitable. Sometimes, in fact, leaders have been able to restrain their instinct to overreact. Even more important, restrained reaction--or even capitulation to terrorist acts--has often proved to be entirely acceptable politically. That is, there are many instances where leaders did nothing after a terrorist attack (or at least refrained from overreacting) and did not suffer politically or otherwise. Similarly, after an unacceptable loss of American lives in Somalia in 1993, Bill Clinton responded by withdrawing the troops without noticeable negative impact on his 1996 re-election bid. Although Clinton responded with (apparently counterproductive) military retaliations after the two U.S. embassies were bombed in Africa in 1998 as discussed earlier, his administration did not have a notable response to terrorist attacks on American targets in Saudi Arabia (Khobar Towers) in 1996 or to the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole in 2000, and these non-responses never caused it political pain. George W. Bush's response to the anthrax attacks of 2001 did include, as noted above, a costly and wasteful stocking-up of anthrax vaccine and enormous extra spending by the U.S. Post Office. However, beyond that, it was the same as Clinton's had been to the terrorist attacks against the World Trade Center in 1993 and in Oklahoma City in 1995 and the same as the one applied in Spain when terrorist bombed trains there in 2004 or in Britain after attacks in 2005: the dedicated application of police work to try to apprehend the perpetrators. This approach was politically acceptable even though the culprit in the anthrax case (unlike the other ones) has yet to be found. The demands for retaliation may be somewhat more problematic in the case of suicide terrorists since the direct perpetrators of the terrorist act are already dead, thus sometimes impelling a vengeful need to seek out other targets. Nonetheless, the attacks in Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Great Britain, and against the Cole were all suicidal, yet no direct retaliatory action was taken. Thus, despite short-term demands that some sort of action must be taken, experience suggests politicians can often successfully ride out this demand after the obligatory (and inexpensive) expressions of outrage are prominently issued.
Even if there was political will --- knowing who to attack would be impossible.

Dowle ‘5 (Mark, Teaches at the Graduate School of Journalism at Berkeley, California Monthly, September, Accessed @ Berkley)

Because terrorists tend to be stateless and well hidden, immediate retaliation in kind is almost impossible. But some nuclear explosions do leave an isotopic signature, a DNA-like fingerprint that allows forensic physicists such as Naval Postgraduate School weapons systems analyst Bob Harney to possibly determine the origin of the fissile material in the bomb. Nuclear forensics is not a precise science, Harney warns. Post-attack sites are almost certain to be contaminated with unrelated or naturally occurring radioactivity, and there are numerous, highly enriched uranium stashes in the world with unknown signatures.  But there is no question, according to Peter Huessy, a member of the Committee on the Present Danger and consultant to the National Defense University in Washington, D.C., that Russian forensic experts could quickly detect Russian isotopes, and that highly enriched uranium (HEU) from, say, France could readily be differentiated from American HEU. But, Huessy warns, distinguishing post-blast residues of Pakistani uranium from North Korean uranium would be more challenging, probably impossible. Because neither country is a member of the International Atomic Energy Agency, IAEA inspectors have been unable to collect from their facilities reliable isotope samples that could be compared to post-attack residues. Even if the uranium were traced, the source nation could claim that the material had been stolen.
Econ Frontline (1/2)

[DON’T READ FIRST TWO ARGS IF READING SPENDING DISAD]

1. Economy recovering now

Gerri Willis, CNN anchor and reporter, July 1, 2011, http://www.foxbusiness.com/on-air/willis-report/blog/2011/07/01/america-decline-hell-no
No doubt, our economy is suffering. Too few Americans are working. The housing market is in disarray. Prices are on the rise while incomes are stagnant. But there are reasons for optimism and many reasons to believe that the current malaise is just that - a temporary setback. Consider: The US is still the No. 1 economy in the world - at $14.7 trillion - our economic output outpaces everyone, even China - for now. And, the figure that you never hear: We produce more goods and services than any other country on the planet with a population less than a quarter of the size of China. Increasingly, companies are noticing the productivity of our workers - a factor motivating companies like GE, NCR and Caterpillar that brought some operations back to the US from emerging markets over the last year. Innovation - the founding stone of economic growth -- is one of our defining characteristics. The US Patent Office is inundated with so many applications that it can take four to seven years to get a ruling on a patent request. Our legal system - though riddled with shortcomings -- ensures a fair playing field for companies and consumers alike. In short, we are built for economic growth - it is in our DNA. To be sure, we are going to have to make smarter decisions to keep America No. 1 - but it is well within our grasp. Happy Fourth of July! 

2. Increased spending will contract the economy – two hundred years of data proves

Knight Ridder 1/8/10, lexis

WASHINGTON _ A new report that reviewed 200 years of economic data from 44 nations has reached an ominous conclusion for the world's largest economy: Almost without exception, countries that are as highly indebted as the United States is today grow at sub-par rates. The report, "Growth in a Time of Debt," was written by two respected academic researchers who recently published a thick book on eight centuries of economic crises. The study by Carmen Reinhart and Kenneth Rogoff _ well-regarded economists from the University of Maryland and Harvard University, respectively _ found statistical breaks at different points in the relationship between a country's national debt and its gross domestic product. GDP is the broadest measure of a country's trade in goods and services. When a nation's debt exceeds 60 percent of its GDP, its growth rate slows precipitously, the study found. When that ratio exceeds 90 percent, nations' economies barely grow, and can even contract. The U.S. national debt is at roughly 84 percent of the country's GDP, and it's projected to cross the authors' 90 percent threshold late this year or early next year. 

3. Their uniqueness means they can't solve -- if cuts collapse the economy then there's no reason some other unrelated boost will be able to overcome that
4. US not key to the global economy 

The Economist 5-21-09 [“Decoupling 2.0,” http://www.economist.com/opinion/displaystory.cfm ?story_id=13697292]

 

REMEMBER the debate about decoupling? A year ago, many commentators—including this newspaper—argued that emerging economies had become more resilient to an American recession, thanks to theirstrong domestic markets and prudent macroeconomic policies. Naysayers claimed America’s weakness would fell the emerging world. Over the past six months the global slump seemed to prove the sceptics right. Emerging economies reeled and decoupling was ridiculed.  Yet perhaps the idea was dismissed too soon. Even if America’s output remains weak, there are signs that some of the larger emerging economies could see a decent rebound. China is exhibit A of this new decoupling: its economy began to accelerate again in the first four months of this year. Fixed investment is growing at its fastest pace since 2006 and consumption is holding up well. Despite debate over the accuracy of China’s GDP figures (see article),most economists agree that output will grow faster than seemed plausible only a few months ago. Growth this year could be close to 8%. Such optimism has fuelled commodity prices which have, in turn, brightened the outlook for Brazil and other commodity exporters.  That said, even the best performing countries will grow more slowly than they did between 2004 and 2007. Nor will the resilience be universal: eastern Europe’s indebted economies will suffer as global banks cut back, and emerging economies intertwined with America, such as Mexico, will continue to be hit hard. So will smaller, more trade-dependent countries. Decoupling 2.0 is a narrower phenomenon, confined to a few of the biggest, and least indebted, emerging economies.  It is based on two under-appreciated facts: the biggest emerging economies are less dependent on American spending than commonly believed; and they have proven more able and willing to respond to economic weakness than many feared. Economies such as China or Brazil were walloped late last year not only, or even mainly, because American demand plunged. (Over half of China’s exports go to other emerging economies, and China recently overtook the United States as Brazil’s biggest export market.) They were hit hard by the near-collapse of global credit markets and the dramatic destocking by shell-shocked firms. In addition, many emerging countries had been aggressively tightening monetary policy to fight inflation just before these shocks hit. The result was that domestic demand slumped even as exports fell.

Econ Frontline (2/2)

5. Their economy links are AWFUL -- a couple problems --

A. Assume a total collapse of the industry -- we'd still have some and begin rationing it -- it wouldn't just dissapear

B. No internal link -- no reason investor confidence and cost effectiveness is important -- right now jobs are the only thing that matter

Reuters 6/6 (2011, "US services growth slows, but silver lining in jobs," http://in.reuters.com/article/2011/07/06/idINIndia-58114620110706, RG)

Gains in employment are key to bolstering consumer confidence, and even though the employment gauge held up this month, it needs to be higher, said Anthony Nieves, chairman of the ISM non-manufacturing business survey committee.

"People are still out of work. Companies are adding some positions back in, but overall, people are still trying to find their way," Nieves told a teleconference.

Despite the bright spot on the jobs front, Chris Low, economist at FTN Financial, said the index did not yet signal the economy has overcome recent weakness.

"The small decline in June is a reminder that while the economy may be stabilizing at a slower rate of growth, there is little evidence of reacceleration," said Low.

6. Their impact is empirically denied -- the economy has crashed twice since 1992
7. Economic crisis won’t cause war – empirics go neg 
Barnett 9 (Thomas, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, senior strategic researcher for Naval War College, August 25, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” Aprodex, Asset Protection Index, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx)

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed.

XT 1: Econ Recovering

Economy recovering now -- Willis postdates and says we still produce the most goods and services and have the structure for long-term economic growth even if we are struggling in the short-term
Economic improvement in 2011 for the United States

Mark Riddix, investment management professional and contributor for Money Crashers, and writer for Benzinga, July 1, 2011, http://www.benzinga.com/economics/11/07/1221376/4-signs-that-the-u-s-economy-is-set-for-a-strong-second-half-of-2011

Moving into the latter half of 2011, you might be surprised to learn that the Dow Jones is still performing well, and many analysts anticipate continued U.S. economic growth. Fears of a double dip recession are waning, and some economists have forecasted that the last six months of 2011 will be much stronger than the first six months of the year. Here are five reasons why investors should be bullish about the second half of 2011: 1. Lower Gas Prices Every driver has felt the pain of rising gas prices when paying for fuel. Gas prices have contributed to slower economic growth because producers, manufacturers, and consumers are all directly impacted by the high price of fuel. Gas prices have also curbed the spending habits of consumers, who were spending more at the pump, with less expendable income to spend elsewhere. Now that the government has started tapping into strategic petroleum reserves, oil prices have plummeted to $90 a barrel. Saving money on gas means more dollars in the pockets of American consumers, producers, and manufacturers, contributing to a positive economic outlook. The drop in gas prices coincides with the summer season, when many people yearn for summer vacations. Reduced gas prices will hopefully equate to more people traveling this year, and more money being spent, further improving the U.S. economy. 2. Manufacturing Rebound The manufacturing sector saw an increase in demand as orders rose for lots of durable goods. Severe weather problems hampered manufacturing over the last few months, directly impacting manufacturers. May's slight increase in manufacturing numbers left many analysts optimistic, since an uptick in goods production contributes to a healthy economic outlook. In some sectors, the clean-up that follows weather-related incidents will lead to increased production, as consumers need to replace lost or ruined possessions. These same areas of the country will also spur economic growth by hiring laborers and skilled professionals to help with rebuilding. 3. Strong Retail Sales There are signs that the holiday season could be a big one, for retailers that sell popular products, niche products, and products with limited availability. GameStop (NYSE: GME) anticipates a busy holiday season based on the current demand for the company's gaming products. Higher costs didn't hurt Nike (NYSE: NKE [FREE Stock Trend Analysis]), as the footwear retailer saw its sales revenue surge over the last quarter. Apple (NASDAQ: AAPL) is expected to launch a new iPhone this fall, which will undoubtedly be a big money-maker for chip makers, and for the software giant. 4. Booming IPO Market Initial public offerings were virtually nonexistent at the beginning of 2009. Investor demand for IPOs has finally returned to the market, and social media IPOs are incredibly hot. The LinkedIn (NYSE: LNKD) IPO was well-received by the market, with shares gaining more than 80% on the first day of trading. Investors eagerly await the much-anticipated IPO filings for Facebook, and Farmville creators Zynga. A hot IPO can be a bullish indicator for the market, because many investors are interested in taking risks, and initial public offerings generate excitement. Groupon could also see robust demand from investors when they price their IPO in the second half of the year. 5. Japan Begins Rebuilding Japan has started the slow process of rebuilding after the March 11, 2011 earthquake.  The U.S. economy was directly impacted by the earthquake, in part because we're so reliant on their manufacturing outputs. Slowly but surely, Japan has begun manufacturing electronics and cars again, opening up U.S. production and sales of imported items. Final Thoughts Almost all signs point to an improved economic outlook, and the possibility that the Dow Jones can finish the year higher than its current 11,900 range. The gross domestic product of the United States may not grow at the 5% rate that many anticipate, but growth above 3% is absolutely possible. This type of growth would renew optimism and hopefully increase consumer confidence, so that the economic rebound could continue to gain steam. 
XT 2: Spending Hurts the Economy

Spending collapses the economy -- our ev cites a study from Harvard that goes back 200 years -- indicates when our debt exceeds 90% (which the plan would make us do), there is no chance for economic growth
Budgets are too tight for the US to spend on space 

Taylor Dinerman, Editor and publisher of SpaceEquity.com, August 9, 2004, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/202/1

Having assured access to space, with the Atlas 5 and Delta 4, seems like a reasonable policy, especially given America’s dependence on space systems for its warfighting networked systems to work properly. It is, however, a very expensive one. The excess costs are debatable. It is certainly a lot more than the $50 million that has been mentioned. Given that the total defense budget is now approaching half a trillion dollars, one would think that, even if the excess costs were as much as $100 million, this could be absorbed but, we are at war, and budgets are always tight.

Unchecked spending will cripple the economy

Butler 11
Stuart Butler, Ph.D., Distinguished Fellow and Director, Center for Policy Innovation, Alison Acosta Fraser, Director, Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, and William Beach, Director, Center for Data Analysis, 5/10/11, Saving the American Dream: The Heritage Plan to Fix the Debt, Cut Spending, and Restore Prosperity, Heritage Foundation Special Report #91, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Saving-the-American-Dream-The-Heritage-Plan-to-Fix-the-Debt-Cut-Spending-and-Restore-Prosperity
We have come to a time of decision. For far too long, Congress has been on an unsustainable binge of spending, taxing, and borrowing. Our nation is going broke, and we are passing the costs of these misguided policies to our children and their children. Over time, our national government has become bloated, overextended and unrestrained, oblivious of its core functions, operating far beyond its means and vastly outside of its proper constitutional bounds. Unchecked, the course we are on now will cripple our economy, undermine our prosperity, and lead to fiscal insolvency. By robbing the future of opportunity and freedom, it will destroy the American Dream for future generations.

XT 4: US Not K2 Global Economy

Here's where they lose the advantage -- no ev says the US is key to the global economy which their Mead ev assumes -- Economist says other global economies have acclelerated while we lag due to domestic markets and macroeconomic policies
XT 5B: Jobs k2 Economy

Just because the plan increases confidence and is cost effective doesn't mean they get to access the economy -- Reuters indicates the only thing that can bolster growth is further jobs

Jobs are the biggest factor in the economy

MarksJarvis 6/6 -- staff writer @ Chicago Tribune (Gail, 2011, "Unemployment key to fate of stocks," http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/yourmoney/ct-biz-0706-gail-20110706,0,4204553.column, RG)

"The powerful advance was likely the result of deeply oversold conditions and excessive investor pessimism as opposed to any significant fundamental change in the global economic environment," said RW Baird chief investment strategist Bruce Bittles. "The U.S. economy is expected to face an uphill battle in the second half of the year, due, in part, to the movement by the government away from stimulus toward austerity."

As they await the unemployment numbers, investors took a break from the stock market Tuesday while seeking confirmation that job strength is accompanying manufacturing growth. The Dow Jones industrial average closed down 12.9 points at 12,569.87.

Although companies are expected to report strong profits over the next couple of months, economists say that for the economy to sustain a recovery, businesses must also add more jobs.
XT 6/7: Economic Collapse =/= War

Economic crises don't cause war -- their Mead ev is blippy and empirically disproven -- Barnett assumes the current economic crisis and indicates no ongoing conflicts can be attributed to the sluggish economy -- no trade wars or lack of cooperation has resulted from the lack of growth
The recession proves our defense – everything imaginable went wrong and we survived

Mishkin 8 (Frederic, Alfred Lerner Professor of Banking and Financial Institutions at the Graduate School of Business, Columbia University, Senior Fellow at the FDIC Center for Banking Research, and past President of the Eastern Economic Association, “Global Financial Turmoil and the World Economy”, http://www.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/speech/mishkin20080702a.htm)


Let me now turn to a brief discussion of the current economic outlook and how the financial turmoil we have recently been experiencing has affected it. Unfortunately, just as the problems in financial markets have begun to abate, commodity prices have reached new heights, which clearly could take a toll on the U.S. economy as well as on the economies of our major trading partners. U.S. inflation has risen recently, largely because of these sharp increases in global commodity prices. However, thus far, the high costs of energy and other primary commodities have not led to much increase in core inflation, partly because of slackening domestic demand, and there is little evidence that these costs are feeding a wage-price spiral. Nevertheless, the latest spike up in energy and food prices has raised the upside risk to inflation and inflation expectations, which we are closely monitoring and seeking to contain. In the United States, weakness in the housing market, which has been exacerbated by the financial turmoil, has been a substantial drag on the growth of real gross domestic product (GDP) since early 2006. Declines in real residential investment subtracted about 1 percentage point from the pace of GDP growth last year, and the demand for homes has remained weak so far this year. Residential construction continues to contract, and the overhang of unsold new homes remains quite large relative to sales, although it has not risen too much further in recent months. Different measures tell somewhat different stories, but it seems clear that U.S. home prices began decelerating a while back and have been posting outright declines in recent quarters. Mortgage defaults and foreclosures are at record highs and delinquency rates are at their highest level in 29 years, which could keep downward pressure on prices for some time to come. An adverse feedback loop has emerged in the housing sector, as severe difficulties in the mortgage markets have significantly limited the availability of mortgage finance for many borrowers. The lack of mortgage credit, in turn, appears to have further driven down home sales and contributed to the decline in house prices. However, some of the slowdown in mortgage lending has been warranted. There is a distinction to be made between a normalization of credit conditions from the very easy conditions that prevailed through mid-2007 (which is a good thing from a medium-term perspective) and a full-blown credit crunch in which many clearly qualified borrowers are not provided access to credit. Notably, these sorts of results are also seen in Europe. Surveys by both the ECB and the Bank of England have indicated that banks are tightening lending standards, although credit is still flowing to at least some firms and households. Recent data suggest that the U.S. economy has proved more resilient than some had anticipated. Although the labor market has softened and consumer sentiment has declined sharply since last fall, consumer spending has thus far held up better than expected. The economy should be supported by monetary and fiscal stimulus, a reduced drag from residential construction, further progress in the repair of financial and credit markets, and still-solid demand from abroad. However, the economy faces challenges. With housing construction continuing to decline and energy prices continuing to rise, risks to growth still appear, to my eye, to be to the downside. Households face significant headwinds, including falling house prices, tighter credit, a softer job market, and higher energy prices. Businesses are also facing challenges, including rapidly escalating costs of raw materials and weaker domestic demand, although the strength of foreign demand for U.S. goods and services has offset the slowing of domestic sales to some extent. All that said, we seem to have avoided some of the worst possible outcomes so far.

Ninety-three economic downturns disprove the link

Miller 2k (Morris, Adjunct Professor of Administration at the University of Ottawa, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Vol 24 No 4)

The question may be reformulated.  Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes?  Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement.  This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war.  According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis.  After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that: Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong…The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth – bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes…(or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence…In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

Environment Frontline

No global warrant -- just because the US shifts away to clean energy doesn't mean countries like China and India (who have financial incentives to keep carbon emissions) will become less dependent

Engineering challenges means no nuclear fusion for 50 more years

Smil '6 -- Distinguished Professor in the Faculty of Environment at the University of Manitoba (Vaclav, 5/17-18/06, "ENERGY AT THE CROSSROADS," http://www.globalcitizen.net/Data/Pages/1018/papers/20090715123226705.pdf, RG)
Prospects for new, more efficient, fission designs remains highly uncertain: public acceptance of nuclear generation and final disposal of radioactive wastes remain the key obstacles to massive expansion. And it is also extremely unlikely that nuclear fusion can be a part of an early (before 2050) or 18 of any solution. Engineering challenges of a viable plant design (heat removal, size and radiation damage to the containment vessel, maintenance of vacuum integrity) mean that the technique has virtually no chance to make any substantial contribution to the global TPES of the next 50 years (Parkins 2006). And yet this fata morgana of energy techniques keeps receiving enormous amount of taxpayer monies: US spending on fusion has averaged about a quarter-billion dollars a year for the past 50 years with nothing practical to show for it. Undoubtedly, things would have been different if more biologists, rather than nuclear physicists, were in charge of R&D portfolios.

Empirically denied -- we've had helium-3 for years but haven't converted our source of energy to nuclear fusion because people think its dangerous and ineffective -- plan can't overcome this by getting more
Nuclear won’t have an impact on U.S. oil demand – efficiency is key

Beehner 2006

Lionel Beehner, Council on Foreign Relations, 2006 (Chernobyl, Nuclear Power, and Foreign Policy, http://www.cfr.org/publication/10534/chernobyl_nuclear_power_and_foreign_policy.html)

Some experts say the revival of nuclear power may improve America's energy security and reduce its dependency on countries like Saudi Arabia for its energy needs. But Ferguson says that any new nuclear plants built, while reducing the United States' use of coal, would constitute "a drop in the bucket" in terms of affecting its overall supply, and would have little effect on reducing its addiction to overseas oil. "Nuclear power is not going to lessen our need for oil unless we do something to improve the efficiency of trucks and other automobiles," he says
[INSERT STUFF FROM WARMING FILE]

Advantage CP 1NC (1/2)

CP TEXT: The United States federal government should

- increase tritium production at light-water reactors in the United States.

- invest in engineering and development of helium 3 extraction from natural gas.

- provide incentives to countries with heavy-water reactors for helium 3 and tritium separation technology.

- increase imports of tritium and helium 3 from heavy-water reactors internationally.

Nuclear reactors increase he3 production (by 25k liters)

Shea and Morgan '10 -- CRS specialists in science and tech policy (Dana A. and Daniel, 12/22/10, "The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress," http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R41419_20101222.pdf, RG)

The production of additional tritium at the TVA reactors (or by similar means at other reactors) would increase helium-3 production correspondingly. The Watts Bar reactor currently irradiates 240 TPBARs per refueling cycle. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission has generically approved the use of approximately 2,300 TPBARs per reactor per cycle.22 If this capacity were fully utilized at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, annual helium-3 production from the resulting additional tritium could eventually increase by approximately 25,000 liters.23 At present, however, the sitespecific licenses for Watts Bar and Sequoyah permit irradiation of only a much smaller number of TPBARs, and the TVA has limited that number still further because of an issue with tritium permeation into the reactor cooling water.24 If the current rate of 240 TPBARs per cycle at Watts Bar were successfully extended to both Sequoyah reactors, the result might be an eventual increase in annual helium-3 production of nearly 3,000 liters.25

To realize these annual production rates, however, the increased tritium production would need to continue for many years. Because of the slow decay of tritium to helium-3, the production of helium-3 would increase gradually over several decades. Only after more than a decade of increased tritium production would the rate of additional helium-3 production approach even 50% of the projected long-term level.26

Investment in natural gas extraction frees up millions of liters of helium 3

Shea and Morgan '10 -- CRS specialists in science and tech policy (Dana A. and Daniel, 12/22/10, "The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress," http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R41419_20101222.pdf, RG)

Natural gas reservoirs typically contain impurities as well as the primary component of natural gas, methane. In some cases, these impurities include significant amounts of helium (up to several percent). Suppliers of natural gas often extract this helium in order to increase the energy content of their natural gas and improve its combustion. When a reservoir is relatively helium-rich, it can be economic to purify the extracted helium and sell it as a commodity. In fact, natural gas is the primary commercial source of helium. Domestic natural gas producers extract approximately 80 billion liters of helium each year.32

Since 1960, the federal government has maintained a stockpile of raw (unpurified) helium at a facility near Amarillo, Texas.33 The original purpose of the stockpile was to ensure the availability of helium for national security uses. In the Helium Privatization Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-273), Congress mandated the sale of all but a small portion of the stockpile by 2015. At the end of FY2009, however, more than 500 billion liters of helium remained in the stockpile.34 Helium extracted from natural gas, including helium stored in the national helium stockpile, consists mostly of helium-4 but also includes a small proportion of helium-3. The natural gas industry has not historically separated the helium-3 from the helium-4 because, until recently, the federal supply of helium-3 was perceived to be already greater than the likely demand. An important cost consideration is that some of the processes required to extract helium-3 from natural gas are already undertaken in the production of natural gas and commodity helium. Helium-containing natural gas is purified by liquefaction—cooling it to a temperature at which the natural gas becomes liquid but the helium remains a gas. The helium is separated and then purified by further liquefaction—cooling to a still lower temperature at which the impurities become liquid. The most likely processes for separating helium-3 from helium-4 take place at even lower temperatures, so the fact that helium produced from natural gas is already very cold becomes an important cost advantage. If separation of helium-3 from natural gas took place in conjunction with other natural gas processing, much of the energy required for cooling, and much of the cost of infrastructure and equipment for liquefaction and separation, would already be built into the cost of processing the natural gas.

Separation of helium-3 from helium-4 has been demonstrated on a laboratory scale.35 Public or private investment in process engineering and development would likely be needed before moving to full-scale production. The amount of helium-3 that could be extracted on a large scale would depend on several factors: access to helium supplies, the proportion of helium-3 in the source helium, the capacity of the processing equipment, and the efficiency of the extraction process.

The U.S. Geological Survey estimates total U.S. helium reserves and resources to be 20.6 trillion liters.36 Natural gas reservoirs vary in the proportion of helium-3 they contain. A study conducted in 1990 by the Department of the Interior found ratios of helium-3 to helium-4 that ranged from 70 to 242 parts per billion.37 These figures imply U.S. helium-3 reserves and resources of between 1 and 5 million liters.38
Advantage CP 1NC (2/2)

International heavy-water reactors solve for helium 3

Shea and Morgan '10 -- CRS specialists in science and tech policy (Dana A. and Daniel, 12/22/10, "The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress," http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R41419_20101222.pdf, RG)

Some nuclear reactors, primarily foreign reactors built on the Canada Deuterium Uranium (CANDU) design, use heavy water as a moderating material. Over time, neutrons produced by these reactors convert some of the deuterium in the heavy water into tritiu3m. Some reactor operators, concerned about radiation exposure, remove the tritium from the heavy water when it exceeds a certain concentration. There are currently no commercial heavy-water reactors in the United States, but some foreign facilities have tritium stockpiles that reflect multiple years of operation and separation. Because tritium decays into helium-3, these foreign tritium stockpiles are a potential source of helium-3. Separation of helium-3 from this tritium, while a known industrial procedure, would require specialized facilities and equipment, permits from appropriate government authorities, and perhaps operational changes.

Most of the world’s CANDU reactors are located in Canada. Other countries with one or more such reactors include Argentina, China, India, Pakistan, Romania, and South Korea.28 The international nature of the CANDU reactor operators may provide additional challenges to using them as a helium-3 source. Each government would likely need to approve the transfer of tritium, a dual-use material, to the United States.29

Some of the tritium produced in past operation of heavy-water reactors has already decayed into helium-3 according to its 12.3-year half-life. That helium-3 has probably not yet been separated from the stored tritium, and it seems likely that some or all of it remains available. If so, that helium-3 could provide a larger supply in the near term than the annual production available in subsequent years from continuing decay of the stored tritium. According to one estimate, the tritium . at Ontario Power Generation in Canada could produce 130,000 liters of helium-3 over ten years: 20,000 liters per year for the first three years and 10,000 liters per year for the next seven.30 The amount potentially available from other heavy-water reactors is unknown. The cost of helium-3 from this source is unknown, because it would depend on the price charged for tritium by the foreign supplier. There would also be some costs for separating the helium-3 from the tritium and for storing the remaining tritium as it decayed.

2NC Solvency Wall

Evaluate solvency as GOOD IS GOOD ENOUGH -- the CP increases ENOUGH helium 3 to maintain our military dominance, economic strength, and promote fission.  Even if they have cards that the moon is important, the internal links cite the need for greater Helium 3, not necessarily via the moon.  Don’t evaluate a solvency deficit that just says the plan solves better.
Here’s how you specifically look at solvency – we need 120,000 liters for the decade and that assumes all international use – about 20,000 is already being recycled now

Jones '10 -- Media and Government Relations Division -- American Institute of Physics (Richard, 5/12/10, "Science Committee Hearing Spotlights Shortage in Critical Isotope," http://www.aip.org/fyi/2010/053.html, RG)

Scientific users of helium-3 are pursuing alternative strategies. Brinkman testified that current allocations will support experiments by the U.S. neutron scattering research community through the end of September 2014. Through the end of this decade, new international facilities will require 120,000 liters of new helium-3. “The U.S. has insisted that international partners take responsibility for securing new sources of helium-3, that the U.S. can no longer be the major supplier satisfying these needs,” Brinkman told the subcommittee.

Helium-3 is required for ultra-low-temperature coolers used in fields such as nanoscience and quantum computing research. The full FY 2010 U.S. cryogenics request was approved. Looking ahead, Brinkman told the subcommittee that “the true impacts to both R&D and operational programs will be better quantified in the upcoming months, as users with small volume requirements place orders for their projects.”

Brinkman also discussed developing alternative sources of helium-3. In the next three years, reuse and recycling will be encouraged, with efforts to date resulting in a 10 percent overall reduction in demand for new helium-3. Laboratories and plants have been directed to inventory unused or excess supplies. The Savannah River National Laboratory is working on a process to extract helium-3 from retired equipment, which may yield as much as 10,000 liters.
DOE and the National Nuclear Security Administration are negotiating with countries having heavy-water-moderated reactors such as Canada and Argentina to determine the feasibility of recovering helium-3 from permanent storage containers used to store tritium. Technical feasibility and cost studies are scheduled to be complete in early FY 2011, which starts on October 1 of this year. It may be possible to recover 100,000 liters of helium-3 through this method over the course of seven years.

Also being studied is extracting helium-3 from natural gas, and what Brinkman described as “reactor-based irradiations to produce tritium for the primary purpose of subsequent helium-3 harvesting.” Both of these longer-term measures will “likely involve a substantial increase in the cost” of the isotope.

Finally, NNSA is investigating replacement technologies for neutron detectors that do not use helium-3.

CP solves these problems and then some -- we'll explain each plank --

A. Light-water reactors -- fully-utilized tritium production will increase production by 25,000 liters and increasing gradually over several decades -- eventually gets to half of total usage

B. Natural gas -- this is where they lose -- natural gas contains up to 5 MILLION liters of helium and public investment generates supply

C. Imports -- EVEN IF they win that helium 3 is running out on Earth, other countries can produce it using heavy-water nuclear reactors -- trading with Canada ALONE gives us 130,000 liters over 10 years

Prefer our ev -- Shea and Morgan are CRS tech specialists and spent years trying to fine the best governmental solutions to the helium 3 crisis


Additional Solvency Cards

Providing incentives for international actors to separate helium 3 solves

Shea and Morgan '10 -- CRS specialists in science and tech policy (Dana A. and Daniel, 12/22/10, "The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress," http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R41419_20101222.pdf, RG)

Because other countries have supplies of tritium, they either have or could have supplies of helium-3 arising from tritium decay. Between 2004 and 2008, for example, the United States imported approximately 25,000 liters of Russian helium-3 per year.51 Russia has suspended exports of helium-3, but it might be possible to increase imports from elsewhere. Because helium3 can be converted back into tritium, it too is generally export-controlled. Some of the exportcontrol challenges discussed above for importing tritium therefore also apply to importing helium-3. However, because imported helium-3 would not need additional separation or purification, a requirement to sequester imported helium-3 would be less burdensome. Considering the currently high market price of helium-3, it appears likely that any country with the infrastructure needed to extract helium-3 from tritium would already be doing so. The absence of such an increased international helium-3 supply suggests that most countries have little or no helium-3 separation capacity. One way to facilitate increased helium-3 imports would therefore be to help develop helium-3 separation infrastructure in countries that have heavy-water reactors or other tritium sources. Such assistance could take many forms, from providing financial incentives or technical help to establishing a joint venture or providing equipment directly.

Importing tritium solves

Shea and Morgan '10 -- CRS specialists in science and tech policy (Dana A. and Daniel, 12/22/10, "The Helium-3 Shortage: Supply, Demand, and Options for Congress," http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R41419_20101222.pdf, RG)

Another approach to increasing the tritium supply, and thus the future supply of helium-3, would be for the U.S. government to purchase tritium from international sources. Such an approach has limitations, in general because tritium is export-controlled and more specifically because some nations have policies that prohibit the export of materials used in nuclear weapons.49 It might be possible to assure supplier countries of non-weapons use by sequestering the imported tritium and using that supply exclusively for production of helium-3. Extracting and purifying helium-3 from this sequestered tritium supply, however, might require separate apparatus and infrastructure. If so, developing and maintaining that duplicate capacity could have substantial costs and would likely increase the price of the resulting helium-3. One possible source of imported tritium is foreign heavy-water reactors, such as the CANDU reactors used in Canada, India, and elsewhere. International export control agreements would regulate any shipment of tritium from those countries to the United States. Diplomatic efforts or new international agreements might be needed to facilitate changes in these restrictions. Another possible source is Russia, which produces tritium for use in its own weapons program. Russia, however, has a history of exporting helium-3 directly, which may make Russian tritium exports unlikely.
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