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Affirmative Solves the Impact/Link turns 

(see also the aff files for more offense and defense)
Jobs key to solving economic recovery 
NY Daily News June 9 2012 

(http://india.nydailynews.com/business/8509691a813d4afa865a82d96a0239e1/european-situation-threat-to-us-economic-recovery-obama accessed 6/13/2012 tm)
The simmering eurozone debt crisis posed a big threat to the US economic recovery, with the region facing the risk of a renewed recession, US President Barack Obama said Friday. Speaking during a press conference, Obama said the European leaders should take further action to strengthen the weak banking sector and soothe market jitters, Xinhua reported. US lawmakers should pass the full American Jobs Act presented by the administration to Congress last September to spur job creation in the US and guard against economic slowdown risks in other parts of the world, he said. The conference came following a weak job report and a string of other economic data showing US economic growth was slowing and the impacts of the escalating eurozone debt crisis had reached US shores, putting pressure on US policy markers to take action. Obama reiterated his confidence in European leaders' capacity to contain the two-year-old crisis, saying that "the decisions required are tough but Europe has the capacity to make them". The US president stressed the importance of fiscal stimulus measures to shore up anemic economic growth on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean, noting that the short-term challenges for the US were to speed up job creation and economic recovery. Over the longer term, even as European countries with large debt burdens carry out necessary fiscal reforms, they still need to promote economic growth and job creation, he noted. "As some countries have discovered, it's a lot harder to rein in deficits and debts if your economy isn't growing," Obama added.

Only public investment solves unemployment and economic recession 

Gary Burtless, a senior fellow in economic studies at the Brookings Institution and former Labor Department economist, June 13 2012 (US News and World Report, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2012/06/13/why-another-recession-could-come-before-full-employment accessed tm )

Looking at current economic policy, there's a pretty good chance we will have another recession before we will reach full employment again. If we don't have political meltdown in this country, we will eventually get back to full employment. We need the government to make greater purchases of capital goods and bigger investments in public infrastructure and so forth to put a lot of the people to work.
Investment in infrastructure solves economic growth—short term 

Gary Burtless, a senior fellow in economic studies at the Brookings Institution and former Labor Department economist, June 13 2012 (US News and World Report, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2012/06/13/why-another-recession-could-come-before-full-employment accessed tm )

The one that would have the highest short-term payoff is simply to increase government investment spending—investment in roads, in sewer systems, in public buildings, and so forth. At the moment, the country is actually spending less on all those items than it was before the recession began, and that is sort of the opposite of what rational economics would tell a country to do.
Affirmative Answers to Uniqueness—Economy slipping now 
Jobs proves economy not doing fine

Peter Roff is a contributing editor at U.S. News & World Report. A former senior political writer for United Press International, he is currently a senior fellow at the Institute for Liberty and at Let Freedom Ring, June 11 2012 

(US News and World Report, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/peter-roff/2012/06/11/no-president-obama-the-economy-is-not-doing-fine accessed tm)

Indeed, it really is that simple. For more than three years—40 consecutive months—and despite the promises made during the stimulus debate, U.S. unemployment has been north of 8 percent. The number of people who are counted as "long-term unemployed" has doubled. The private sector is not creating jobs. Demand for goods and services is down, largely because people either cannot afford them or are afraid to make major purchases because they are not confident in their personal economic future. There is a problem out there and the president either can't see it or doesn't want to acknowledge what is clear to almost everyone else.

Economy slowing—consumer confidence and manufacturing reports 

Reuters June 15 2012 

(http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/16/business/economy/dip-in-manufacturing-could-suggest-stalled-economy.html?ref=economy accessed tm)

Factory output contracted in May for the second time in three months, the Federal Reserve said on Friday, and families took a dimmer view of their economic prospects in early June, signs that the economy’s recovery is on shaky ground. The new data was the latest in a series of reports portraying a weak economy that have led analysts to cut growth forecasts while raising expectations that the Federal Reserve will offer new stimulus measures. Until recently, manufacturing had been a buttress for the nation’s economy, helping it resist headwinds from Europe’s snowballing debt crisis. But in May, factory output shrank 0.4 percent, with plants producing fewer cars and less machinery, Federal Reserve data showed. “It’s more convincing evidence that the economy is stuck in low gear,” said Joe Manimbo, a market analyst at Travelex Global Business Payments. Other reports pointed to cooling factory activity in New York State this month, along with a drop in household confidence in the economy. The fall in confidence poses a serious threat to President Obama’s chances of winning re-election in November. It could also lead consumers to cut back on spending, which would reduce economic growth. “Consumers are scared,” said Sharon Stark, managing director at Sterne Agee in Birmingham, Ala. Consumer sentiment fell in early June to a six-month low. A gauge of household confidence in the economy’s future also dropped to its lowest since December. 

Durable good orders and euro crisis eroding economy 
Reuters June 15 2012 

(http://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/16/business/economy/dip-in-manufacturing-could-suggest-stalled-economy.html?ref=economy accessed tm)

The weakening recovery in the United States and a worsening debt crisis in Europe have bolstered expectations of a further easing of monetary policy by the Fed, although economists are divided on whether the central bank will act when it meets on Tuesday and Wednesday. Hiring by the nation’s employers has slowed for four consecutive months, while retail sales contracted in May and new applications for jobless benefits have risen in five of the last six weeks. Within the Fed’s report on U.S. industry in May, the softness in the factory sector was widespread. Output for durable goods dropped 0.5 percent as auto production slid 1.5 percent. Production of nondurables fell 0.2 percent. 

Affirmative Answers to Impacts—Prolif

No impact to Middle East prolif—long timeframe, multiple status quo policies solve

Bergenas, Research Associate with the Managing Across Boundaries Program at the Stimson Center, previously held positions with the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies and Oxfam America, August 31, 2010

Johan, Foreign Affairs, “The Nuclear Domino Myth,” August 31, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66738/johan-bergenas/the-nuclear-domino-myth, last accessed 96.10 [RG]

The fruit of these efforts to prevent rapid and widespread nuclear proliferation, then, is the very reason a nuclear domino effect remains a myth. In the Middle East, there are no signs that the nuclear dominos will fall anytime soon. Although many governments believe that Iran could be one to three years away from developing a nuclear bomb, all other Middle Eastern countries (besides Israel) are at least 10 to 15 years away from reaching such a capability. 
This time frame gives Washington ample opportunity to establish or reaffirm security pacts with countries that might be tempted to develop their own nuclear weapons programs in reaction to a potential Iranian bomb. In fact, that work has already begun. In July 2009, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton spoke of the possibility of the United States extending a "defense umbrella" over the Gulf region and shoring up those countries' military capabilities if Iran goes nuclear.

More generally, the United States is trying to reinforce a culture of nonproliferation in the Middle East. In late 2009, Washington concluded an agreement with the United Arab Emirates to forego the enrichment and reprocessing of nuclear fuel -- crucial steps in the development of nuclear weapons. (In return, the United Arab Emirates will receive help developing a civilian nuclear-energy program.) Similar overtures are being made to both Saudi Arabia and Jordan, states that are pursuing civilian nuclear-power programs to diversify their energy supplies.

Another achievement came during the 2010 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty Review Conference, when the United States endorsed the convening of a regional meeting on establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. The summit is due to be held in 2012 and, although Israel's nuclear weapons complicate matters, could serve as another step toward cementing a nonproliferation culture in the region. 

These are major accomplishments in preventing proliferation in the Middle East, and they contradict the worst-case scenarios about a nuclear Iran. Yet they have done little to reassure those who expect a chain reaction of proliferating states.

Affirmative Answers to Impacts—Primacy 

Latent power and alliances resulting from challengers rise ensure that US will remain hegemon
Wohlforth, Professor of Government at Dartmouth College and Chair of the Department of Government, 2007

 (Spring 2007, William, "Unipolar stability: the rules of power analysis," Harvard International Review 29.1, p.44, Academic OneFile) SM

US military forces are stretched thin, its budget and trade deficits are high, and the country continues to finance its profligate ways by borrowing from abroad--notably from the Chinese government. These developments have prompted many analysts to warn that the United States suffers from "imperial overstretch." And if US power is overstretched now, the argument goes, unipolarity can hardly be sustainable for long. The problem with this argument is that it fails to distinguish between actual and latent power. One must be careful to take into account both the level of resources that can be mobilized and the degree to which a government actually tries to mobilize them. And how much a government asks of its public is partly a function of the severity of the challenges that it faces. Indeed, one can never know for sure what a state is capable of until it has been seriously challenged. Yale historian Paul Kennedy coined the term "imperial overstretch" to describe the situation in which a state's actual and latent capabilities cannot possibly match its foreign policy commitments. This situation should be contrasted with what might be termed "self-inflicted overstretch"--a situation in which a state lacks the sufficient resources to meet its current foreign policy commitments in the short term, but has untapped latent power and readily available policy choices that it can use to draw on this power. This is arguably the situation that the United States is in today. But the US government has not attempted to extract more resources from its population to meet its foreign policy commitments. Instead, it has moved strongly in the opposite direction by slashing personal and corporate tax rates. Although it is fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and claims to be fighting a global "war" on terrorism, the United States is not acting like a country under intense international pressure. Aside from the volunteer servicemen and women and their families, US citizens have not been asked to make sacrifices for the sake of national prosperity and security. The country could clearly devote a greater proportion of its economy to military spending: today it spends only about 4 percent of its GDP on the military, as compared to 7 to 14 percent during the peak years of the Cold War. It could also spend its military budget more efficiently, shifting resources from expensive weapons systems to boots on the ground. Even more radically, it could reinstitute military conscription, shifting resources from pay and benefits to training and equipping more soldiers. On the economic front, it could raise taxes in a number of ways, notably on fossil fuels, to put its fiscal house back in order. No one knows for sure what would happen if a US president undertook such drastic measures, but there is nothing in economics, political science, or history to suggest that such policies would be any less likely to succeed than China is to continue to grow rapidly for decades. Most of those who study US politics would argue that the likelihood and potential success of such power-generating policies depends on public support, which is a function of the public's perception of a threat. And as unnerving as terrorism is, there is nothing like the threat of another hostile power rising up in opposition to the United States for mobilizing public support. With latent power in the picture, it becomes clear that unipolarity might have more built-in self-reinforcing mechanisms than many analysts realize. It is often noted that the rise of a peer competitor to the United States might be thwarted by the counterbalancing actions of neighboring powers. For example, China's rise might push India and Japan closer to the United States--indeed, this has already happened to some extent. There is also the strong possibility that a peer rival that comes to be seen as a threat would create strong incentives for the United States to end its self-inflicted overstretch and tap potentially large wellsprings of latent power.

Affirmative Answers to Impact—Environment 
No impact to the environment—adaptation 

Ecosystems, sponsored by the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, 2002
(Ecosystems, http://peer.tamu.edu/curriculum_modules/ecosystems/Hazards/global_warming.htm, 2002, as)
Dinosaurs used to live in the Northwestern part of the U.S. where it now gets very cold in the winter. Dinosaurs were cold-blooded reptiles. What does that tell you? A good part of Texas was once underneath the ocean. What does that tell you? In short, we know from studying the earth's history that there have been Ice Ages and global warming periods long before humans existed. Scientists do not know why these major climate changes have occurred, but there are some possibilities: Explosions on the sun ("sun spots") Volcanic eruptions on a massive scale Changes in earth orbit Changes in earth's orientation toward the sun Explosions caused by large meteors hitting the earth As the world evolves, changes in the earth's environment affect the climate in various ways. For example, explosions on the sun generate even more heat than the sun normally gives off and some of this heat makes it to the earth causing rising temperatures. Volcanic eruptions on Earth can cause temperatures to decrease, because the smoke and gases given off can act like an umbrella shade and prevent sunlight from passing through the atmosphere. Any slight change in the earth's orbit could cause the earth to move closer or farther away from the sun. This could radically change temperatures, because the earth would be closer or farther away from its principle source of heat. 
Affirmative Answers to Impact—Environment 

No Impact—Climate change doesn’t cause extreme weather 

Craig Idso, founder and chairman of the board of the Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change and S. Fred Singer, emeritus professor of environmental science at the University of Virginia, 09 

(NIPCC, “Climate Change Reconsidered”, 2009, http://www.nipccreport.org/reports/2009/pdf/CCR2009FullReport.pdf, Zheng, GVK)
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) claims, in Section 3.8 of the report of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report, that global warming will cause (or already is causing) more extreme weather: droughts, floods, tropical cyclones, storms, and more (IPCC, 2007-I). Chapter 5 of the present report presented extensive evidence that solar variability, not CO2 concentrations in the air or rising global temperatures (regardless of their cause) is responsible for trends in many of these weather variables. In this chapter we ask if there is evidence that the twentieth century, which the IPCC claims was the warmest century in a millennium, experienced more severe weather than was experienced in previous, cooler periods. We find no support for the IPCC’s predictions. In fact, we find more evidence to support the opposite prediction: that weather would be less extreme in a warmer world. 
The IPCC’s claim that anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions have been responsible for the warming detected in the twentieth century is based on what Loehle (2004) calls “the standard assumption in climate research, including the IPCC reports,” that “over a century time interval there is not likely to be any recognizable trend to global temperatures (Risbey et al., 2000), and thus the null model for climate signal detection is a flat temperature trend with some autocorrelated noise,” so that “any warming trends in excess of that expected from normal climatic variability are then assumed to be due to anthropogenic effects.” If, however, there are significant underlying climate trends or cycles—or both—either known or unknown, that assumption is clearly invalid. Loehle used a pair of 3,000-year proxy climate records with minimal dating errors to characterize the pattern of climate change over the past three millennia simply as a function of time, with no attempt to make the models functions of solar activity or any other physical variable. The first of the two temperature series is the sea surface temperature (SST) record of the Sargasso Sea, derived by Keigwin (1996) from a study of the oxygen isotope ratios of foraminifera and other organisms contained in a sediment core retrieved from a deep-ocean drilling site on the Bermuda Rise. This record provides SST data for about every 67th year from 1125 BC to 1975 AD. The second temperature series is the ground surface temperature record derived by Holmgren et al. (1999, 2001) from studies of color variations of stalagmites found in a cave in South Africa, which variations are caused by changes in the concentrations of humic materials entering the region’s ground water that have been reliably correlated with regional nearsurface air temperature. Why does Loehle use these two specific records? He says “most other long-term records have large dating errors, are based on tree rings, which are not reliable for this purpose (Broecker, 2001), or are too short for estimating long-term cyclic components of climate.” Also, in a repudiation of the approach employed by Mann et al. (1998, 1999) and Mann and Jones (2003), he reports that “synthetic series consisting of hemispheric or global mean temperatures are not suitable for such an analysis because of the inconsistent timescales in the various data sets,” noting further, as a result of his own testing, that “when dating errors are present in a series, and several series are combined, the result is a smearing of the signal.” But can only two temperature series reveal the pattern of global temperature change? According to Loehle, “a comparison of the Sargasso and South Africa series shows some remarkable similarities of pattern, especially considering the distance separating the two locations,” and he says that this fact “suggests that the climate signal reflects some global pattern rather than being a regional signal only.” He also notes that a comparison of the mean record with the South Africa and Sargasso series from which it was derived “shows excellent agreement,” and that “the patterns match closely,” concluding that “this would not be the case if the two series were independent or random.” Loehle fit seven different time-series models to the two temperature series and to the average of the two series, using no data from the twentieth century. In all seven cases, he reports that good to excellent fits were obtained. As an example, the three-cycle model he fit to the averaged temperature series had a simple correlation of 0.58 and an 83 percent correspondence of peaks when evaluated by a moving window count. Comparing the forward projections of the seven models through the twentieth century leads directly to the most important conclusions of Loehle’s paper. He notes, first of all, that six of the models “show a warming trend over the 20th century similar in timing and magnitude to the Northern Hemisphere instrumental series,” and that “one of the models passes right through the 20th century data.” These results suggest, in his words, “that 20th century warming trends are plausibly a continuation of past climate patterns” and, therefore, that “anywhere from a major portion to all of the warming of the 20th century could plausibly result from natural causes.” 
