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Topicality

(A) Interpretation: Infrastructure is defined by specific physical characteristics --- this differentiates transportation from utilities, communication, and energy

Inderst 9 

(Georg, Financial Affairs Division – Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, “Pension Fund Investment in Infrastructure”, OECD Working Paper, No. 32, January, http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/41/9/42052208.pdf)

Definition of infrastructure assets The definition of infrastructure investment seems intuitive. The OECD uses a simple and general definition for infrastructure as the system of public works in a country, state or region, including roads, utility lines and public buildings. A standard dictionary‘s definition is: ―The basic facilities, services, and installations needed for the functioning of a community or society, such as transportation and communications systems, water and power lines, and public institutions including schools, post offices, and prisons.‖ (American Heritage Dictionary). Infrastructure assets are traditionally defined by their physical characteristics. One can split them into two main categories, and a range of sectors within those: Economic infrastructure  transport (e.g. toll roads, airports, seaport, tunnels, bridges, metro, rail systems)  utilities (e.g. water supply, sewage system, energy distribution networks, power plants, pipelines, gas storage)  communication (e.g. TV/ telephone transmitters, towers, satellites, cable networks)  renewable energy Social infrastructure  education facilities  health (hospitals and health care centres)  security (e.g. prisons, police, military stations)  others (e.g. parks). There is a lot of variety within infrastructure if it is defined by its physical nature, and people disagree what exactly should or should not count as infrastructure asset. For example, do utility companies count as infrastructure? When their activities span production, distribution and networks, where is the dividing line? More generally, where does public infrastructure end and private infrastructure start?

(B) Violation: The AFF uses ocean lanes which are not something physical. Lanes are just space in the ocean.
(C) Vote Negative

1) Limits- The AFF blows out limits by including programs that are not actually infrastructure. This allows the AFF to run thousands of programs that involve any sort of movement or vehicle.
2) Grounds- They take away our core links to generic arguments. This destroys topic education by inhibiting clash.
Security

The affirmative’s obsession with ranking and managing risk is the essence of security logic

Hagmann & Cavelty, 2012 (National risk registers: Security scientism and the propagation of permanent insecurity, John Hagmann and Myriam Dunn Cavelty, International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, Sage Journals Feb 15 2012)
With the demise of communism as an overarching organizing principle and crystallization point, Western security doctrines have seen the inclusion of a growing range of different security issues from political, societal, economic and environmental sectors. By the same token, Western security politics has also been prominently infused with risk narratives and logics since the 1990s (Petersen, 2011; Hameiri and Kühn, 2011). Particular to risk-centric conceptualizations of public danger is the understanding that national and international security should take into account a varied set of natural or man-made disaster potentials, as well as other probable disruptions with potentially grave consequences for society. Also, specific to these dangers is the profound uncertainty regarding their exact form and likely impact, and the substantial room for conflicting interpretations surrounding them. However, precise and ‘actionable’ knowledge of looming danger is quintessential to security politics, the shift to new security narratives notwithstanding. Without conceptions of existing or upcoming collective dangers, security schemes are neither intelligible nor implementable. Whether the matter at hand concerns the installation of hi-tech body scanners at airports, the construction of avalanche barriers in the Alps or diplomatic initiatives for a global anti-terror alliance, any security agenda is rhetorically and politically grounded in a representation of national or international danger. In recent years, the epistemological foundations of security politics have been addressed by reflexive and critical approaches, a literature that enquires into the formation, contestation and appropriation of (in)security discourses. Situating itself in this broader literature, this article focuses on national risk registers as a particular means for authoritative knowledge definition in the field of national security. National risk registers are fairly recent, comprehensive inventories of public dangers ranging from natural hazards to industrial risks and political perils. Often produced by civil protection agencies, they seek to provide secure foundations for public policymaking, security-related resource allocation and policy planning. Evaluating and ranking all kinds of potential insecurities, from toxic accidents and political unrest to plant diseases, thunderstorms, energy shortages, terrorist strikes, wars and the instability of global financial markets, risk registers stand at the intersection of the broadening of security politics and the adoption of risk logics.

In particular, infrastructure development is the essence of modern securitization – it translates the normal function of life into the discourse of security

Lundborg and Vaughan-Williams, 10 (Tom Lundborg, The Swedish Institute of International Affairs, Nick Vaughan-Williams, University of Warwick, “There’s More to Life than Biopolitics: Critical Infrastructure, Resilience Planning, and Molecular Security,” Paper prepared for the SGIR Conference, Stockholm, 7-10 September, 2010)

While the terrain of security studies is of course fiercely contested, what is common among a   range of otherwise often diverse perspectives is the core premise that ‘security’ relates to a   realm of activity in some sense beyond the ‘norm’ of political life. Thus, in the language of   the Copenhagen School, a securitizing move occurs when an issue not previously thought of   as a security threat comes to be produced as such via a speech act that declares an existential   threat to a referent object (Buzan et al 1998). A similar logic can be identified in approaches   to security that focus on exceptionalism: the idea, following the paradigmatic thought of Carl   Schmitt, that sovereign practices rely upon the decision to suspend the normal state of affairs   in order to produce emergency conditions in which extraordinary measures—such as martial   law, for example—are legitimised. For this reason, a tendency in security studies—even   among self-styled ‘critical’ approaches – is to privilege analysis of high-profile ‘speech acts’   of elites, ‘exceptional’ responses to ‘exceptional’ circumstances, and events that are deemed   to be ‘extraordinary’. Arguably this leads to an emphasis on what we might call the ‘spectacle of security’, rather than more mundane, prosaic, and ‘everyday’ aspects of security policy and   practice.   By contrast, the world of CIs necessitates a shift in the referent object of security away from the ‘spectacular’ to the ‘banal’. Instead of high-profile speech-based acts of securitization, we are here dealing with telecommunications and transportation networks, water treatment and sewage works, and so on: ‘semi-invisible’ phenomena that are often taken-for-granted fixtures and fittings of society, yet vital for the maintenance of what is considered to be ‘normal daily life’. For this reason our subject matter calls for a re-thinking of the very ‘stuff’ considered to be apposite for the study of international security. Indeed, analysing the role of CIs and resilience planning in global security relations adds particular resonance to existing calls within the literature to broaden and deepen the way in which acts of securitization are conceptualised (Bigo 2002; Balzacq 2005; McDonald 2008; Williams 2003). Those adopting more sociologically-oriented perspectives, for example, have sought to emphasise the way in which securitizing moves can be made by institutions (as well as individuals), through repeated activity (as well as one-off ‘acts’), and involve various media (not only ‘speech’, but visual culture, for example). From this reconfigured point of view it is possible to then see how the design, planning, management, and execution of CIs also constitute an arena in which processes of securitization—of physical and cyber networks—takes place.
The dream of security produces apocalypse– constructions of existential risk produce the annihilation they are meant to escape

Pever Coviello, Prof. of English @ Bowdoin, 2k [Queer Frontiers, p. 39-40]

Perhaps. But to claim that American culture is at present decisively postnuclear is not to say that the world we inhabit is in any way postapocalyptic. Apocalypse, as I began by saying, changed-it did not go away. And here I want to hazard my second assertion: if, in the nuclear age of yesteryear, apocalypse signified an event threatening everyone and everything with (in Jacques Derrida’s suitably menacing phrase) "remainderless and a-symbolic destruction," then in the postnuclear world apocalypse is an affair whose parameters are definitively local. In shape and in substance, apocalypse is defined now by the affliction it brings somewhere else, always to an "other" people whose very presence might then be written as a kind of dangerous contagion, threatening the safety and prosperity of a cherished "general population." This fact seems to me to stand behind Susan Sontag's incisive observation, from 1989, that, 'Apocalypse is now a long-running serial: not 'Apocalypse Now' but 'Apocalypse from Now On."" The decisive point here in the perpetuation of the threat of apocalypse (the point Sontag goes on, at length, to miss) is that apocalypse is ever present because, as an element in a vast economy of power, it is ever useful. That is, through the perpetual threat of destruction-through the constant reproduction of the figure of apocalypse-agencies of power ensure their authority to act on and through the bodies of a particular population. No one turns this point more persuasively than Michel Foucault, who in the final chapter of his first volume of The History of Sexuality addresses himself to the problem of a power that is less repressive than productive, less life-threatening than, in his words, "life-administering." Power, he contends, "exerts a positive influence on life land, endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations?' In his brief comments on what he calls "the atomic situation;' however, Foucault insists as well that the productiveness of modern power must not be mistaken for a uniform repudiation of violent or even lethal means. For as "managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race," agencies of modern power presume to act 'on the behalf of the existence of everyone." Whatsoever might be construed as a threat to life and survival in this way serves to authorize any expression of force, no matter how invasive or, indeed, potentially annihilating. "If genocide is indeed the dream of modem power," Foucault writes, "this is not because of a recent return to the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population." For a state that would arm itself not with the power to kill its population, but with a more comprehensive power over the patterns and functioning of its collective life, the threat of an apocalyptic demise, nuclear or otherwise, seems a civic initiative that can scarcely be done without.
Alternative – Reject the affirmative’s security logic – only resistance to the discourse of security can generate genuine political thought 
Mark Neocleous, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, 2008 [Critique of Security, 185-6]

The only way out of such a dilemma, to escape the fetish, is perhaps to eschew the logic of security altogether - to reject it as so ideologically loaded in favour of the state that any real political thought other than the authoritarian and reactionary should be pressed to give it up. That is clearly something that can not be achieved within the limits of bourgeois thought and thus could never even begin to be imagined by the security intellectual. It is also something that the constant iteration of the refrain 'this is an insecure world' and reiteration of one fear, anxiety and insecurity after another will also make it hard to do. But it is something that the critique of security suggests we may have to consider if we want a political way out of the impasse of security.  This impasse exists because security has now become so all-encompassing that it marginalises all else, most notably the constructive conflicts, debates and discussions that animate political life. The constant prioritising of a mythical security as a political end - as the political end constitutes a rejection of politics in any meaningful sense of the term. That is, as a mode of action in which differences can be articulated, in which the conflicts and struggles that arise from such differences can be fought for and negotiated, in which people might come to believe that another world is possible - that they might transform the world and in turn be transformed. Security politics simply removes this; worse, it remoeves it while purportedly addressing it. In so doing it suppresses all issues of power and turns political questions into debates about the most efficient way to achieve 'security', despite the fact that we are never quite told - never could be told - what might count as having achieved it. Security politics is, in this sense, an anti-politics,"' dominating political discourse in much the same manner as the security state tries to dominate human beings, reinforcing security fetishism and the monopolistic character of security on the political imagination. We therefore need to get beyond security politics, not add yet more 'sectors' to it in a way that simply expands the scope of the state and legitimises state intervention in yet more and more areas of our lives.  Simon Dalby reports a personal communication with Michael Williams, co-editor of the important text Critical Security Studies, in which the latter asks: if you take away security, what do you put in the hole that's left behind? But I'm inclined to agree with Dalby: maybe there is no hole."' The mistake has been to think that there is a hole and that this hole needs to be filled with a new vision or revision of security in which it is re-mapped or civilised or gendered or humanised or expanded or whatever. All of these ultimately remain within the statist political imaginary, and consequently end up reaffirming the state as the terrain of modern politics, the grounds of security. The real task is not to fill the supposed hole with yet another vision of security, but to fight for an alternative political language which takes us beyond the narrow horizon of bourgeois security and which therefore does not constantly throw us into the arms of the state. That's the point of critical politics: to develop a new political language more adequate to the kind of society we want. Thus while much of what I have said here has been of a negative order, part of the tradition of critical theory is that the negative may be as significant as the positive in setting thought on new paths.  For if security really is the supreme concept of bourgeois society and the fundamental thematic of liberalism, then to keep harping on about insecurity and to keep demanding 'more security' (while meekly hoping that this increased security doesn't damage our liberty) is to blind ourselves to the possibility of building real alternatives to the authoritarian tendencies in contemporary politics. To situate ourselves against security politics would allow us to circumvent the debilitating effect achieved through the constant securitising of social and political issues, debilitating in the sense that 'security' helps consolidate the power of the existing forms of social domination and justifies the short-circuiting of even the most democratic forms. It would also allow us to forge another kind of politics centred on a different conception of the good. We need a new way of thinking and talking about social being and politics that moves us beyond security. This would perhaps be emancipatory in the true sense of the word. What this might mean, precisely, must be open to debate. But it certainly requires recognising that security is an illusion that has forgotten it is an illusion; it requires recognising that security is not the same as solidarity; it requires accepting that insecurity is part of the human condition, and thus giving up the search for the certainty of security and instead learning to tolerate the uncertainties, ambiguities and 'insecurities' that come with being human; it requires accepting that 'securitizing' an issue does not mean dealing with it politically, but bracketing it out and handing it to the state; it requires us to be brave enough to return the gift."'

Alaska Fiat CP

Plantext: Alaska should create shipping lanes in Arctic Areas.

Alaska will fund icebreakers

DeMarban  4/11/2012 (Alex, Staff Writer for the Alaska Dispatch. “Should Alaska take the lead in financing new icebreakers?” 4/11/12. http://www.alaskadispatch.com/article/should-alaska-take-lead-financing-new-icebreakers).
Gov. Sean Parnell says the state might be interested in helping finance a new icebreaker so the U.S. can make up lost ground in the race for Arctic dominance.  That's the gist of the governor's response to a lengthy letter from Rep. Don Young offering ideas on how Alaska can help the cash-strapped federal government put costly new icebreakers off Alaska's increasingly busy northern coasts.  With the nation's icebreaking fleet reduced to a single working ship -- its two large icebreakers are undergoing repairs or being decommissioned -- the state and U.S. government should consider sharing costs to make new icebreakers a reality, Young suggested in a Feb. 7 letter to Parnell. New or refurbished icebreakers will cost hundreds of millions of dollars.  More ships are plowing through the Bering Strait as sailing seasons lengthen in the warming but often ice-choked Arctic. The U.S. Coast Guard predicts traffic will continue growing as shipping, resource development and tourism expands. But the Healy, a "medium duty" icebreaker that escorted a Russian fuel tanker to Nome this winter, is the Coast Guard's lone functioning icebreaker.

Jackson Vanik
There is bipartisan support for repeal of Jackson-Vanik - it will pass.

Vicki Needham, 7-19-12 (Staff Writer, The Hill, " Deal struck in House on Russia trade bill", http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/239005-house-democrats-republicans-reach-agreement-on-russia-trade-bill- :)

House Republicans and Democrats reached an agreement on Thursday for moving a bill that would extend permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) to Russia and make a statement on Moscow's human-rights record, upping the bill's chances of clearing Congress before the August recess.   Top lawmakers on the House Ways and Means Committee announced that they will mark up the trade legislation next week.   Panel Chairman Dave Camp (R-Mich.), ranking member Sandy Levin (D-Mich.), trade subcommittee Chairman Kevin Brady (R-Texas) and the subcommittee's top Democrat, Jim McDermott of Washington, collectively introduced legislation mirroring the measure approved Wednesday by the Senate Finance Committee.   "I am pleased that we were able to gain bipartisan support for this important legislation that supports U.S. jobs and exports, and I look forward to marking it up next week," Camp said.   The trade bill would repeal the 37-year-old Jackson-Vanik provision that violates international trade rules and include the Magnitsky human-rights legislation that has been approved by the House Foreign Relations Committee. The measures will likely be merged in the House Rules Committee before heading to the floor.   "The bill we are introducing today includes important additional measures relating to the enforcement of key provisions, ranging from the protection of intellectual property rights, to barriers to U.S. exports, and Russia's compliance with its WTO commitments," Levin said.   "At the same time, we must continue to use the opportunity of action on Russia PNTR to send a clear message to Russia of our deep concern about their continuing failure to work with the other nations of the world to address the violence against civilians in Syria," he said. 

Obama administration is lobbying to repeal Jackson-Vanik, only the president can sell the Democrats.

Brian Wingfield, 7-12-12 (Brian Wingfield is a reporter for Bloomberg News in Washington, Bloomberg News, "Why U.S.-Russia Trade Is Stuck in the Cold War" :)

Russia will join the World Trade Organization next month, a deal 18 years in the making. That’s good news for U.S. businesses. They’ll get guaranteed tariff reductions. Russia will also have to honor international agreements dealing with intellectual property, and if there are disputes, the U.S. can call on the WTO to arbitrate. There’s only one thing in the way: Congress.  The WTO requires its members to grant each other so-called permanent normal trade relations. But the U.S. is forbidden to do so with Russia under the 1974 Jackson-Vanik amendment, passed to restrict trade with the Soviet Union as punishment for its persecution of Jews who wanted to emigrate. Now lawmakers worried about looking soft on the old Cold War foe—in the middle of campaign season—are stalling on repealing the amendment.  They “just don’t get the sense of the breadth of the market opportunities,” says Randi Levinas, executive director of the Coalition for U.S.-Russia Trade, a Washington lobbying group led by 22 U.S. companies including PepsiCo (PEP), General Electric (GE), Caterpillar (CAT), Boeing (BA), and Procter & Gamble (PG). “They think of it as a communist country.”  The U.S. already trades with Russia, the world’s ninth-largest economy, under an exception to Jackson-Vanik granted annually by every president since 1992. Right now the flow of merchandise is tiny: In 2011 the U.S. shipped Russia $8.3 billion worth of goods—just 0.6 percent of all exports, according to the Department of Commerce.  The Obama administration, which wants to double U.S. exports by the end of 2014, has been lobbying Congress to repeal Jackson-Vanik, as have business groups. Christopher Wenk, an international trade lobbyist with the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, says his and other groups have pressed their case in more than 250 meetings with lawmakers and aides this year.  Senate Democrats want to link a repeal bill with a House-sponsored measure that calls for the U.S. to publish a list of people associated with human-rights violations in Russia, deny them visas, and freeze any financial assets in the U.S. It’s named for Sergei Magnitsky, a lawyer for London-based Hermitage Capital who exposed government corruption in Russia and died in a Moscow prison in 2009, allegedly after guards beat him.  Republicans are struggling to speak with one voice on the country that Mitt Romney has called the U.S.’s “No. 1 geopolitical foe.” In the Senate, Republicans John McCain of Arizona and Roger Wicker of Mississippi are siding with the Democrats, vowing to withhold support for permanent trade ties if the Magnitsky bill doesn’t pass. House Republicans including Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dave Camp say they prefer the Obama administration’s argument that the Jackson-Vanik repeal should be passed with no strings attached—yet no lawmaker has introduced such legislation in the House. Instead, more than 70 Republican freshmen, led by Missouri Representative Billy Long, are passing it back to President Obama, lobbying him to press harder for a bill without the human-rights provision. “I can’t sell the Democrats,” says Long. “The president can.”  With lawmakers leaving Washington in August for a five-week recess, the Jackson-Vanik repeal needs to be one of Congress’s “top priorities,” Wenk says, or U.S. companies could miss out on deals with Russia. Says Wenk: “You’re going to start seeing us cranking up the dial.” 

Infrastructure changes fuel political tensions

Callen 2009 [Zachary, University of Chicago, 

“THE SEAMS OF THE STATE: INFRASTRUCTURE AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS IN AMERICAN STATE BUILDING” Department of Political Science, Philosophy Dissertation, http://gradworks.umi.com/3369449.pdf] 

The broader implication, then, is that institutional structures do not merely constantly replicate themselves, in an ongoing, positively reinforcing feedback loop (DiMaggio and Pow- ell, 1983). To the contrary, at the same time that institutions produce logics that rebuild their current arrangements, institutions also generate tensions that generate institutional change. 161 Thus, institutional logics can both corrode current processes, and at the same time, also gen- erate new rules to replace the system currently buckling under its own weight. This suggests a more organic, flowing approach to institutional change, contingent on internal contradic- tions rather than external interference. This tendency for institutions to generate internal tensions that cause fragmentation and then reconstitution is especially strong in multi-level institutional systems, where there are multiple spheres interacting with one another. In such circumstances, there is both greater competition across fields as well as the generation of new ideas that can travel across institutions, thereby challenging existing structures. Hence, increasing institutional complexity, though it may enhance an institutional system’s reach, also introduces fragility and impermanence into that same structure. Furthermore, the teetering nature of American federalism, and the tendency of local imbalances to fuel national state growth, is limited to neither railroads nor antebellum politics. 

Jackson-Vanik allows Russia to punish U.S markets.

Bloomberg, 7-2-12 (Editors/Staff, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-07-02/u-s-should-upgrade-russian-trade-without-rights-sanction.html, :)

The Magnitsky case is just one of many reasons for grave concern over the Russian government’s repeated repression of democratic freedoms and human-rights violations. Yet combining the two pieces of legislation would do more harm than good.  WTO membership will further bind Russia and President Vladimir Putin to a global regime of rules and laws and also open opportunities for U.S. companies. Those are important goals in their own right. Failure to repeal Jackson-Vanik would just give Russia free rein to punish U.S. companies.  Congress can, and should, shine a strong spotlight on Russia’s deplorable human-rights record by putting the Magnitsky Act before President Barack Obama as a separate piece of legislation. Yet for all the act’s good intentions, we think its desire to sanction not just people linked to the Magnitsky case is overbroad. In addition, its positive effects don’t outweigh the costs of censuring a country whose help the U.S. and the world needs to curb Iran’s nuclear program and to unseat the murderous regime of Bashar al-Assad in Syria. 

Shipping Lanes
Non-Unique. Trading is inevitable. 
Pope 2000 (Carl, Director of Sierra Club; “IFGers Respond: Is Globalization Inevitable?” >2000. http://www.ifg.org/inevitable.html.)
At the IFG's recent teach-ins in New York and Washington, D.C., as well as in press interviews, a recurring theme has been that opposition to economic globalization may be quixotic. Common wisdom holds that we are already in a global economy, as witnessed by the reach of CNN, the scale of Shell, IBM, Mitsubishi, and many other corporate operations, the increasingly uniform buying and behavior patterns of citizens in Asia, Africa, Europe, and the United States, not to mention the ramifications of the Internet. It is argued that to stand in opposition to such trends is to deny reality. Europeans are so often told by their leaders that "there is no alternative" that they have begun using the acronym TINA to describe the mindset. Truly, there is no denying that economic globalization is advancing rapidly, but most IFGers consider that to accept this advance without resistance is what will finally confirm its inevitability. Presumably, great changes in democratic societies are only augmented after public debate over their consequences. But in the case of economic globalization, secrecy was emphasized, not debate. By such means as "fast track" voting procedures in the United States, and the suppression of the actual trade agreement texts from media, the public and even the legislators who voted on them, democratic debate was surely denied. In some other countries, the situation was even more extreme—no parliamentary votes, merely approval by fiat.  But critical questions must still be discussed and settled, such as these: Who gains and who loses? Who works and who does not, and at what level of survivability? Is the process environmentally sustainable? (It is not.) Where will the resources come from to feed the exponential growth of development that is basic to the process? Do we really want to sacrifice community, regional, and national sovereignties for global corporate governance from Geneva? (The headquarters of the World Trade Organization.) How can people's livelihoods be protected—whether workers or farmers or even middle managers? Can a system governed from the global center ever satisfy the needs of real people where they live? In fact, was a global economy ever intended for such purposes, or only for the needs of global corporations? Is this whole line of development a good idea? 
Widening Panama Canal exponentially expands shipping lanes.- Solves

Hendricks 12 (David, Staff Writer for the San Antonio Express News, “Panama Canal widening to have global ripple effect.” 05/14/12. http://www.mysanantonio.com/business/article/Panama-Canal-widening-to-have-global-ripple-effect-3557737.php#photo-2935888). 

The deepening and widening of the Panama Canal will have a ripple effect on shipping throughout the world, but what happens in Texas depends on the various ports, officials said Monday. When larger ships start routinely crossing the canal in 2015, long-haul container ship routes will change because they will be able to make more all-water deliveries, said Rodolfo Sabonge, the canal's vice president for market research and analysis. He was in San Antonio as a keynote speaker for a conference of the Federation of Freight Forwarders, Logistics Operators and Cargo Agents of Latin America. Ultimately, the canal's influence in reducing costs for consumers will expand because of the widening project, Sabonge said. “With the larger vessels, we are looking at lower costs for importers in San Antonio, like H-E-B,” said Jorge Canavati, Port San Antonio's business development vice president. “The bottom line is better costs.” The efficiencies will come because freight from Asia can move to Texas entirely on water instead of through a combination of ships, rail and trucks. The canal's deepening and widening will allow the passage of container ships carrying 12,600 typical-sized containers, and perhaps as many as 14,500, — up from the previous limit of 4,800, Sabonge said. The canal's enlargement will be completed in 2014, after a recent six-month construction delay. But with another six months needed for testing and to train personnel, the port will open the canal to the larger ships on a routine basis in early 2015, Sabonge told about 175 members of the organizations, which goes by the name ALACAT. In addition to new routes for seafaring cargo ships, the canal's larger capacities will result in new rail lines and roads for ports taking deliveries from the larger ships, new shipping rates and an increase in transshipments, in which cargos of the larger ships will be divided onto smaller ships for delivery to ports not able to accommodate the largest container ships, Sabonge said. The Port of Houston Authority, with a 45-foot-deep channel, is preparing to receive container ships with up to 8,500 containers, which is larger than those now passing through the canal, said Ricky Kunz, Port of Houston's vice president for trade development and marketing. Without a 50-foot channel depth, the Houston port will not be able to accept fully laden container ships carrying more than 8,500 containers, Kunz said. “But 8,500 (containers) will be all the Gulf (of Mexico) can handle anyway,” Kunz said. “Cargo already is being diverted from the West Coast to the Gulf. We are building to meet the market demand,” he added. The Port of Corpus Christi, also with a 45-foot-deep channel, will dredge its channel in about 10 years to get to 52 feet, but not just to accommodate the largest container ships, said John LaRue, the port's executive director. Specifically, the port hopes to use the channel for large ships to export U.S. grain and coal, some of it bound for Asia, through the Panama Canal, LaRue said. “That would be better for the U.S. economy,” he said. 

Empirically denied. 

Naval Power

US hegemony is high now – economic and military indicators prove.

Kagan 12 (Robert, senior fellow in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution and a columnist for The Washington Post, The New Republic, “Not Fade Away: The Myth of American Decline,” http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,1)

The answer is no. Let’s start with the basic indicators. In economic terms, and even despite the current years of recession and slow growth, America’s position in the world has not changed. Its share of the world’s GDP has held remarkably steady, not only over the past decade but over the past four decades. In 1969, the United States produced roughly a quarter of the world’s economic output. Today it still produces roughly a quarter, and it remains not only the largest but also the richest economy in the world. People are rightly mesmerized by the rise of China, India, and other Asian nations whose share of the global economy has been climbing steadily, but this has so far come almost entirely at the expense of Europe and Japan, which have had a declining share of the global economy. Optimists about China’s development predict that it will overtake the United States as the largest economy in the world sometime in the next two decades. This could mean that the United States will face an increasing challenge to its economic position in the future. But the sheer size of an economy is not by itself a good measure of overall power within the international system. If it were, then early nineteenth-century China, with what was then the world’s largest economy, would have been the predominant power instead of the prostrate victim of smaller European nations. Even if China does reach this pinnacle again—and Chinese leaders face significant obstacles to sustaining the country’s growth indefinitely—it will still remain far behind both the United States and Europe in terms of per capita GDP. Military capacity matters, too, as early nineteenth-century China learned and Chinese leaders know today. As Yan Xuetong recently noted, “military strength underpins hegemony.” Here the United States remains unmatched. It is far and away the most powerful nation the world has ever known, and there has been no decline in America’s relative military capacity—at least not yet. Americans currently spend less than $600 billion a year on defense, more than the rest of the other great powers combined. (This figure does not include the deployment in Iraq, which is ending, or the combat forces in Afghanistan, which are likely to diminish steadily over the next couple of years.) They do so, moreover, while consuming a little less than 4 percent of GDP annually—a higher percentage than the other great powers, but in historical terms lower than the 10 percent of GDP that the United States spent on defense in the mid-1950s and the 7 percent it spent in the late 1980s. The superior expenditures underestimate America’s actual superiority in military capability. American land and air forces are equipped with the most advanced weaponry, and are the most experienced in actual combat. They would defeat any competitor in a head-to-head battle. American naval power remains predominant in every region of the world. By these military and economic measures, at least, the United States today is not remotely like Britain circa 1900, when that empire’s relative decline began to become apparent. It is more like Britain circa 1870, when the empire was at the height of its power. It is possible to imagine a time when this might no longer be the case, but that moment has not yet arrived.
Impacts empirically denied; Cold War proves. World War is not dependent on the existence of two ice-breakers. DA checks for Russian relations. U.S. has the world’s best military and largest military, which check isolation. 

No war over arctic.
Bitzinger and Desker 9 [Why East Asian War is Unlikely Richard A. Bitzinger and Barry Desker Richard A. Bitzinger is a Senior Fellow at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies. Barry Desker is  Dean of the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies and Director of the Institute of Defense and Strategic  Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore. Survival  |  vol. 50 no. 6  |  December 2008–January 2009  |  pp. 105–128  DOI 10.1080/00396330802601883]

Yet despite all these potential crucibles of conflict, the Asia-Pacific, if  not an area of serenity and calm, is certainly more stable than one might  expect. To be sure, there are separatist movements and internal struggles,  particularly with insurgencies, as in Thailand, the Philippines and Tibet.  Since the resolution of the East Timor crisis, however, the region has been  relatively free of open armed warfare. Separatism remains a challenge, but  the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance, but its impact is  contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at  least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the  peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict any time soon, espe- cially given recent Kuomintang Party victories in Taiwan and efforts by  Taiwan and China to re-open informal channels of consultation as well as  institutional relationships between organisations responsible for cross-strait  relations. And while in Asia there is no strong supranational political entity  like the European Union, there are many multilateral organisations and  international initiatives dedicated to enhancing peace and stability, includ- ing the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Proliferation  Security Initiative and the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation. In Southeast  Asia, countries are united in a common geopolitical and economic organi- sation – the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) – which is  dedicated to peaceful economic, social and cultural development, and to the  promotion of regional peace and stability. ASEAN has played a key role in  conceiving and establishing broader regional institutions such as the East  Asian Summit, ASEAN+3 (China, Japan and South Korea) and the ASEAN  Regional Forum. All this suggests that war in Asia – while not inconceivable  – is unlikely.
Their impact evidence isn’t specific to arctic shipping or ice-breakers—ice-breakers can’t solve.

Arctic Science
Researching in the artic makes no sense; ice-caps are melting and
Plenty of scientists studying warming- consensus reached

Harris 11 (Richard Harris, 6/21/11, "Climate Change: Public Skeptical, Scientists Sure," NPR, http://www.npr.org/2011/06/21/137309964/climate-change-public-skeptical-scientists-sure)

Most Americans are unaware that the National Academy of Sciences, known for its cautious and even-handed reviews of the state of science, is firmly on board with climate change. It has been for years. Ralph Cicerone, president of the National Academy, paraphrased its most recent report on the subject. "The consensus statement is that climate changes are being observed, are certainly real, they seem to be increasing, and that humans are mostly likely the cause of all or most of these changes," he said. That's not just the view of the U.S. National Academies. There's also a consensus statement from the presidents of science academies from around the world, including the academies of China, the United Kingdom, India, Japan, Russia, France, Brazil, the list goes on. Cicerone also points to strong statements about climate change from the leading professional organizations in the United States, including from the American Chemical Society, the American Physical Society and others. Of course, it's still possible to find a few scientists who reject the consensus. Cicerone says it is appealing to think they are right when they say there's no need to worry about complicated cap-and-trade policies or otherwise fuss about climate change.

Current Icebreakers capable of necessary scientific research
Canney 99 (Donald, Writer and Historian for the USCG, author of several military books. “Icebreakers and the U.S. Coast Guard.” 1999. http://www.uscg.mil/history/webcutters/Icebreakers.asp.) 
Meanwhile, the icebreaker Healy was launched in 1998, designed by both the Navy and Coast Guard. This new vessel is designated a Polar icebreaker/Research vessel and will have significant capacity for both roles. Measuring 420 feet long by 82 feet in beam, the 16,000 ton ship will have the power to break 4.5 feet of ice at three knots - continuously - or up to eight feet by ramming. Her diesel electric powerplant will produce some 30,000 horsepower and enable a range of 16,000 miles at over twelve knots.  On board, Healy will have quarters for the crew as well as over 35 scientists, whose work will be facilitated by six laboratories. Additionally, there will be sophisticated communications and computer systems and six science lab-vans. Large cargo holds, heavy-duty winches and cranes, dive lockers, and substantial open working decks will enable all types of scientific endeavors, both at sea, and in the Polar regions, particularly Antarctica.  Healy, of course, is named for "Hell-roaring Mike" Healy, the most famous captain of the old Revenue Service, and the man most remembered for his Alaskan and Arctic operations in the old cutter Bear. This will be the first vessel in the service named for him, and plans are now to have her commissioned in late 2000, after a trial run on the Northwest Passage. 
Arctic Science not key- Other ways to study warming
NOAA and NESDIS 08 (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and  National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service. “How do we study "Global Warming?" 08/20/12. http://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/paleo/globalwarming/howdo.html.) 

Paleoclimatic data, generated from the study of things like tree rings, corals, fossils, sediment cores, pollens, and ice cores, and cave stalactites, both provide an independent confirmation of this recent warming, and place the 19th to 20th century (1860 to present day) warming in a long term context. The paleoclimatic record not only allows us to look at global temperature fluctuations over the last several centuries, it also permits scientists to examine past climate even further back in time over the course of millennia and longer. This perspective is an important capability in our quest to understand the possible causes of the 20th century global warming. We can look at hypothesized warm periods in the distant past (e.g., 1,000; 6,000; 125,000; and even 165,000,000 years ago) to see if they provide clues for natural processes that could be causing the global warming we are now experiencing. So far, paleoclimatologists have been unable to find any natural climatic explanations for our present-day warming.

Humans are already adapting to climate change
Biello (Environmental specialist staff writer for the Scientific American) 2012
(David, “How to Adapt to Climate Change,” 60-Second Earth, Energy & Sustainability, May 6, 2012, http://www.scientificamerican.com/podcast/episode.cfm?id=how-to-adapt-to-climate-change-12-05-06) //CL

For want of a mangrove, the village was lost. In fact, the loss of coastal mangroves made even a costly dyke along the Vietnamese seashore inadequate to cope with a recent typhoon. Plus, the absence of mangroves hit livelihoods—less seafood to catch.  But one village had painstakingly replanted mangroves, scraping barnacles off the seedlings to ensure they took root. In return, those mangroves protected the village from the typhoon that devastated the rest of the coast.  This is not a fable, it's a tale of how people are already adapting to climate change, as revealed at the International Institute for Environment and Development's sixth conference on community-based adaptation to climate change held in Vietnam in April.  Farmers are trying to adapt, too. Whether by growing ginger in the shade of banana fronds in Southeast Asia or planting millet beneath new trees in the Sahel region of Africa.  Those who can't adapt have to move, like Alaskans whose coastal towns have been undermined by severe winds or waves. Or whose water sources have been infiltrated by brine.
Affirmative Can’t solve. There’s no correlation between arctic science and increased crop yields. Adaptation is occurring in the status quo and warming is unsolvable.

 Oil

Non-Unique- Oil Spill research at an all time high.

Curwin 4/23 (Trevor, Staff Writer for CNBC, frequently writing about cleantech and renewables. “Hope After an Oil Spill: Breakthrough Cleanup Technology.” 4/23/12. http://www.cnbc.com/id/46222428/Hope_After_an_Oil_Spill_Breakthrough_Cleanup_Technology.) 
“There’s a tremendous amount of work being done,” says Ken Lee, executive director of the Centre for Offshore Oil, Gas and Energy Research with Canada’s Department of Fisheries and Oceans. An oil spill veteran since the 1980s, Lee spent four months in the Gulf of Mexico after the BP spill at the request of the U.S. government. He says it spurred research that has “opened a whole new window” in cleanup.  In fact, the Coast Guard and Environmental Protection Agency received tens of thousands of submissions for new spill-killer products in 2010 after the BP disaster was on its way to becoming the nation's largest offshore spill. Cleanup technologies range from “old school” booms and dispersants to cutting-edge absorbents and bio-remediation.The most famous piece of new technology from the BP spill at Transocean’s Deepwater Horizon was actor Kevin Costner’s oil-skimming centrifuge, designed to spin oil out the contaminated water it collected.  The actor said he’d spent $16 million developing the skimmer, and spent $10 million deploying it in the 2010 spill. Compare that to the cost of the workhorse of oil spill cleanup products, the “contractor boom” — typically composed of a foam-material float, a polypropylene skirt that can also bind oil, and a weighting chain that together contain the spread of oil — which can run $4-$10 per foot.  The Coast Guard later said Costner’s equipment couldn’t handle the weathered oil of the spill, and failed field tests.  Skimmers and oil separators can costs tens to hundreds of thousands of dollars, depending on their capacity and operating environment.  “The goal is still to get to the spill fast enough to get the oil off the surface,” says Leo Rimanic, managing director of oil spill tech firm Canadyne Technologies.  The bulk of oil collected in these spills — 90 percent, according to Rimanic — comes from first booming the spill to contain the oil for removal. This stage includes using dispersants, or even fire, to destroy the oil, as well as various ship-borne and on-land hardware to remove the oil from collected water.  But it’s that last 10 percent that’s the most expensive, and this final stage requires the use of more absorbents or biotech solutions to get at oil trapped in sensitive shoreline ecosystems.  These products can be eight to 10 times more expensive per amount of oil removed, and getting oil cleanup firms to spend money on a premium product like his has always been tough, says Glenn Rink, CEO of AbTech Industries  Since cleanup companies get paid for the amount of time they work on the spill, Rink says they "prefer the billable hours,” although insurance firms like AIG are now pushing for cleanups to be faster and more complete.  That means having the right equipment at the right time, despite high upfront costs, because overall costs skyrocket once oil reaches land.  According to data from research group Oil Spill Intelligence Report, cleaning up spills that never reach shore can cost over $3,000 per metric ton of oil.
Planes more effective at cleaning up spills-solves for ice breakers

Phillips 10 (Steve, Staff Writer for WLOX, News group in Mississippi. “Planes flying oil spill clean-up mission from Stennis International Airport.” 4/27/12. http://www.wlox.com/global/story.asp?s=12386067.)
HANCOCK COUNTY, MS (WLOX) - Stennis International Airport in Hancock County is playing an important role in the ongoing clean-up of the oil spill in the gulf.  Marine Spill Response Corporation is using large planes to drop thousands of gallons of oil dispersant chemicals onto the oil slick.  MSRC is a non-profit group, funded by the big oil companies, which responds to oil spills and accidents. Its staging area for the eastern Gulf of Mexico is Stennis Airport.  This large oil spill has prompted the largest clean-up response in the company's 20 year history.  "Get ready to start the pump," shouts an operations worker to the crew manning the pump equipment.  Crews begin loading a C-130A with five thousand gallons of oil dispersant.  Marine Spill Response Corporation is attacking the giant oil slick from the air.  Donald Toenshoff, Jr. is the executive vice president for the company.  "We are mobilizing a massive response, given the circumstances at hand. And we're bringing in dispersants from as far away as Seattle, Washington and up in the Baltimore, Maryland area," he explained.  The large planes fly 35 minutes south into the gulf, then start dispersing the clean-up chemical through large nozzles, much like a crop duster.  "And will fly down and basically lay down a layer at 75 feet above the water and 150 miles an hour, a cleaning gel. And this cleaning agent will basically break up the oil slick, not unlike the soap you use when you wash dishes at home,"  says Toenshoff.  That chemical dispersant is delivered to the site in large plastic barrels. BP has contacted the manufacturer about increasing supplies.  "And they'll be ramping up production, recognizing that we may be needing dispersants for some time into the future.  This is the largest response that we as a company have worked on. We have been active for the past 20 years and responded to over 500 spills," said Toenshoff.  Stennis International is considered an ideal location for these marine spill responders.  It's close to the Gulf of Mexico, has the transportation support of nearby I-10, and has the available jet fuel to keep these planes in the air.  "MSRC is a base customer here at Stennis International Airport. They support the field with a single aircraft on a day to day basis. That aircraft can go out, make immediate response, then they bring in the larger aircraft out of Arizona, as in this situation," said airport director, Bill Cotter.  How long will this airlift clean-up last?  "On behalf of the customer, we'll be here until the job is done," said Toenshoff.  The marine spill responders are flying nine flights a day from Stennis to the oil slick. They're using two   C-130 airplanes, along with a King Air that's also used as the "spotter" plane. 
No impact. Empirically denied. Gulf ecosystems are still thriving after the oil spill. Icebreakers still take 
Solvency
Warming solves shipping lanes, opens up Northwest passage 

Roach 07 (John, writer for National Geographic from Middlebury College. “Arctic Melt Opens Northwest Passage.” 09/17/07. http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2007/09/070917-northwest-passage.html.)

The famed Northwest Passage—a direct shipping route from Europe to Asia across the Arctic Ocean—is ice free for the first time since satellite records began in 1978, scientists reported Friday. The passage is a shortcut between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans through the Canadian Arctic. It would save valuable time and fuel for ships that now travel through the Suez Canal in Egypt or the Panama Canal in Central America. Climate models had projected the passage would eventually open as warming temperatures melted the Arctic sea ice—but no one had predicted it would happen this soon.  "We're probably 30 years ahead of schedule in terms of the loss of the Arctic sea ice," said Mark Serreze, a senior scientist at the National Snow and Ice Data Center (NSIDC) in Boulder, Colorado.  "We're on this fast track of change."  That rapid melting is ratcheting up international competition for control over the newly accessible shipping lanes and exposed natural resources.  Canada, for example, claims it has full rights over the parts of the passage that pass its territory. The U.S. and European Union say the passage is in international waters.  Meanwhile Russia laid claim to the sea floor at the North Pole this August, planting a flag there in the hopes of securing the Arctic's potential bonanza of oil and minerals. 

Northwest passage key to trade- solves for their impacts

Mayer 07 (Chris, editor of Mayer's Special Situations and Capital and Crisis, veteran of the banking industry; “Northwest Passage Reopens Shipping Routes With Global Economic Impact.” 10/10/07. http://www.dailyreckoning.com.au/northwest-passage/2007/10/10/.) 

The Arctic thaw’s more immediate and bigger impact will be as a shipping lane. Since Aug. 21, the Northwest Passage has been open to navigation and free of ice for the first time. “Analysts… confirm that the passage is almost completely clear and that the region is more open than it has ever been since the advent of routine monitoring in 1972,” reports the U.S. National Snow and Ice Data Center.   The fabled passage through the Arctic Ocean connects the Pacific and Atlantic oceans along the northern coast of North America. To pass through here from China on your way to Europe is about 5,000 miles shorter than going through the Panama or Suez canals.  As the Financial Times observes, “A ship traveling at 21 knots between Rotterdam and Yokohama takes 29 days if it goes via the Cape of Good Hope, 22 days via the Suez Canal and just 15 days if it goes across the Arctic Ocean.”  An oil tanker could make the trip from the Russian port city of Murmansk to the east coast of Canada in a week by crossing the Arctic Ocean. That is about half the time it takes to get an oil tanker from Abu Dhabi to Galveston, Texas.  In the early 1900s, it took the famed Norwegian explorer Roald Amundsen and his team nearly two years to pick their way through the ice and narrow waterways. Now the Northwest Passage could revolutionize shipping.  More than 90% of all goods in the world, measured by tonnage, make their way by sea. And as I’ve noted in the past, the rapid surge in trade with China and India is putting a lot of strain on ports around the world. In recent years, the volume of container shipments has grown 5-7% annually - basically, doubling every 10-15 years.  The ships carrying those containers are getting bigger, and the old canals can’t hold these new seafaring beasts of burden as they once did. The Suez Canal can still handle the largest current container ships, but not the next generation.  The Panama Canal is even smaller. It’s too small for ships that are now common on longer shipping routes. Panama plans to deepen its channels and make them wider. But even so, the new Panama Canal won’t be able to service the next generation of ships.  So it looks like the world will have a new navigable ocean with the Northwest Passage. The effects on trade could be immense. Much shorter shipping distances and quicker shipping times will lower the cost of doing business. It could lead to big increases in trade and, certainly, a major shift in sea lanes.  A freer-flowing Arctic Ocean would also bring fish stocks north - with fishing fleets not far behind. It could mean a new boom in fishing for salmon, cod, herring and smelt. It could also mean that sleepy old ports could become important new hubs in international trade.  As the Financial Times recently wrote, “Leading world powers have an unprecedented chance to win navigation rights and ownership of resources in the Arctic seabed untouched since its emergence during the twilight of the dinosaurs.” The U.S. alone could lay claim to more than 200,000 square miles of additional undersea territory.  The specific investment implications of this are still too early to say. But the cracking open of new trade routes or reopening of old ones - and their impact on global trade - always has ripple effects across financial markets. As for the Arctic, the Northwest Passage has got to be one of the most important new developments on that front in a long time.
The whole point of this affirmative is to clear pathways in the arctic. The arctic is already clearing, therefore the aff has no solvency.
***Security***
Links

Link Shipping Lanes

Investment is neoliberal concern that empowers the state 
Duane Swank Department of Political Science Marquette University “The Spread of Neoliberalism: U.S. Economic Power and the Diffusion of Market-Oriented Tax Policy” December 2004 http://www.ces.fas.harvard.edu/publications/docs/pdfs/Swank.pdf

Neoliberal reforms in public policies and economic institutions have proliferated across the developed democracies and the globe in the latter decades of the twentieth century. 1 National structures of taxation have not been immune to neoliberalism. Beginning in the early 1980s, policymakers throughout the OECD significantly altered the content of tax policies. The relative priority accorded equity and growth goals, the use of investment and behavioral incentives, and the level of tax rates were all notably changed: marginal income and corporate profits tax rates were scaled back, the number of brackets were cut and inflation-indexed, and tax-based investment incentives were eliminated or reduced to broaden the tax base. Why have nearly all developed nations enacted this set of market-conforming tax policies? To answer this question, I build on my recent work on the determinants of change in tax policy in the developed democracies and explore the dynamics of diffusion of the neoliberal tax policy paradigm. 2 I advance the case that the highly visible 1986 market-conforming tax policy reform by the United States creates a set of costs and benefits surrounding adoption and non-adoption of these tax policy reforms by policymakers in other polities. As I detail below, asymmetric competition for mobile assets and the substantial demonstration effects and information externalities associated with U.S. reforms significantly influence national policymakers in other polities in their assessments of how to achieve their efficiency, revenue, and political goals. My central argument is, however, that while the incentives to adopt U.S. tax reform are substantial, the relative weight assigned the costs and benefits of reform and, in turn, the pace and degree of adoption by individual nations of the market-conforming tax paradigm is fundamentally dependent on features of the domestic political economy. Economics should matter: levels of general international openness, linkage with U.S. markets, and the magnitude of domestic economic stress should significantly influence policy maker assessments of reform. Domestic politics should also be important: the degrees to which the median depth of tax policy change. The character of a nation’s production regime is also crucially important: the extent to which the domestic political economy is composed of coordinated or uncoordinated market institutions should shape the assessment by national policymakers of the benefits and costs of adoption and non-adoption of the new tax policy regime. I organize my analysis of these hypotheses as follows. First, I briefly discuss recent trends in taxation, review theories about contemporary tax policy change, and elaborate my arguments about why tax policy reform is likely to be an interdependent process where innovations are diffused—subject to domestic political economic factors—across the developed democratic world. I then develop empirical models of statutory and effective tax rates on capital and assess these with 1981 to 1998 data from sixteen nations. I conclude with a summary of what we know about the forces driving tax policy change and a discussion of the implications of the present research for understanding of the diffusion of neoliberal policies in an era of globalization. Tax Policy Change in the Developed Democracies Beginning in the early 1980s, incumbent governments significantly altered national policies on the taxation of corporate profits and capital income. The near universal system of relatively high marginal statutory tax rates and extensive use of tax instruments to target investment (and otherwise shape the behavior of economic agents in accord with national policy goals) was significantly reformed in nearly all nations. Table 1 summarizes the most significant features of changes in corporate voter has shifted right and right-of-center parties have governed in recent years should be consequential for the pace and and capital taxation. Policymakers reduced statutory corporate tax rates on average from 45 percent in 1981 to 34 percent in 1998. They also commonly eliminated or reduced various investment credits, exemptions, and grants that 1 See, among others, Campbell and Pedersen 2001 and the introduction to this volume. 2 Swank 1998; Swank and Steinmo 2002. 4 had significantly lowered effective corporate tax rates on reinvested profits. As Table 1 illustrates, the general investment tax credit was eliminated by 1992 in all nations that had employed it. 3 

Link to Arctic Science

Construction of environmental threats produces securitizing measures but no real change- no solvency

Buzan et al, 1998 (Barry Buzan, Montague Burton Professor of International Relations at the London School of Economics and honorary professor at the University of Copenhagen and Jilin University, Ole Waever, a professor of International Relations at the Department of Political Science, University of Copenhagen Jaap de Wilde,  Professor of International Relations and World Politics at the University of Groningen., 1998 “Security: A New Framework for Analysis” p.73-74 )
It should be emphasized that the political agenda does not only address the more sensational, emotion manifestations of environmental issues but has also become a part of ordinary politics. Political parties, departments, and many firms must formulate environmental polities as a part of their ordinary activities, regardless of whether they believe in them. This situation constitutes politicization rather than securitization. As long as environmental concerns fall outside established economic and political practices and routines, their advocates tend to- and probably must- overemphasize the overwhelming importance of those values and issues. Many securitizing moves can be found in the reports that bridge both agenda, ranging from the Club of Rome reports to the work of the Brudtland Commission. These reports present Silent Spring-type lessons (de Wilde 1994: Carson 1962): It is not the actual disasters but their predictions that lead to securitization. Concepts such as resource scarcity and sustainability have successfully mobilized public concern. when picked up by governments and firms, however, these concerns are often merely politicized: they constituted a subagenda within the larger political context. The environmental sector displays more clearly than any other the propensity for dramatic securitizing moves but with comparatively little successful securitization effects (i.e. those that lead to extraordinary measures). this finding points to the unsettled standing of the environmental discourse as such within public debate.

Link to Naval Power

The U.S. military strategy of creating a perfect safe world through its power is impossible. It futile attempts just create more violence in the name of liberty and peace. 
Der Derian 2003 [James Der Derian, Associate Professor of Political Science at University of Massachusetts Amherst, “Decoding The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, boundary, 2 30.3, 19-27]
 Regardless of authorial (or good) intentions, the NSS reads more like late—very late—nineteenth-century poetry than a strategic doctrine for the twenty-first century. The rhetoric of the White House favors and clearly intends to mobilize the moral clarity, nostalgic sentimentality, and uncontested dominance reminiscent of the last great empires against the ambiguities, complexities, and messiness of the current world disorder. However, the gulf between the nation's stated cause ("to help make the world not just safer but better" [1]) and defensive needs (to fight "a war against terrorists of global reach" [5]) is so vast that one detects what Nietzsche referred to as the "breath of empty space," that void between the world as it is and as we would wish it to be, which produces all kinds of metaphysical concoctions.¶ ¶ In short shrift (thirty pages), the White House articulation of U.S. global objectives to the Congress elevates strategic discourse from a traditional, temporal calculation of means and ends, to the theological realm of monotheistic faith and monolithic truth. Relying more on aspiration than analysis, revelation than reason, the NSS is not grand but grandiose strategy. In pursuit of an impossible state of national security against terrorist evil, soldiers will need to be sacrificed, civil liberties curtailed, civilians collaterally damaged, regimes destroyed. But a nation's imperial overreach should exceed its fiduciary grasp: what's a full-spectrum dominance of the battle space for?¶ ¶ Were this not an official White House doctrine, the contradictions of the NSS could be interpreted only as poetic irony. How else to comprehend the opening paragraph, which begins with "The United States possesses unprecedented—and unequaled—strength and influence in the world" and ends with "The great strength of this nation must be used to promote a balance of power that favors freedom" (1)? Perhaps the cabalistic Straussians that make up the defense intellectual brain trust of the Bush administration (among them, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, and William Kristol) have come up with a nuanced, indeed, anti-Machiavellian reading of Machiavelli that escapes the uninitiated. But so fixed is the NSS on the creation of a world in America's image that concepts such as balance of power and imminent threat, once rooted in historical, juridical, as well as reciprocal traditions, [End Page 20] become free-floating signifiers. Few Europeans, "old" or "new," would recognize the balance of power principle deployed by the NSS to justify preemptive, unilateral, military action against not actual but "emerging" imminent threats (15). Defined by the eighteenth-century jurist Emerich de Vattel as a state of affairs in which no one preponderant power can lay down the law to others, the classical sense of balance of power is effectively inverted in principle by the NSS document and in practice by the go-it-alone statecraft of the United States. Balance of power is global suzerainty, and war is peace.
Link to Oil

Catastrophic depictions of the environment embody the logic of security – they produce one-shot governmental solutions that utterly fail to resolve the underlying harm

Roe, 12 (Paul Roe, Associate Professor in the Department of International Relations and European Studies at Central European University, Budapest, “Is securitization a ‘negative’ concept? Revisiting the normative debate over normal versus extraordinary politics,” Security Dialogue vol. 43 no. 3, June 2012)

For the Copenhagen School, and particularly for Wæver, desecuritization (politicization) might be ‘more effective than securitizing problems’ (Wæver, 1995: 57; emphasis added). This is not just a matter of the context within which problems are dealt with, but also has to do with the long-term thinking that normal politics arguably brings with it. Although Wæver is by no means categorical in the claim that securitization is invariably worse than politicization, his thinking nevertheless suggests that securitizing problems may not always result in better outcomes.5 For example, Wæver (1995: 65) restates Barry Buzan’s assertion that some environmental issues might be tackled more effectively ‘by the process-type remedies of economics, than by the statist solutions of security logic’. Similarly, Daniel Deudney (1990: 465–7) has warned of the logic of security being appropriated to create a sense of urgency in relation to the need to address ecological problems: how some environmentalists endeavour to find a ‘moral equivalence to war’. In particular, Deudney draws attention to how national security’s propensity for short-term strategizing – the desire that affairs are quickly returned to normal – ‘is not likely to make much of a contribution to establishing patterns of environmentally sound behaviour’. Because ‘conventional national security organizations have short-term horizons’, the tendency not to operate on the basis of long-term thinking represents a ‘poor model for environmental problem solving’. Stefan Elbe has also raised questions over the efficacy of securitizing certain public health concerns.6 In Elbe’s treatment of (the more specific) normative debate over the linking of HIV/AIDS and security, he notes how framing the issue of HIV/AIDS as security ‘pushes responses to the disease away from civil society toward the much less transparent workings of military and intelligence organizations, which also possess the power to override human rights and civil liberties’ (Elbe, 2006: 128).7
AT: Perm

The plan cannot be detached from its discursive underpinnings.  The noble effort to restrict violence is enframed by a larger structure of security logic that writes the effort into a broader system of hegemonic power and economic domination.

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 3-4]

These frameworks are interrogated at the level both of their theoretical conceptualisation and their practice: in their influence and implementation in specific policy contexts and conflicts in East and Central Asia, the Middle East and the 'war on terror', where their meaning and impact take on greater clarity. This approach is based on a conviction that the meaning of powerful political concepts cannot be abstract or easily universalised: they all have histories, often complex and conflictual; their forms and meanings change over time; and they are developed, refined and deployed in concrete struggles over power, wealth and societal form. While this should not preclude normative debate over how political or ethical concepts should be defined and used, and thus be beneficial or destructive to humanity, it embodies a caution that the meaning of concepts can never be stabilised or unproblematic in practice. Their normative potential must always be considered in relation to their utilisation in systems of political, social and economic power and their consequent worldly effects. Hence this book embodies a caution by Michel Foucault, who warned us about the 'politics of truth . . the battle about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays', and it is inspired by his call to 'detach the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic and cultural, within which it operates at the present time'.1

It is clear that traditionally coercive and violent approaches to security and strategy are both still culturally dominant, and politically and ethically suspect. However, the reasons for pursuing a critical analysis relate not only to the most destructive or controversial approaches, such as the war in Iraq, but also to their available (and generally preferable) alternatives. There is a necessity to question not merely extremist versions such as the Bush doctrine, Indonesian militarism or Israeli expansionism, but also their mainstream critiques - whether they take the form of liberal policy approaches in international relations (IR), just war theory, US realism, optimistic accounts of globalisation, rhetorics of sensitivity to cultural difference, or centrist Israeli security discourses based on territorial compromise with the Palestinians. The surface appearance of lively (and often significant) debate masks a deeper agreement about major concepts, forms of political identity and the imperative to secure them. Debates about when and how it may be effective and legitimate to use military force in tandem with other policy options, for example, mask a more fundamental discursive consensus about the meaning of security, the effectiveness of strategic power, the nature of progress, the value of freedom or the promises of national and cultural identity.  As a result, political and intellectual debate about insecurity, violent conflict and global injustice can become hostage to a claustrophic structure of political and ethical possibility that systematically wards off critique.
Reconstructing security discourse fails.  They change the content but maintain the imperialist form. Identifying current policy as a threat to stability strengthens the exlusionary constructions of security.  

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 30-1]

Second, the force of such critiques shattered Realism's claim to be a founding and comprehensive account of security: scattering its objects, methods, and normative aims into an often contradictory and antithetical dispersal. What was revealed here was not a universality but a field of conflict - as much social as conceptual. This creates some serious problems for a more radical and inclusive language of security, however important its desire for justice. This was recognised later by Walker, who argued in 1997 that 'demands for broader accounts of security risk inducing epistemological overload'." Indeed Simon Dalby argues that security, as a concept, may no longer be viable. He thinks that radical reformulations suggest that: 'the political structures of modernity, patriarchy and capitalism are the sources [rather than the vulnerable objects] of insecurity ... [are] so different as to call into question whether the term itself can be stretched to accommodate such reinterpretations. Inescapably, it puts into question the utility of the term in political discourse after the Cold War."'

Thus humanist critiques of security uncover an aporia within the concept of security. An aporia is an event that prevents a metaphysical discourse from fulfilling its promised unity: not a contradiction which can be brought into the dialectic, smoothed over and resolved into the unity of the concept, but an untotalisable problem at the heart of the concept, disrupting its trajectory, emptying out its fullness, opening out its closure. Jacques Derrida writes of aporia being an 'impasse', a path that cannot be travelled; an 'interminable experience' that, however, 'must remain if one wants to think, to make come or to let come any event of decision or responsibility' 14

As an event, Derrida sees the aporia as something like a stranger crossing the threshold of a foreign land: yet the aporetic stranger 'does not simply cross a given threshold' but 'affects the very experience of the threshold to the point of annihilating or rendering indeterminate all the distinctive signs of a prior identity, beginning with the very border that delineated a legitimate home and assured lineage, names and language •'•1 With this in mind, we can begin to imagine how a critical discourse (the 'stranger' in the security state) can challenge and open up the self-evidence of security, its self- and boundary-drawing nature, its imbrication with borders, sovereignty, identity and violence. Hence it is important to open up and focus on aporias: they bring possibility, the hope of breaking down the hegemony and assumptions of powerful political concepts, to think and create new social, ethical and economic relationships outside their oppressive structures of political and epistemological order - in short, they help us to think new paths. Aporias mark not merely the failure of concepts but a new potential to experience and imagine the impossible. This is where the critical and life-affirming potential of genealogy can come into play.

My particular concern with humanist discourses of security is that, whatever their critical value, they leave in place (and possibly strengthen) a key structural feature of the elite strategy they oppose: its claim to embody truth and to fix the contours of the real. In particular, the ontology of security/threat or security/insecurity which forms the basic condition of the real for mainstream discourses of international policy - remains powerfully in place, and security's broader function as a defining condition of human experience and modern political life remains invisible and unexamined. This is to abjure a powerful critical approach that is able to question the very categories in which our thinking, our experience and actions remain confined. This chapter remains focused on the aporias that lie at the heart of security, rather than pushing into the spaces that potentially lie beyond. This is another project, one whose contours are already becoming clearer and which I address in detail in Chapters 2 and 3•16 What this chapter builds is a genealogical account of security's origins and cultural power, its ability to provide what Walker calls a 'constitutive account of the political' - as he says, 'claims about common security, collective security, or world security do little more than fudge the contradictions written into the heart of modem politics: we can only become humans, or anything else, after we have given up our humanity, or any other attachments, to the greater good of citizenship' .17 Before we can rewrite security we have to properly understand how security has written us how it has shaped and limited our very possibility, the possibilities for our selves, our relationships and our available images of political, social and economic order. This, as Walker intriguingly hints, is also to explore the aporetic distance that modernity establishes between our 'humanity' and a secure identity defined and limited by the state. In short, security needs to be placed alongside a range of other economic, political, technological, philosophic and scientific developments as one of the central constitutive events of our modernity, and it remains one of its essential underpinnings.
AT: Cede the Political

Turn – our poststructuralist stance is the only effective political strategy – the political has already been ceded to the right – broadening the scope of politics is key to effective engagement.

Grondin 4 [David, master of pol sci and PHD of political studies @ U of Ottowa “(Re)Writing the “National Security State”: How and Why Realists (Re)Built the(ir) Cold War,” http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/rewriting_national_security_state.pdf]
A poststructuralist approach to international relations reassesses the nature of the political. Indeed, it calls for the repoliticization of practices of world politics that have been treated as if they were not political. For instance, limiting the ontological elements in one’s inquiry to states or great powers is a political choice. As Jenny Edkins puts it, we need to “bring the political back in” (Edkins, 1998: xii). For most analysts of International Relations, the conception of the “political” is narrowly restricted to politics as practiced by politicians. However, from a poststructuralist viewpoint, the “political” acquires a broader meaning, especially since practice is not what most theorists are describing as practice. Poststructuralism sees theoretical discourse not only as discourse, but also as political practice. Theory therefore becomes practice. The political space of poststructuralism is not that of exclusion; it is the political space of postmodernity, a dichotomous one, where one thing always signifies at least one thing and another (Finlayson and Valentine, 2002: 14). Poststructuralism thus gives primacy to the political, since it acts on us, while we act in its name, and leads us to identify and differentiate ourselves from others. This political act is never complete and celebrates undecidability, whereas decisions, when taken, express the political moment. It is a critical attitude which encourages dissidence from traditional approaches (Ashley and Walker, 1990a and 1990b). It does not represent one single philosophical approach or perspective, nor is it an alternative paradigm (Tvathail, 1996: 172). It is a nonplace, a border line falling between international and domestic politics (Ashley, 1989). The poststructuralist analyst questions the borderlines and dichotomies of modernist discourses, such as inside/outside, the constitution of the Self/Other, and so on. In the act of definition, difference – thereby the discourse of otherness – is highlighted, since one always defines an object with regard to what it is not (Knafo, 2004). As Simon Dalby asserts, “It involves the social construction of some other person, group, culture, race, nationality or political system as different from ‘our’ person, group, etc. Specifying difference is a linguistic, epistemological and, most importantly, a political act; it constructs a space for the other distanced and inferior from the vantage point of the person specifying the difference” (Dalby, cited in Tvathail, 1996: 179). Indeed, poststructuralism offers no definitive answers, but leads to new questions and new unexplored grounds. This makes the commitment to the incomplete nature of the political and of political analysis so central to poststructuralism (Finlayson and Valentine, 2002: 15). As Jim George writes, “It is postmodern resistance in the sense that while it is directly (and sometimes violently) engaged with modernity, it seeks to go beyond the repressive, closed aspects of modernist global existence. It is, therefore, not a resistance of traditional grand-scale emancipation or conventional radicalism imbued with authority of one or another sovereign presence. Rather, in opposing the large-scale brutality and inequity in human society, it is a resistance active also at the everyday, community, neighbourhood, and interpersonal levels, where it confronts those processes that systematically exclude people from making decisions about who they are and what they can be” (George, 1994: 215, emphasis in original). In this light, poststructural practices are used critically to investigate how the subject of international relations is constituted in and through the discourses and texts of global politics. Treating theory as discourse opens up the possibility of historicizing it. It is a myth that theory can be abstracted from its socio-historical context, from reality, so to speak, as neorealists and neoclassical realists believe. It is a political practice which needs to be contextualized and stripped of its purportedly neutral status. It must be understood with respect to its role in preserving and reproducing the structures and power relations present in all language forms. Dominant theories are, in this view, dominant discourses that shape our view of the world (the “subject”) and our ways of understanding it. 

The political has already been ceded – try or die for the alternative.

Grondin 4 [David, master of pol sci and PHD of political studies @ U of Ottowa “(Re)Writing the “National Security State”: How and Why Realists (Re)Built the(ir) Cold War,” http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/rewriting_national_security_state.pdf]
As American historian of U.S. foreign relations Michael Hogan observes in his study on the rise of the national security state during the Truman administration, “the national security ideology framed the Cold War discourse in a system of symbolic representation that defined America’s national identity by reference to the un-American ‘other,’ usually the Soviet Union, Nazi Germany, or some other totalitarian power” (Hogan, 1998: 17). Such a binary system made it difficult for any domestic dissent from U.S. policy to emerge – it would have “amounted to an act of disloyalty” (Hogan, 1998: 18).15While Hogan distinguishes advocates from critics of the American national security state, his view takes for granted that there is a given and fixed American political culture that differs from the “new” national security ideology. It posits an “American way”, produced by its cultural, political, and historical experience. Although he stresses that differences between the two sides of the discourse are superficial, pertaining solely to the means, rather than the ends of the national security state, Hogan sees the national security state as a finished and legitimate state: an American state suited to the Cold War context of permanent war, while stopping short of a garrison state: Although government would grow larger, taxes would go up, and budget deficits would become a matter of routine, none of these and other transformations would add up to the crushing regime symbolized in the metaphor of the garrison state. The outcome instead would be an American national security state that was shaped as much by the country’s democratic political culture as it was by the perceived military imperatives of the Cold War (Hogan, 1998: 22). I disagree with this essentialist view of the state identity of the United States. The United States does not need to be a national security state. If it was and is still constructed as such by many realist discourses, it is because these discourses serve some political purpose. Moreover, in keeping with my poststructuralist inclinations, I maintain that identity need not be, and indeed never is, fixed. In a scheme in which “to say is to do”, that is, from a perspective that accepts the performativity of language, culture becomes a relational site where identity politics happens rather than being a substantive phenomenon. In this sense, culture is not simply a social context framing foreign policy decision-making. Culture is “a signifying part of the conditions of possibility for social being, […] the way in which culturalist arguments themselves secure the identity of subjects in whose name they speak” (Campbell, 1998:221). The Cold War national security culture represented in realist discourses was constitutive of the American national security state. There was certainly a conflation of theory and policy in the Cold War military-intellectual complex, which “were observers of, and active participants in, defining the meaning of the Cold War. They contributed to portray the enemy that both reflected and fueled predominant ideological strains within the American body politic. As scholarly partners in the national security state, they were instrumental in defining and disseminating a Cold War culture” (Rubin, 2001: 15). This national security culture was “a complex space where various representations and representatives of the national security state compete to draw the boundaries and dominate the murkier margins of international relations” (Der Derian, 1992: 41). The same Cold War security culture has been maintained by political practice (on the part of realist analysts and political leaders) through realist discourses in the post-9/11 era and once again reproduces the idea of a national security state. This (implicit) state identification is neither accidental nor inconsequential. From a poststructuralist vantage point, the identification process of the state and the nation is always a negative process for it is achieved by exclusion, violence, and margina-lization. Thus, a deconstruction of practices that constitute and consolidate state identity is necessary: the writing of the state must be revealed through the analysis of the discourses that constitute it. The state and the discourses that (re)constitute it thus frame its very identity and impose a fictitious “national unity” on society; it is from this fictive and arbitrary creation of the modernist dichotomous discourses of inside/outside that the discourses (re)constructing the state emerge. It is in the creation of a Self and an Other in which the state uses it monopolistic power of legitimate violence – a power socially constructed, following Max Weber’s work on the ethic of responsibility – to construct a threatening Other differentiated from the “unified” Self, the national society (the nation).16 It is through this very practice of normative statecraft,17 which produces threatening Others, that the international sphere comes into being. David Campbell adds that it is by constantly articulating danger through foreign policy that the state’s very conditions of existence are generated18.
***Jackson Vanik***
Uniqueness

Ext. Needham 12, That there is bipartisan support of Jackson Vanik.

Senators are confident they will lobby the repeal to passage.

Vicki Needham, 7-18-12 (Staff Writer, The Hill, " Senate Finance unanimously approves bill to normalize trade with Russia", http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/238715-senate-finance-unanimously-approves-russia-trade-bill- :)

Senators cleared the first hurdle to extending permanent normal trade relations to Russia on Wednesday amid uncertainty about the chances of moving similar legislation through the House.   The Senate Finance Committee unanimously approved a measure combining a repeal of Jackson-Vanik, an obsolete Cold War-era provision, with a human-rights measure that would punish Russian officials involved in the death of whistleblowing lawyer Sergei Magnitsky.  But division between the House and Senate, combined with a tight deadline, has cast doubt on whether Congress will pass a trade bill before Russia joins the World Trade Organization next month.  Unless Congress acts to normalize relations, U.S. businesses could be at a disadvantage against foreign competitors that sell to Russia.  “By enacting [permanent normalized trade relations] together with the Magnitsky bill, we are replacing Jackson-Vanik with legislation that addresses the corruption and accountability issues that Russia confronts today,” Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) said.   Baucus argued that the show of bipartisan support — he and ranking member Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) hammered out a compromise — could boost the bill’s chances.  He expressed optimism that the Senate would vote on the measure before Russia joins the World Trade Organization, but conceded that Senate leadership hasn’t indicated whether it will take up the bill.   Senate Majority Whip Dick Durbin (D-Ill.) cast doubt on holding a vote before the August recess.  “I have not heard it discussed in terms of being scheduled before the recess,” he told The Hill.   But the unanimous vote on the Finance Committee might be enough to sway Senate leadership to consider the measure.   During the past several weeks, business groups such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and Business Roundtable have ramped up their push for passage of a trade bill before lawmakers leave town for the summer break.   “This is a huge message to the House and is the momentum burst the business community has been hoping for,” Christopher Wenk, senior director of international policy at the Chamber, told The Hill.  “This is the one issue in Washington with bipartisan support in the House and the Senate that can be signed by the president; there’s no other issue out there. This is a fantastic outcome.”  Despite some discord, Wenk said he’s confident Congress can get a bill to President Obama before the August recess.  Another business group, the National Foreign Trade Council (NFTC), supports the trade-relations bill but is still opposed to the Magnitsky language.   The measure, “which addresses legitimate human-rights concerns, contains a number of problematic provisions that will unnecessarily complicate U.S.-Russia relations and create a new global unilateral sanction regime for the U.S. government to use against virtually any foreign person for vaguely defined reasons,” said NFTC President Bill Reinsch.   But there was a glimmer of hope that the bill could start to move in the House.  House Ways and Means ranking member Sandy Levin (D-Mich.) said Wednesday he supports the bill that cleared Senate Finance and urged the panel to mark up the legislation.  “The outcome of that action is a strong bill that addresses the outstanding issues that we have raised,” Levin said.   House Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp (R-Mich.), who has called for a clean measure, said Wednesday that he intends to introduce a bill soon. 

Link 
Ext. Callen 2009 that infrastructure spending is unpopular. There is nothing less sexy than ramming boats into icebergs.
Ext. that Jackson Vanik is key to Russian Relations. A massively unpopular plan will destroy necessary political capital and hurt American Markets.
***Shipping Lanes***

Ext. That trading is inevitable, that’s our Pope Evidence. Cross apply our Roach 07 that shipping lanes aren’t necessary because the ice is melting. The Northwest passage solves, and the Panama canal does also. The squo and CP solve ENTIRELY for the Adv.

***Naval Power***
Ext. Kagan that Heg is currently high now. Prefer our Kagan evidence that specifically states that any ground other countries have gained has come at the expense of Europe and Japan, and that our military is the best detterent. Also extend that the Aff cannot solve for this anyway. Icebreakers are not key. The argument the affirmative is making is that the ONLY thing between us and war with Russia are two ice breakers.
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