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AIR POLLUTION

Alt Causes

Too many alt causes to solve – can’t touch the quals of this card

Brook et al, 4 (Robert D., MD, Associate Professor at the Department of Internal Medicine, University of Michigan *AND Barry A. Franklin, PhD, Director of the Cardiac Rehabilitation Program and Exercise Laboratories, William Beaumont Hospital, Professor of Physiology, Wayne State University, School of Medicine, *AND Wayne Cascio, MD,  Former Director of Cardiovascular Research at the Center for Environmental Medicine, Asthma and Lung Biology at UNC Chapel Hill, Former Medical Director of the Clinical Electrocardiography Laboratory at the University of North Carolina Hospitals, *AND Yuling Hong, MD, PhD, Associate Director for Science, Division for Heart Disease and Stroke Prevention, National Institutes of Health, *AND George Howard, PhD, Department of Biostatistics, School of Public Health, University of Alabama–Birmingham, *AND Michael Lipsett, MD, Chief of the Environmental Health Investigations Branch, California Department of Public Health, *AND Russell Luepker, MD, Mayo Professor of Public Health, Division of Epidemiology and Community Health, School of Public Health, University of Minnesota, *AND Murray Mittleman, MD, ScD, Associate Professor in the Department of Epidemiology, School of Public Health, Harvard University, *AND Jonathan Samet, MD, founding director of the USC Institute for Global Health, Flora L. Thornton Chair of the Department of Preventive Medicine of the Keck School of Medicine, University of Southern California, *AND Sidney C. Smith Jr, MD, professor of medicine and director of the Academic Center for Cardiovascular Disease, University of North Carolina,  *AND Ira Tager, MD, Professor of Epidemiology, School of Public Health, Division of Epidemiology, University of California Berkeley, June 1, 2004, “Air Pollution and Cardiovascular Disease,” American Heart Association, http://circ.ahajournals.org/content/109/21/2655.full, Hensel)

A brief description of several individual air pollutants is provided first for background. A complete discussion is beyond the scope of this statement, and interested readers may find a more comprehensive review on this subject elsewhere.26 Particulate Matter Airborne PM consists of a heterogeneous mixture of solid and liquid particles suspended in air, continually varying in size and chemical composition in space and time (Figure 1). Primary particles are emitted directly into the atmosphere, such as diesel soot, whereas secondary particles are created through physicochemical transformation of gases, such as nitrate and sulfate formation from gaseous nitric acid and sulfur dioxide (SO2), respectively. The numerous natural and anthropogenic sources of PM include motor vehicle emissions, tire fragmentation and resuspension of road dust, power generation and other industrial combustion, smelting and other metal processing, agriculture, construction and demolition activities, residential wood burning, windblown soil, pollens and molds, forest fires and combustion of agricultural debris, volcanic emissions, and sea spray. Although there are thousands of chemicals that have been detected in PM in different locations, some of the more common constituents include nitrates, sulfates, elemental and organic carbon, organic compounds (eg, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons), biological compounds (eg, endotoxin, cell fragments), and a variety of metals (eg, iron, copper, nickel, zinc, and vanadium).

Lots of alt causes 

Rani et al, 11 (Bina, Department of Engineering Chemistry and Environmental Engineering, Poornima College of Engineering, *AND Upma Singh, School of Applied Science, Gautam Buddha University, *AND Raaz Maheshwari, Department of Chemistry, University of Rajasthan, June 2011, “Menace of Air Pollution Worldwide,” Advances in Bioresearch, Vol. 2 [1], http://www.soeagra.com/abr_vol22011/1.pdf, Hensel)

Natural sources  Dust from natural sources, usually large areas of land with little or no vegetation  Methane, emitted by the digestion of food by animals, for example cattle  Radon gas from radioactive decay within the Earth's crust. Radon is a colorless, odorless, naturally occurring, radioactive noble gas that is formed from the decay of radium. It is considered to be a health hazard. Radon gas from natural sources can accumulate in buildings, especially in confined areas such as the basement and it is the second most frequent cause of lung cancer, after cigarette smoking  Smoke and carbon monoxide from wildfires  Vegetation, in some regions, emits environmentally significant amounts of VOCs on warmer days. These VOCs react with primary anthropogenic pollutants—specifically, NOx, SO2, and anthropogenic organic carbon compounds—to produce a seasonal haze of secondary pollutants. [6]  Volcanic activity, which produce sulfur, chlorine, and ash particulates 

Inevitable

Air pollution’s inevitable – other countries’ pollution cancels out any improvement we make

Watson, 05 (Traci – USA Today staff writer, citing David Parrish, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, citing Daniel Jacob, Vasco McCoy Family Professor of Atmospheric Chemistry and Environmental Engineering, Center for the Environment, Harvard University, citing David Streets, environmental scientist at Argonne National Laboratory, citing Daniel Jaffe, Professor of Atmospheric and Environmental Chemistry at the University of Washington-Bothell, March 14, 2005, “Air pollution from other countries drifts into USA,” USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/nation/2005-03-13-pollution-_x.htm, Hensel)

Americans drive imported cars, wear imported clothes and chug imported beers. Now scientists are discovering another, less welcome import into the USA: air pollution. Mercury from China, dust from Africa, smog from Mexico — all of it drifts freely across U.S. borders and contaminates the air millions of Americans breathe, according to recent research from Harvard University, the University of Washington and many other institutions where scientists are studying air pollution. There are no boundaries in the sky to stop such pollution, no Border Patrol agents to capture it. Pollution wafting into the USA accounts for 30% of the nation's ozone, an important component of smog, says researcher David Parrish of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. By the year 2020, Harvard University's Daniel Jacob says, imported pollution will be the primary factor degrading visibility in our national parks. While the United States is cutting its own emissions, some nations, especially China, are belching out more and more dirty air. As a result, overseas pollution could partly cancel out improvements in U.S. air quality that have cost billions of dollars. Among the efforts that could be undermined: the Environmental Protection Agency's new drive to cut power plants' emissions of ozone-forming chemicals and particle pollution, specks of chemicals that damage health. The EPA finalized the rule Thursday. The EPA will announce limits Tuesday on mercury emitted by U.S. power plants. But the agency estimates that 40% of the mercury that sinks out of the air and lands in the USA comes from overseas. "A number of things are getting here that we're worried about," says David Streets, an environmental scientist at Argonne National Laboratory in Chicago. "Some of these (pollutants) are not easy to control. ... I don't expect things to get better in the next 10 years or so, and some things will get worse." Almost every place in the USA has suffered from the effects of imported air pollution, at least occasionally. Some of the most serious impacts: • Mercury emitted by power plants and factories in China, Korea and other parts of Asia wafts over to the USA and settles into the nation's lakes and streams, where it contributes to pollution that makes fish unsafe to eat. • Dust from Africa's Sahara Desert blows west across the Atlantic Ocean and helps raise particle levels above federal health standards in Miami and other Southern cities. • Haze and ozone from factories, power plants and fires in Asia and Mexico infiltrate wilderness spots such as California's Sequoia National Park and Texas' Big Bend National Park, clouding views and making the air less healthy. Scientists who study air quality have long known that air pollution seeps into the USA from abroad. But only recently have they realized that the problem has an enormous reach — an idea that at first met with resistance. "A lot of scientists were skeptical," says Daniel Jaffe of the University of Washington at Bothell, recalling the reaction to his early findings. "There was a lot of, 'Oh, come on now.' " But aerial and ground-based sensors that detected the chemical fingerprints of pollutants floating across oceans helped erase doubts. So did new satellites that in the last 10 years gave scientists a bird's-eye view of clouds of pollution drifting from continent to continent.

No Extinction

Air pollution doesn’t cause extinction – empirics
Lomborg, 01 (Bjorn, adjunct professor at the Copenhagen Business School, director of the Copenhagen Consensus Centre, former director of the Environmental Assessment Institute in Copenhagen, August 14, 2001, “Take a deep breath...air quality is getting better,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2001/aug/15/physicalsciences.globalwarming, Hensel)

Of all the different types of pollution affecting human health, by far the most important is air pollution. Of all the major US Environmental Protection Agency statute areas (air, water, pesticides, conservation, drinking water, toxic control, liability), and even by the agency's own reckoning, 86-96% of all social benefits stem from the regulation of air pollution. We often assume that air pollution is a modern phenomenon, and that it has got worse in recent times. However, air pollution has been a major nuisance for most of civilisation, and the air of the western world has not been as clean as it is now for a long time. In ancient Rome, the statesman Seneca complained about "the stink, soot and heavy air" in the city. In 1257, when Henry III's wife visited Nottingham, she found the stench of smoke from coal burning so intolerable that she left for fear of her life, and in 1285 London's air was so polluted that Edward I established the world's first air pollution commission. Shelley wrote: "Hell must be much like London, a smoky and populous city." For London, the consequences were dire. In the 18th century it had 20 foggy days a year, but this had increased to almost 60 by the end of the 19th century: this meant that London got 40% less sunshine than the surrounding towns, and the number of thunderstorms doubled in London from the early-18th to the late-19th century. We have data for air pollution in London since 1585, estimated from coal imports till 1935 5and adjusted to measured pollution from the 1920s till today. This shows how levels of smoke and sulphur pollution increased dramatically over the 300 years from 1585, reaching a maximum in the late 19th century, only to have dropped even faster ever since, such that the levels of the 1980s and 1990s were below the levels of the late 16th century. And despite increasing traffic, particulate emissions in the UK are expected to decrease over the next 10 years by 30%. Smoke and particles are probably by far the most dangerous pollutant, and London's air has not been so free of them since the middle ages.

It doesn’t even cause death…at all…

Schwartz, 03 (Joel, adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, April 2003, “Particulate Air Pollution: Weighing the Risks,” Competitive Enterprise Institute, http://cei.org/sites/default/files/Joel%20Schwartz%20-%20Particulate%20Air%20Pollution%20Weighing%20the%20Risks.pdf, Hensel)

Nonetheless, both the Bush Administration and congressional Democrats have proposed sweeping new measures to further crack down on power plant emissions. The Administration’s Clear Skies Initiative and a more stringent Democratic alternative are largely justified by claims that current levels of particulate matter (PM) pose a serious public health threat. Supporters of these bills promise substantial benefits from additional PM reductions. Nevertheless, the benefit claims for PM reductions rest on a weak foundation. EPA based its new annual fine PM (PM2.5) standard on a study known as the American Cancer Society (ACS) study of PM and mortality, which assessed the association between the risk of death between 1982 and 1998 with PM2.5 levels in dozens of American cities. Although the ACS study reported an association between PM and mortality, some odd features of the ACS results suggest that PM is not the culprit. For example, according to the ACS results, PM increased mortality in men, but not women; in those with no more than a high school degree, but not those with at least some college education; in former smokers, but not current- or never-smokers; and in those who said they were moderately active, but not those who said they were very active or sedentary. These odd variations in the relationship between PM2.5 and mortality seem biologically implausible. Even more surprising, the ACS study reported that higher PM2.5 levels were not associated with an increased risk of mortality due to respiratory disease; a surprising finding, given that PM would be expected to exert its effects through the respiratory system. EPA also ignored the results of another epidemiologic study that found no effect of PM2.5 on mortality in a cohort of veterans with high blood pressure, even though this relatively unhealthy cohort should have been more susceptible to the effects of pollution than the general population. The evidence therefore suggests that the existing annual standard for PM2.5 is unnecessarily stringent. Attaining the standard will be expensive, but is unlikely to improve public health.

AIR POWER

Doesn’t Solve Terror

Nope

WSJ, 12 (Wall Street Journal, April 30, 2012, “Airpower Alone Won't Win Terrorism War,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304811304577368253788633064.html, AJ)

Gen. John Michael Loh's proposal to "stop terrorists with more airpower" (Letters, April 26) is unrealistic and simplistic. He argues that airpower alone can achieve significant national security and military objectives. Counterterrorism (CT) operations are not solved from a cockpit at 20,000 feet, nor from a drone whose operator sits thousands of miles away. They involve complex coordination and information-sharing with our allies and regional partners, specially trained ground-based CT operators and a host of legal authorities and specific rules of engagement. The "thousands of ground forces" whom Gen. Loh mistakenly believes are conducting CT operations are in reality conducting counter-insurgency operations, which are significantly different from CT operations. Proposing that airpower alone can defeat terrorism is a dangerous proposition that implies CT can be executed cheaply and from afar, when in reality it's a dirty, dangerous and time-consuming business. Airpower can (and does) certainly support complex CT operations, but as one facet of the overall approach. Gen. Loh's belief in the precision, efficacy and economy of airpower is not supported by the mass of historical or current evidence. Despite impressive successes against al Qaeda leaders, suicide bombers continue to strike effectively in Afghanistan, Pakistan and other Middle East locations. Yes, modern drone aircraft provide a highly effective means of conducting targeted assassinations, but such selective killing can't disable terrorist organizations like the Taliban or Hamas that are deeply embedded within a supportive host society.

High Now

Air supremacy is unchallenged

Weitz, 11 (Richard, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis, Hudson Institute, September 2, 2011, “U.S. Air Superiority Remains Safe,” China US Focus, http://www.chinausfocus.com/slider/u-s-air-superiority-remains-safe/, AJ)

In any case, the Pentagon’s report on the Chinese military makes clear that China’s air force and defense aerospace sector still lags considerably behind that of the United States.  According to the U.S. Department of Defense, the People’s Liberation Army Air Force (PLAAF) has made considerable progress in its efforts to expand its role from its traditional focus on homeland air defense to encompass extra-territorial missions such as anti-access and air-denial operations designed to prevent the U.S. military from intervening in battles along China’s periphery. The PLAAF has also demonstrated a limited ability to operate even further from China, at least in terms of participating in military exercises in Central Asia and Turkey last year or helping to evacuate Chinese nationals from the Middle East.  Yet, most Chinese military aircrafts are at least one generation behind those available to the United States. The PLA’s air defense systems comprise mostly Soviet-era surface-to-air missile launchers purchased from Russia (such as the SA-10 and SA-20 PMU1/PMU2) and Chinese systems based on these S-300 vairants (e.g., the HQ-9). The PLAAF’s best fighter planes, like those in the PLA Navy’s air component, also originate from Soviet-era technology (e.g., Su-27/F-11, Su-30 variants, and the F-10), while the PLAAF’s long-range bomber force relies on even more obsolete Soviet technology. China’s unmanned aerial vehicles and early warning aircraft also have inferior equipment compared to those in the NATO or Russian fleets. Overall, the Pentagon assesses only about one-quarter of China’s military aircraft as being modern combat planes equivalent to what one finds in Western fleets.  As for the Chengdu J-20, the Pentagon’s China military power report says that “the Defense Department does not expect the J-20 to achieve an effective operational capability prior to 2018.” The report acknowledges that the J-20 “will eventually give the PLA Air Force a platform capable of long range, penetrating strikes into complex air defense environments.”  But this very language suggests that the J-20 will serve primarily as a tactical strike plane, such as the original U.S. F-117 NightHawk that initiated the air campaigns against Iraq and in Kosovo, rather than as a fighter that will compete with the latest U.S. stealth planes, the F-22 and F-35, for air superiority. In this role, the plane will simply complement China’s offensive surface-to-surface missiles by “improve[ing] the PLA's ability to strike regional air bases, logistical facilities, and other ground-based infrastructure.”   Furthermore, the report shares the ambiguous judgment of many analysts regarding whether the J-20 really is a fifth-generation aircraft on par with these U.S. planes. It states that the J-20 "highlights China's ambition to produce a fighter aircraft that incorporates stealth attributes, advanced avionics, and super-cruise capable engines over the next several years."[italics added]  The report further notes that “China faces several hurdles as it moves toward J-20 production, including the mastery of high performance jet engine production.” Indeed, although the improving quality of China’s defense industry has resulted in the PRC’s ending its previous billion-dollar annual purchases of Soviet-era weapons from the Russian Federation, China still must use Russian engines for its most advanced warplanes. 

Air power is high and causes civilian casualties – Iraq and Afghanistan 

Washington Post, 08 (Josh White – staff writer, January 17, 2008, “U.S. Boosts Its Use of Airstrikes in Iraq,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/01/16/AR2008011604148.html, AJ)

The U.S. military conducted more than five times as many airstrikes in Iraq last year as it did in 2006, targeting al-Qaeda safe houses, insurgent bombmaking facilities and weapons stockpiles in an aggressive strategy aimed at supporting the U.S. troop increase by overwhelming enemies with air power.  Top commanders said that better intelligence-gathering allows them to identify and hit extremist strongholds with bombs and missiles, and they predicted that extensive airstrikes will continue this year as the United States seeks to flush insurgents out of havens in and around Baghdad and to the north in Diyala province.  The U.S.-led coalition dropped 1,447 bombs on Iraq last year, an average of nearly four a day, compared with 229 bombs, or about four each week, in 2006.  "The core reason why we see the increase in strikes is the offensive strategy taken by General [David H.] Petraeus," said Air Force Col. Gary Crowder, commander of the 609th Combined Air Operations Center in Southwest Asia. Because the United States has sent more troops into areas rife with insurgent activity, he said, "we integrated more airstrikes into those operations."  The greater reliance on air power has raised concerns from human rights groups, which say that 500-pound and 2,000-pound munitions threaten civilians, especially when dropped in residential neighborhoods where insurgents mix with the population. The military assures that the precision attacks are designed to minimize civilian casualties -- particularly as Petraeus's counterinsurgency strategy emphasizes moving more troops into local communities and winning over the Iraqi population -- but rights groups say bombings carry an especially high risk. "The Iraqi population remains at risk of harm during these operations," said Eliane Nabaa, a spokeswoman for the U.N. Assistance Mission for Iraq. "The presence of individual combatants among a great number of civilians does not alter the civilian character of an area."  UNAMI estimates that more than 200 civilian deaths resulted from U.S. airstrikes in Iraq from the beginning of April to the end of last year, when U.S. forces began to significantly increase the strikes to coordinate with the expansion of ground troops.  The strategy was evident last week, as U.S. forces launched airstrikes across Iraq as part of Operation Phantom Phoenix. On Thursday morning in Arab Jabour, southeast of Baghdad, the U.S. military dropped 38 bombs with 40,000 pounds of explosives in 10 minutes, one of the largest strikes since the 2003 invasion. U.S. forces north of Baghdad employed bombs totaling more than 16,500 pounds over just a few days last week, according to officers there.  "The purpose of these particular strikes was to shape the battlefield and take out known threats before our ground troops move in," Army Col. Terry Ferrell, commander of the 2nd Brigade, 3rd Infantry Division, said at a news conference in Baghdad last Friday, describing the Arab Jabour attacks. "Our aim was to neutralize any advantage the enemy could claim with the use of IEDs and other weapons," he said, referring to improvised explosive devices.  Counterinsurgency experts said the greater use of airstrikes meshes with U.S. strategy, which calls for coalition troops to clear hostile areas before holding and then rebuilding them. U.S. forces have put the new counterinsurgency efforts into play by using their increased numbers to home in on insurgent strongholds.  Colin Kahl, a professor of security studies at Georgetown University who studies the Iraq war, said airstrikes rose in 2007 because of a combination of increased U.S. operations and a realization that air power can have a strong psychological effect on the enemy.  "Part of this is announcing our presence to the adversary," said Kahl, who recently returned from a trip to the air operations center. "Across this calendar year you will see a reduction in U.S. forces, so there will be fewer troops to support Iraqi forces. One would expect a continued level of airstrikes because of offensive operations, and as U.S. forces begin to draw down you may see even more airstrikes." In Afghanistan, where U.S. and NATO bombings picked up in the middle of 2006, coalition airstrikes reached 3,572 last year, more than double the total for 2006 and more than 20 times the number in 2005. Many of the strikes have targeted the Taliban and other extremists in Helmand province, and military officials said they have been able to use air power to support small Special Forces units that engage the enemy in remote locations.  Human rights groups estimate that Afghan civilian casualties caused by airstrikes tripled to more than 300 in 2007, fueling fears that such aggressive bombardment could be catastrophic for the innocent.  Marc Garlasco, a military analyst at Human Rights Watch who tracks airstrikes in Iraq and Afghanistan, said the strikes carry unique risks. "My major concern with what's going on in Iraq is massive population density," he said. "You have the potential for very high civilian casualties, so you need really granular intelligence on what you're going to hit. But I don't think they're being careless." In preparation for last week's major airstrikes near Baghdad, North said, he met two weeks ago with Army Maj. Gen. Rick Lynch, commander of the 3rd Infantry Division and U.S. forces in Baghdad, to walk through the plans.  "What you're seeing in the last few days is a very deliberate process honed by intelligence, targeted and aligned to get the desired effect in a particular area," North said.  Commanders also said they are using air power more creatively, in some cases dropping bombs that explode in the air to detonate insurgent roadside bombs. Other U.S. munitions have cut off small bridges or roads to isolate insurgent movement. As seen in Air Force videos, some attacks have been extremely precise, such as when a Predator unmanned aircraft fired an AGM-114P Hellfire missile to kill three extremists who were setting up a mortar attack on Nov. 7 in Balad.  North said the Air Force has used concrete-filled bombs to detonate IED sites and is using 250-pound GBU-39 small-diameter bombs to make blasts safer for civilians. Commanders also have been using airstrikes on houses suspected to be rigged with explosives, called "house-borne IEDs."  Such a strike occurred Jan. 6, when soldiers with the 2nd Battalion, 1st Cavalry Regiment, 4th Stryker Brigade Combat Team spotted five suspected insurgents with rocket-propelled grenades and AK-47 rifles apparently rigging a house with explosives near Khan Bani Saad, northeast of Baghdad. Lt. Col. Stuart Pettis, air liaison officer for Multinational Division North, said the unit asked for airstrikes.  "After doing a show of force to get civilians out of the area, they engaged the house and the fighters with a 500-pound bomb," he said of the attack by two British Tornado GR4 jets. "They took the fighters out."  

More evidence

Mueller, 10 (Karl P., senior political scientist at RAND Corporation, adjunct associate professor in the Security Studies Program, Georgetown University, 2010, “Air Power,” RAND Corporation, http://www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/2010/RAND_RP1412.pdf, AJ)

For some 65 years the United States has been the world’s leading aerial power, and today its preeminence is in many respects greater than ever following two decades of Russian air power decline and dramatic contractions in military investment by many Western states, most of which anticipate conducting high-intensity air campaigns only as part of a US-led coalition (Posen 2003; see also Seversky 1942). This is not merely, and arguably not even primarily, due to the quantity and quality of the US armed forces’ combat aircraft and aircrew, but is also a function of years of massive, unrivaled US investment in “enabling” capabilities including airlift, aerial refueling, command and control, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR), communications, and basing that make possible the sustained generation and coordination of large numbers of sorties, often over long ranges and far from the United States itself (Lambeth 2000). 

Ineffective

Air power ineffective – empirics

Mueller, 10 (Karl P., senior political scientist at RAND Corporation, adjunct associate professor in the Security Studies Program, Georgetown University, 2010, “Air Power,” RAND Corporation, http://www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/2010/RAND_RP1412.pdf, AJ)

Strategic bombing campaigns failed to produce the sort of rapid, decisive results originally envisioned by many of their proponents. Populations subjected to terror bombing did not rise up against their governments, demanding capitulation in order to stop the carnage as Douhet had predicted. The British and German war economies proved to be resilient under attack, the latter finally collapsing only late in the war when Allied planners who had been overly influenced by the models of their own economies finally worked out which target sets truly represented its key vulnerabilities (Brodie 1959; Mierzejewski 1988). Yet ultimately economic collapse did come in both Germany and Japan, through the combined effects of bombing, blockade, losses on the battlefield, and Axis economic mismanagement (Bernstein 1995; Tooze 2007). In addition to punishment, Pape declares that denial strategies based on bombing war production do not work, nor do decapitation or “strategic paralysis” strategies, such as those inspired by the theories of Warden (1989) and John Boyd (Osinga 2006). He concludes therefore that strategic bombing as a whole is ineffective, and advises that air power investment should concentrate on providing capabilities for interdiction, close air support, and other missions to defeat enemy military forces. Attacks against enemy leaders have indeed failed with remarkable frequency to produce their desired results (Hosmer 2001b), while strategic paralysis has proved to be an elusive goal – and one that in some cases, such as the 2003 invasion of Iraq, might have been counterproductive in any event (Hosmer 2007). The situation is murkier with respect to denial campaigns against war industry – for example, Pape’s claim that this was ineffective in the German case depends on classifying the destruction of the German petroleum industry as something other than strategic attack because its principal effect was to cripple German tactical and operational mobility, and he does not address the possibility that the ultimate collapse of the German war machine could have been achieved earlier if different targeting choices had been made. However, it is true that bombing enemy military production will be irrelevant to denial except in prolonged conflicts against states that are consuming their war materiel and cannot import more of it. In the end, however, whether strategic bombing can be decisive is less important than whether particular types of strategies are likely to succeed or fail, particularly since the aircraft and weapons used for strategic attack today are in many respects not fundamentally different from those needed for other types of air campaigns. 

SQ Solves – AirSea Battle

Squo solves the Air Force, emerging threats, hegemony, and the economy---AirSea Battle

O'Rourke 6/14 2012, *Ronald O'Rourke: Specialist in Naval Affairs, “China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy Capabilities—Background and Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33153.pdf, AJ

DOD has been developing a new Air-Sea Battle (ASB) concept that is intended to increase the joint operating effectiveness U.S. naval and Air Force units, particularly in operations for countering anti-access forces. The ASB development effort was announced in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review. DOD has established an Air-Sea Battle Office to guide the implementation of the concept.110 Although DOD officials state that the ASB concept is not directed at any particular adversary, many observers believe it is focused to a large degree, if not principally, on countering Chinese and Iranian anti-access forces. Appreciating the need to address the growing challenge posed by the emerging A2/AD environment, the Secretary of Defense directed the Department of the Air Force and the Department of the Navy to develop an Air-Sea Battle Concept. In response, the services designed an operational concept, focused on the ways and means necessary to neutralize current and anticipated A2/AD threats, to ensure our Joint force maintains the ability to project power and protect U.S. national interests. The Air-Sea Battle Concept centers on networked, integrated, attack-in-depth to disrupt, destroy and defeat (NIA-D3) A2/AD threats. This approach exploits and improves upon the advantage U.S. forces have across the air, maritime, land, space and cyberspace domains, and is essential to defeat increasingly capable intelligence gathering systems and sophisticated weapons systems used by adversaries employing A2/AD systems. Offensive and defensive tasks in Air-Sea Battle are tightly coordinated in real time by networks able to command and control air and naval forces in a contested environment. The air and naval forces are organized by mission and networked to conduct integrated operations across all domains. The concept organizes these integrated tasks into three lines of effort, wherein air and naval forces attack-in-depth to disrupt the adversary’s intelligence collection and command and control used to employ A2/AD weapons systems; destroy or neutralize A2/AD weapons systems within effective range of U.S. forces; and defeat an adversary’s employed weapons to preserve essential U.S. Joint forces and their enablers. Through NIA-D3, air and naval forces achieve integrated effects across multiple domains, using multiple paths to increase the resilience, agility, speed and effectiveness of the force. Air-Sea Battle is a limited operational concept designed to address an adversary’s A2/AD capabilities. It is not a concept aimed at any particular potential adversary, nor a campaign plan designed to accomplish a specific national objective. Instead, it is a concept that will spark innovation and development of the means to support future operations. The Air-Sea Battle Concept identifies the actions needed to defeat A2/AD threats and the materiel and non-materiel solutions required to execute those actions. Regardless of anticipated advancements in A2/AD threats, implementation of the Air-Sea Battle Concept will ensure the U.S. can gain access and project power in defense of U.S. interests and those of our allies and partners.171 With Air-Sea Battle, we are reinvigorating the historic partnership between our two departments to protect the freedom of the commons and ensure operational access for the Joint Force. Air-Sea Battle provides the concepts, capabilities and investments needed to overcome the challenges posed by emerging threats to access like ballistic and cruise missiles, advanced submarines and fighters, electronic warfare and mines. By better countering these military threats, Air-Sea Battle will improve the credibility and effectiveness of the entire Joint force as a key element of Joint Operational Access Concept implementation directed in the new defense guidance. Air-Sea Battle relies on highly integrated and tightly coordinated operations across warfighting domains—for example, using cyber methodologies to defeat threats to aircraft, or using aircraft to defeat threats on and under the sea. This level of integration requires that the Navy and the Air Force not only restore and institutionalize their close interdependence in the field but also support Joint efforts to better integrate the processes they use to develop, manage and prepare forces for deployment. Those processes, in turn, must translate into effective organizational, operational and acquisition strategies. Clearly, for U.S. military forces to continue protecting the freedom of international waters, skies and cyberspace we must build on our collective service histories and shared values to foster a more permanent and well-institutionalized partnership between the departments. Air-Sea Battle does exactly that. Preserving U.S. global freedom of action is increasingly important; American interests remain expansive, even as American resources become more constrained. Autocratic states and groups seeking to subvert the prevailing political and economic order are already leveraging their geographic advantages to employ armed coercion and political action to counter American presence and power projection, as well as to disrupt free access to key areas in the air and maritime commons. As these revisionist strategies advance, America’s friends will increasingly seek the security and stability provided by comprehensive U.S. national power. If America appears unable or unwilling to counter an adversary’s anti-access military capabilities, its friends and allies may find U.S. security assurances less credible, leading some of them to seek accommodation with aggressors or alternate means of self- defense, including weapons of mass destruction. Either course of action could lead to dangerous regional security competitions. Meanwhile, downward pressure on U.S. national defense spending complicates defense planning and weapon system recapitalization. Through the Air-Sea Battle concept and its mandate for improved Air Force and Navy integration, we aim to help address these challenges. These examples typify past Air Force and Navy integration efforts, which tended to be episodic and ad hoc. Once the specific threat abated, the partnership dissolved almost as quickly as it had formed. Today, however, we face a range of increasingly complex threats that demand a more enduring, more deeply institutionalized approach. Air-Sea Battle mitigates access challenges by moving beyond simply de-conflicting operations in each warfighting domain, toward creating the level of domain integration necessary to defeat increasingly varied and sophisticated threats. As these historical examples illustrate, this integration needs to occur in the field—but it also needs to occur institutionally in our service efforts to organize, train and equip the current and future force. The imperative behind Air-Sea Battle, as we have argued, stems from the importance of our nation’s military capacity for protecting allies and partners as well as ensuring freedom of access to key areas of international air, sea, space and cyberspace. Our military’s power projection ability also allows U.S. statesmen to better manage the risks and uncertainties associated with changes in the distribution of power, especially when those changes empower states who challenge important international norms. Free access to the ungoverned “commons” of air, maritime, cyberspace and space is the foundation of the global marketplace. More than two billion passengers and more than 35 percent of international trade by value transit international airspace annually. Ninety percent of global trade by volume travels by sea, and 25 percent of that, approximately 50,000 vessels a year, travels through a 1.7-mile-wide sliver of ocean at the Strait of Malacca. Financial traders around the world conduct secure banking transactions involving more than $4 trillion per day using intercontinental communications traveling through underwater cables and precise timing signals from the space-based Global Positioning System. Interconnected systems of trade, finance, information and security enable global prosperity and have helped lift almost a billion people out of poverty since World War II. But this interconnectedness also makes the global economy more susceptible to disruption. The fragility of chokepoints in air, space, cyberspace and on the sea enable an increasing number of entities, states and non-state actors alike to disrupt the global economy with small numbers of well-placed, precise attacks. Today, for example, Iran regularly threatens transit access through the Strait of Hormuz in response to international sanctions. Moreover, these strategies and the weapons that support them are also no longer the exclusive province of large states. Pirates, terrorists and insurgents are increasingly able to disrupt free transit in the air, on land and at sea. The United States must be prepared to respond to these contingencies, to defend U.S. interests abroad and to preserve the freedom and security of the global commons in this rapidly changing environment. When the Soviet Union dissolved, so did the predictability that guided U.S. force development and force posture for decades. Our predecessors recognized, however, that new adversaries would inevitably rise to challenge our national interests. They developed an improved model of expeditionary warfare demonstrated in Desert Storm, one that capitalized on and sustained American freedom of action. Thanks to their foresight and effort, the U.S. military today can surge aircraft, ships, troops and supplies from locations within the United States and across the globe to any region of concern. If conflict erupts and if called on by the U.S. national leadership, the U.S. military can seize air, maritime and space superiority, and exploit that advantage in follow-on operations. Air-Sea Battle is designed to sustain America’s freedom of action in the face of these developments. Although Air-Sea Battle aims to create a more credible fighting force, our vision should not be mistaken for a one-dimensional combat plan against specific adversaries. Air-Sea Battle’s purpose is to guide our services’ efforts to organize, train and equip our forces by describing how to ensure freedom of action for the entire Joint Force. Operational plans building on the Air-Sea Battle concept will not be developed in the Pentagon but by the combatant commanders themselves. Our focus is on how to provide combatant commanders the capabilities needed to gain and maintain access as part of their plans. The first steps to implement Air-Sea Battle are already underway here at the Pentagon. In our FY 2012 and FY 2013 budgets we increased investment in the systems and capabilities we need to defeat access threats. We also established a new Air-Sea Battle Office to improve integration and inter-service communication. Institutionalizing these arrangements is a key to fostering persistent and sustainable progress in Air-Sea Battle implementation and to engender the “culture of change” highlighted in the new strategic guidance to the Department of Defense. Much as AirLand Battle and its “31 Initiatives” influenced a generation of airmen and soldiers, we want Air-Sea Battle to shape a new generation of airmen and sailors. Active collaboration between our services will reveal untapped synergies in key areas such as intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance; electronic warfare; command and control; and building and sustaining fruitful international partnerships with U.S. allies, partners and friends. “Networked”: By establishing resilient communications networks and reinforcing the links between people and organizations, air and naval forces will maintain decision advantage and effective cross-domain operations despite an adversary’s anti-access and area-denial efforts. • “Integrated”: Air and naval forces will tightly coordinate their operations across each domain to defeat anti-access and area-denial threats. This will require new models for command and control to allow, for example, cyber or undersea operations to defeat air defense systems or air attacks to eliminate submarine or mine threats. Air and naval force integration will also capitalize on multiple attack pathways to increase combat efficiency and hold targets at risk that would otherwise be immune from attack. • “Attack-in-Depth”: In traditional attrition models of warfare, forces attack the outer layer of an enemy’s defenses and deliberately fight their way in. In contrast, under Air- Sea Battle, forces will attack adversary systems wherever needed to gain access to contested areas needed to achieve operational objectives. Using “Networked, Integrated Attack-in-Depth”, American air and naval forces will conduct operations along three main lines of effort: • Disrupt. This category includes offensive operations to deceive or deny adversary battle networks, particularly intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) and command and control (C2) systems. This reduces the effective density of adversary anti-access systems by forcing attacks against false targets, causing adversary hesitation in the face of poor information, and preventing the cueing of adversary ships, missiles, electronic warfare systems and aircraft. •Destroy. Offensive operations to neutralize adversary weapon delivery platforms such as ships, submarines, aircraft and missile launchers fall into this category. This also prevents the adversary from extending the range of the denied area, and reduces the density of anti-access and area-denial attacks. • Defeat. Defensive operations to protect joint forces and their enablers from weapons launched by an adversary are important to the Air-Sea Battle concept. Our efforts to disrupt the enemy’s C2 and ISR will reduce the density of attacks to enhance the effectiveness of our defensive systems. The Air-Sea Battle operational concept will guide our efforts to train and prepare air and naval forces for combat. We already train together and share joint doctrine. Under Air-Sea Battle, we will take “jointness” to a new level, working together to establish more integrated exercises against more realistic threats. Our people will practice coordinated operations combining stealthy submarines, stealthy aircraft and remotely piloted vehicles. We will learn to deliver full-motion video directly from Air Force remotely piloted aircraft to Navy ships transiting high-threat regions. We will coordinate between Air Force and Navy operations centers to create seamless and resilient command and control networks. We will learn how to integrate naval forces into airfield defense, and we will train our Air Force aircrews to defend ships at sea. To identify and exploit these synergies, commanders will promulgate promising ideas across the services, and we will incorporate them into our budgeting, acquisition, and development of doctrine and tactics. These efforts will sustain American military credibility, enhance the expeditionary credibility of ground forces and bolster international trust in critical areas where U.S. power projection capabilities underpin regional stability and security. We will also use Air-Sea Battle to guide collaborative efforts to develop and modernize our air and naval forces. We have historically built magnificent platforms and capabilities tailored to service-specific requirements, with the Air Force focusing on prevailing in the air and space, and the Navy in the maritime domains. However, modern technology has blurred the historical distinction between the services’ traditional realms. Having a strong Air Force no longer guarantees control of the air, and having a strong Navy no longer guarantees control of the seas. Our respective warfighting domains have become intertwined such that the ability to control and exploit one increasingly depends on control in the others. We have already begun this collaboration with our work on the Global Hawk and Broad Area Maritime Surveillance aircraft, the F-35 Lightning II, and a range of sensor, network and weapon systems. Even without Air-Sea Battle, the Air Force and Navy would surely have tried to answer the anti-access and area-denial challenge. But they would have done so through separate acquisition programs, tactics and procedure development, and organizational changes. Discrete Navy and Air Force partnerships might have formed, but the result would have been an array of competing efforts with little cohesion, pursued energetically but inefficiently. These traditional approaches will not work anymore. Constrained defense budgets, aging hardware and accelerating anti-access and area-denial threats demand a more effective model of developing and fielding capabilities. We cannot simply buy our way out of this predicament by investing in new technologies. To meet the demands of the President’s strategic direction to the Department of Defense and respond to the evolving security environment, we must break bureaucratic chains, set aside parochialism and get down to the business of collaboratively developing power projection capabilities for this new era. While pursuing Air-Sea Battle seems like common sense, the way ahead will be challenging. Some within the Pentagon may view our initiatives as existential threats to core service identities and beliefs, heritages and traditions. We do not see it that way. Rather than threatening service identities, we see Air-Sea Battle as strengthening them. Nobody does sea control like the U.S. Navy, and the Air Force should collaborate with the Navy to enhance American sea power. Similarly, no one does air and space control like the U.S. Air Force, and the Navy should partner with its sister service to enhance those capabilities; all within a larger joint and combined power projection context. In a changing world that demands continued U.S. leadership, Air-Sea Battle is an essential part of sustaining America’s military freedom of action and ability to project power. We will institutionalize our development of doctrine, organization, training, personnel, leadership and facilities, and ensure that Air-Sea Battle survives contact with the skeptics and entrenched bureaucracy. Air-Sea Battle is not a silver-bullet solution to our security challenges, but it is a critical line of effort that we must pursue to sustain America’s military advantage, and with it, our security and prosperity.172 An April 2012 press report that provides a historical account of the ASB concept states: “In truth, the Air Sea Battle Concept is the culmination of a strategy fight that began nearly two decades ago inside the Pentagon and U.S. government at large over how to deal with a single actor: the People’s Republic of China.”173 A November 10, 2011, press report states: Military officials from the three services told reporters during a [November 9, 2011, DOD] background briefing that the concept is not directed at a single country. But they did not answer when asked what country other than China has developed advanced anti-access arms. A senior Obama administration official was more blunt, saying the new concept is a significant milestone signaling a new Cold War-style approach to China. “Air Sea Battle is to China what the [U.S. Navy’s mid-1980s] maritime strategy was to the Soviet Union,” the official said. During the Cold War, U.S. naval forces around the world used a strategy of global presence and shows of force to deter Moscow’s advances. “It is a very forward-deployed, assertive strategy that says we will not sit back and be punished,” the senior official said. “We will initiate.” The concept, according to defense officials, grew out of concerns that China’s new precision- strike weapons threaten freedom of navigation in strategic waterways and other global commons. Defense officials familiar with the concept said among the ideas under consideration are: • Building a new long-range bomber. • Conducting joint submarine and stealth aircraft operations. • New jointly operated, long-range unmanned strike aircraft with up to 1,000-mile ranges. • Using Air Force forces to protect naval bases and deployed naval forces. • Conducting joint Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force strikes inside China. •
Using Air Force aircraft to deploy sea mines. • Joint Air Force and Navy attacks against Chinese anti-satellite missiles inside China. Increasing the mobility of satellites to make attacks more difficult. Launching joint Navy and Air Force cyber-attacks on Chinese anti-access forces.174  

More evidence---AirSea battle solves

Forbes 12 3/8, *Rep. J. Randy Forbes, R-Va., is chairman of the House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee and founder and co-chairman of the Congressional China Caucus, “America’s Pacific Air-Sea Battle Vision,” http://thediplomat.com/2012/03/08/americas-pacific-air-sea-battle-vision/, AJ

The U.S. must stop taking an “instant pudding” view of military planning. The Air-Sea Battle plan is the best hope to ensure security in the Pacific. In the late summer of 2011, U.S. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta signed the Air-Sea Battle (ASB) operational concept into effect, and shortly thereafter stood up the Air-Sea Battle Office at the Pentagon to help implement its core tenets.  This effort, according to Gen. Norton A. Schwartz, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and Adm. Jonathan W. Greenert, Chief of Naval Operations, will help the services better organize, train, and equip themselves to provide U.S. Combatant Commanders with the capabilities necessary to maintain operational access in sophisticated anti-access/area-denial (A2/AD) environments. This will be of particular importance in the western Pacific Ocean, where China is building its own A2/AD capabilities in an effort to deny the U.S. entry in its near-seas. Throughout the last six decades, America’s military strength has helped preserve a relatively stable geo-strategic environment in the Asia-Pacific. However, in the past decade China has rapidly modernized its military, including another double digit military increase next year, with aspirations of supplanting the U.S. position. If present trends continue, the regional balance of power could tilt in Beijing’s favor as it is increasingly able to deter U.S. forces from entering the region, coerce neighboring states, or – should conflict ensue – win a rapid victory. In response, the United States must work to simultaneously sustain a level of credible deterrence in the region while reassuring allies, including Japan, the Republic of Korea, the Philippines, Australia, and strategic partners like Singapore. Air-Sea Battle is now at the center of this effort.  In short, the Air-Sea Battle Office aims to define initiatives to develop the capabilities and integration necessary to help Combatant Commanders conduct integrated, cross-domain operations in A2/AD environments. According to Schwartz and Greenert, Air-Sea Battle seeks to use “Networked, Integrated Attack-in-Depth” to “disrupt, destroy, and defeat” (NIA-D3) adversary capabilities. More specifically, the joint force (integrated air, ground, and naval forces) armed with resilient communications (networked) aims to strike at multiple nodes of an enemy’s system (attack-in-depth) along three lines of effort. If we can consider these lines in terms of an enemy archer, one could choose to blind the archer (disrupt), kill the archer (destroy), or stop his arrow (defeat). Balanced capabilities geared towards executing all three will be required.  

Air superiority is high

Schanz 11 October 2011, *Marc V. Schanz: Senior Editor, Air Force Magazine, “AirSea Battle's Turbulent Year,” http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2011/October%202011/1011airsea.aspx, AJ

AirSea Battle, the operational concept recently assembled by the Air Force and Navy, is an ambitious effort with great implications for how the air and sea services plan for, equip, and prepare to fight future high-intensity conflicts. ASB is born out of a need for the US military to address perceived threats and strategic concerns across the globe, in environments far different from the two largely "low intensity" wars fought over the last decade. At its core, a finalized AirSea Battle concept will protect America’s ability to project power and secure areas of the "global commons"—the sea and air lanes vital to the nation’s interests—while relying heavily on air and sea superiority.  "Over the last several decades, the US military has developed and maintained an unrivaled ability to establish and maintain air superiority and sea control," said Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Norton A. Schwartz in an address at the National Defense University in December 2010. The US has been so successful in projecting expeditionary power, both from long distances and from forward bases, that its ability to do so has been largely unchallenged, Schwartz added. Despite the lack of information, there is some evidence USAF and the Navy are already coordinating their exercise and experimentation plans to match up with ASB concepts. The Air Force’s Joint Expeditionary Force Experiment franchise, a series of live, virtual, and constructed experiments run by the Air Force Command and Control Integration Center, plans on focusing on AirSea Battle concepts with the Navy in Fiscal 2012.  

AT: Budget Cuts

Doesn’t affect air power

Rumbaugh 12 1/6, *Russell Rumbaugh is co-director of the Stimson Center's Budgeting for Foreign Affairs and Defense program. The Stimson Center is a nonprofit organization that seeks to strengthen institutions for peace and security, build regional security and reduce weapons of mass destruction and transnational threats. Rumbaugh is a former Democratic staff member on the Senate Budget Committee, “Obama's defense cuts are too timid,” http://www.cnn.com/2012/01/06/opinion/rumbaugh-defense-cutbacks/index.html, AJ

The biggest change is a smaller Army — reports suggest troop numbers down to levels last seen in the late 1990s. This change is justified by the strategy's de-emphasis of stability operations like Iraq and Afghanistan and renewed focus on Asia, where naval and air forces are the main tool. If the strategy's blueprint is followed, we could see a fundamental change to our force structure and military posture—more airpower and naval, and fewer ground forces. These statements don't sound like an overhaul in the Defense Department is imminent to reflect this new strategy. Rather, the administration will more likely make some marginal changes to meet the new budget realities. The Army will still prepare to fight high-intensity land campaigns. The Air Force will still prepare to achieve air superiority. The Navy will still prepare to maintain a presence on the seas. And the Marines will still prepare to land on the beaches. We may be at an inflection point, as the president said, but it is unlikely that inflection will affect the Pentagon that much. 

AIRLINE INDUSTRY

Alt Cause – Fuel Prices

Alt cause – airline industry will inevitably be vulnerable due to fuel price volatility

FAA, 2011 (Federal Aviation Administration, “The Economic Impact of Civil Aviation on the U.S. Economy”, August, http://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/publications/media/FAA_Economic_Impact_Rpt_2011.pdf) Megan

The highly volatile price of fuel continues to be a major concern for the airline industry and overall economy. In the summer of 2008, jet-fuel prices spiked to record highs, followed quickly by a precipitous drop in the autumn (Figure 4). Oil market speculators drove the increase as did flat U.S. crude petroleum field production, cuts in U.S. refining capacity, declines in Strategic Petroleum Reserve stocks, decreases in Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) production targets, and political uncertainty in the Persian Gulf, Venezuela, Algeria and Nigeria.13 Prices subsequently fell during the remaining months of 2008 to $53 per barrel in February 2009—a 68 percent decline. This decrease was mainly due to the delayed impact of falling overall demand for oil as a result of the recession.14 With the upturn in the economy, the price of jet fuel has slowly risen. In January 2011, the price of jet fuel averaged $110 per barrel. Recent political turmoil in North Africa and the Middle East has led to further price increases. While many analysts believe that the oil market will return to more familiar patterns, it should be noted that the increased demand from China, India, Brazil and other emerging economies will likely place upward pressure on the price of energy faced by airlines and by their customers. Moreover, as in all forecasts, some events cannot be foreseen. Recent unrest in the Middle East and Africa has created more uncertainty for all transportation-related services and dampened economic expectations. From December 31, 2010, through March 4, 2011, the spot price of U.S. Gulf Coast jet fuel, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, rose 63 cents per gallon to $3.13, versus an increase of 42 cents per gallon for all of 2010.


Alt cause – rising oil prices

Davison 12 – financial planner (Craig Davison, “Rising oil prices affecting airlines; may cause fare increase”, 2 April 2012, The News and Advance, http://www2.newsadvance.com/news/2012/apr/02/rising-oil-prices-affecting-airlines-may-cause-far-ar-1813741/)//FK
Drivers are concerned as gas prices creep near four bucks a gallon. But rising oil prices also are adding millions of dollars in expenses each day for airlines. The trend could lead to airfare price increases. It also could cause airlines to reduce the number of flights or use smaller crafts with fewer available seats, said Mark Courtney, director of Lynchburg Regional Airport. Higher fuel prices put more pressure on airlines to produce higher revenues per flight to offset the additional losses, he said. Fuel is the largest single cost to airlines and accounts for about 35 percent of expenses, according to Airlines For America, an industry trade organization. As the busier summer months approach, airlines are waiting to see how much more fuel prices will increase, Courtney said. “The biggest determinate there, in my opinion, is the uncertainty,” he said. “It tends to force the airlines in a wait-and-see mode.” Airfare costs have been on the rise recently. Between January 2011 and January 2012, the average fare rose 9 percent, AFA reported. Fuel prices are expected to stay high. Last month, the International Air Transport Association’s outlook for the global airline industry increased its expectations for fuel costs in 2012. That organization initially expected fuel to average $99 a barrel this year. Now, it predicts it will cost an average of $115, a number that could go higher if tensions in the Middle East worsen. Operations in Lynchburg will stay the same for the time being, according to US Airways, which has six departing and six incoming flights between the city and Charlotte, N.C., a US Airways hub with connections to more than 130 destinations. “We’re not looking at cutting flights at this time due to fuel prices,” said spokesman Todd Lehmacher, although he noted the company remains concerned about fuel costs. Local airfare prices have increased over the past two years, Courtney said, but prices in 2010 were “rock bottom” due to low demand during the depths of the recession. The average roundtrip fare to the 29 most popular destinations from Lynchburg Regional Airport was $289 as of March 20, he said. In October 2010, the lowest leisure traveler round-trip flight to Las Vegas cost $198 and lowest-priced trip to San Francisco cost $218, he said. More than just fuel prices helped set those fares. Demand was lower than from leisure and business passengers, Courtney explained, forcing airlines to lower rates to attract more travelers. Airfare price increases tend to come from airlines across the board, he said. One company may try an increase in price, but if the other companies don’t move, the increased price is often rescinded to stay competitive, he said. While costs have gone up at Lynchburg airport, the fares stayed competitive with other regional airports, Courtney said. While Lynchburg averages $289 per round-trip, Roanoke Regional Airport’s most recent average roundtrip airfare was $332, he said. This rise in fuel prices comes at a time when fuel efficiency for airlines has greatly increased over the past few years, reducing the amount of fuel used, according to Airlines for America. In 2005, airlines used about 54.7 million gallons of fuel a day. In 2011, it was 48.3 million. The increase in costs upped the amount spent on fuel. Airlines spent $33.2 billion in 2005 on fuel, according to data from AFA. By 2011, that increased to $50.5 billion. In recent years, the spike in fuel prices cut airlines’ profits. In 2010, American passenger airlines recorded a net profit of $2.7 billion. In 2011, that number dropped to $390 million. Between 2010 and 2011, operating revenue grew 12.6 percent but expenses increased 15.5. Fuel costs rose 36 percent, according to AFA. Courtney said the airport will continue to promote its competitive fare structure and to work with US Airways to benefit the airline and the airport. He said the airport needs to give the best possible air service for the best possible airfare, while remaining profitable for US Airways. “It’s a balancing act,” he said. “We have to satisfy the airlines and we have to satisfy the community.” 

Airline sector collapse inevitable – rising fuel prices and reorganization costs

Smith 12 – staff writer(Aaron, “American Airlines loses another $1.7 billion”, CNNMoney, 19 April 2012, http://money.cnn.com/2012/04/19/news/companies/american-airlines/index.htm)//FK

NEW YORK (CNNMoney) -- The parent of American Airlines, which went into bankruptcy last year, announced a quarterly net loss of $1.7 billion on Thursday, slammed by reorganization costs and rising fuel prices. The loss was more than quadruple the carrier's loss from a year earlier, when AMR Corp. reported a net loss of $405 million in the first quarter of 2011. AMR said the part of the loss stemmed from $1.4 billion in reorganization costs in the latest quarter. The company said the costs were related to its bankruptcy filing from last Nov. 29. The largest chunk of those costs -- some $1 billion - is related to the rejection of eight aircraft leases and eight aircraft engine leases, and the modification of 158 aircraft leases, the airline said. Merger hangover continues to pain United American was also hit by rising fuel prices. The company said that it paid $3.24 per gallon of jet fuel in the first quarter of 2012, a 17% increase from $2.76 in the year-earlier quarter. The airline said this equated to an increase in costs of $325 million. While American Airlines didn't specifically mention job cuts in its quarterly report, the carrier said in February that it was cutting 13,000 positions from its overall staff of 88,000. Layoffs, especially when they happen en masse, typically cost a lot of money for the company that's handing out the severance packages.
Resilient


Airlines industry resilient – statistics prove
Rice 11 – staff writer (Katie, “OAG Finds Airlines Resilient in Face of 30 Years of Crises”, Travel Pulse, 8 September 11, http://www.travelpulse.com/oag-finds-airlines-resilient-in-face-of-30-years-of-crises.html)//FK

OAG, which provides detailed data about the airline industry, is reporting in its OAG World Crisis Analysis that the airline industry has shown surprising resilience given the crises it has had to deal with over the past 30 years. These include terrorism, pandemics and natural disasters. Despite that, according to the report, global airline capacity has grown on average 3.1 percent per year since 1979. OAG also finds that air travel is largely immune to regionalized events such as natural disasters, conflicts and fuel price spikes. In fact, in the vast majority of crises, there was a negligible impact in global airline capacity; regional level capacity dropped less than 4 percent and recovered within three months. From 1979 to Sept. 11, 2001, world airline capacity was steadily increasing at an average of 5 percent, or 94 million seats, per year. Since the 9/11 terrorist attacks on New York and Washington, D.C., world capacity has grown an average of 2.6 percent, or 81 million seats, per year. The World Trade Center attacks in 2001 and the Global Banking crisis of 2008-2009 are the only two events since 1979 that caused significant decreases in global air capacity, averaging a 3 percent and 9 percent drop in capacity and recovering within 36 months and 24 months, respectively. Regionalized events such as the Gulf Wars, swine flu and volcanic eruptions caused on average less than a 4 percent drop in regional airline capacity that recovered within three months or less, with a negligible impact on global capacity. Brazil, Russia, India, Indonesia, Middle East and China, where growth of the middle class and personal wealth is contributing to increased air travel demand, are driving continued air capacity growth. “One would have thought that tragic events in recent years would have dramatically affected air travel capacity for long periods of time, but that simply has not been the case, with only the World Trade Center attacks and Global Banking crises causing major disruptions,” said Mario Hardy, vice president-Asia Pacific for UBM Aviation. “Difficult lessons learned from past tragedies have been taken to heart and put to good use by the aviation industry, which is poised to continue growing for the foreseeable future.”

Airline industry resilient 

Chandler 11 – award-winning aviation and travel writer(Jerry, “How resilient are airlines? OAG says very” Cheapflights Travel Blog, 12 September 2011, http://news.cheapflights.com/how-resilient-are-airlines-oag-says-very/)//FK

From the good news, bad news file there’s this: OAG asserts airlines the world over are surprisingly resilient in the face of terrorist attacks, disease and natural disasters. Matter of fact, seating capacity has grown an annual rate of 3.1 percent since 1979. That’s good for fliers in search of cheap flights. There may be more seats out there, but that doesn’t necessarily mean there’s more competition. “I don’t think the industry’s been that resilient,” says Joe Brancatelli, the respected founder of JoeSentMe.com. “Since 1978 just the domestic U.S. [airline] industry has lost perhaps $100 billion. That’s resilience?” Brancatelli says when the airline industry deregulated in the late 1970s, there were some 30 airlines in the United States. Today there is a handful. Gone are names such as Pan Am, TWA, Braniff, Western, Eastern, PSA, Piedmont and others. Continental is merging with United as we speak. Brancatelli contends since 1979 just two really perennially competitive newcomers have emerged: discount airlines Southwest and JetBlue. While there may be fewer airlines out there, the OAG World Crisis Analysis maintains, “air travel is largely immune to regionalised events such as natural disasters, conflicts, and fuel prices hikes” – immune, that is, from all but the Sept. 11 attacks and the global banking crisis. UBM Aviation CEO Peter von Moltke says the analysis “shows how quickly the aviation industry responds and adapts in the face of almost any disaster, which is reassuring for…industries that depend on aviation.” Tourism is one of those industries. Quick bounce-backs by airlines mean carriers can re-forge connections to vacation destinations comparatively quickly – come hurricanes, earthquakes, or volcanic ash, or high water. Brancatelli says, however, that some of those connections can be less competitive – simply because there are fewer players. What’s your take? Are there enough seats for sale to where you’re headed, and enough competition aloft to make the trip affordable? Tell us what you think. 

ASIAN ECONOMY

Resilient

Asian economies are resilient 

Bloomberg 6/13/12 (Andrew Sharp, economic writer for Bloomberg in Tokyo, “Asia Shows Resilience As Europe Debt Concerns Mount” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-13/japan-machine-orders-rose-more-than-forecast-on-reconstruction.html)// CG
Japan’s machinery orders increased more than economists expected and South Korea’s unemployment fell as Asian economies show resilience in the face of Europe’s sovereign-debt crisis. Bookings, an indicator of capital spending, rose 5.7 percent in April from March, the Cabinet Office said in Tokyo. That compared with analysts’ median estimate of a 1.6 percent gain. South Korea’s jobless rate declined to 3.2 percent in May from 3.4 percent in April. Sri Lanka kept interest rates on hold today as central bank Governor Ajith Nivard Cabraal told Bloomberg Television that his nation’s economy can grow more than 7 percent this year. Spain’s borrowing costs climbing to a record yesterday, underscoring the threat of sovereign bailouts that would stretch European Union finances to their limit. “Asian economies are proving pretty resilient,” Matthew Circosta, an economist at Moody’s Analytics in Sydney said. “We are certainly seeing some stabilization in growth across Asia,” he said, adding that fiscal and monetary stimulus in China will support the region. The MSCI Asia Pacific Index was little unchanged as of 12:14 p.m. in Tokyo before a bond sale in Italy that may show whether investors’ concerns about Spain are spreading to the larger economy. Reconstruction Demand “In the immediate term, tensions emanating from the euro area are the most serious potential risk for developing countries,” the World Bank said in a twice-yearly report yesterday. Sri Lanka’s Cabraal said today that growth momentum was sustained in the first quarter and the economy can expand 7.2 percent this year “unless something dramatic happens in the third or fourth quarters, which may not be that likely.” The decision to keep interest rates unchanged showed that officials want to shield growth from weakness in exports even as a slump in the rupee fans inflation. The central bank left the reverse repurchase rate at 9.75 percent and the repurchase rate at 7.75 percent. The Bank of Thailand will also keep borrowing costs unchanged today, according to a survey of economists by Bloomberg News. In Australia, central bank Governor Glenn Stevens today described the benefits of a strong Australian dollar, saying that it benefits consumers and probably will be sustained as mining investment intensifies. “It’s a test of adaptability,” Stevens told business, union and community leaders today in the northern city of Brisbane. “While I’m very conscious that a number of sectors are really struggling with the exchange rate where it is, we shouldn’t wish too quickly for a low exchange rate.” Japanese Manufacturing In Japan, a 20 trillion yen ($252 billion) package for rebuilding areas devastated by last year’s earthquake provides manufacturers a cushion against slowing overseas demand, while service industry hiring is aiding the labor market in South Korea. “Asian economies are resilient, but the pace of the recovery overall is slowing,” said Kiichi Murashima, chief economist at Citigroup Global Markets Japan Inc. in Tokyo. “Some exports numbers are looking dull, meaning there is some impact from advanced countries’ economies, especially Europe.” In a sign of constraints on the U.S. recovery, the Commerce Department is forecast to report that retail sales fell in May for the first time in a year, economists surveyed by Bloomberg News predict. France, Germany and Spain may report consumer prices fell in May, according to Bloomberg News surveys before announcements today. Industrial production in the euro region probably contracted in April, according to a separate survey. Rising Orders Machinery orders in Japan were 789 billion yen ($9.9 billion) in April, the highest level since October 2008, after a 2.8 percent fall the previous month. The timing of major orders can cause the results to be volatile. A waning impact from post-quake reconstruction is projected to curb the Japan’s growth rate after gross domestic product jumped at an annualized 4.7 percent pace in January-to-March. The expansion is forecast at 2 percent this quarter, according to the median estimate of analysts surveyed by Bloomberg News. The slowdown is at risk of worsening should Europe’s trauma deepen after Greek elections on June 17 that may determine whether that country remains in the euro region. Finance Minister Jun Azumi told Group of Seven counterparts June 5 that the yen’s appreciation is causing “serious damage” to the economy. South Korea added 472,000 new jobs in May as retailers, social welfare, health care, and education services hired more workers, Statistics Korea said today in Gwacheon, south of Seoul. President Lee Myung Bak said on June 11 that the country isn’t planning a supplementary fiscal program and while the year will be “very difficult,” the economy will probably grow more than 3 percent.

India and china prove Asian econ is resilient 

Bloomberg Businessweek 12 (Unni Krishnan is a reporter for Bloomberg News. ”India, China Economies Show Asia Resilient as Europe Falters” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-01-03/india-china-economies-show-asia-resilient-as-europe-falters.html#p1)// CG 
Jan. 3 (Bloomberg) -- Manufacturing in India and China improved in December, a sign the world’s fastest-growing major economies are withstanding Europe’s debt crisis. The Purchasing Managers’ Index in India rose to 54.2, the most in six months, from 51 in November, HSBC Holdings Plc and Markit Economics said in an e-mailed statement yesterday. In China, the index was at 50.3 from 49 in November, the Beijing- based logistics federation said in a statement on Jan. 1. A number above 50 indicates expansion. In another positive sign, a Chinese index for non- manufacturing industries rose today. Europe’s crisis may still cap demand for goods from Asia with an index for Chinese export orders indicating a third month of contraction in December. India’s economic growth will be constrained by higher borrowing costs and global economic weakness, HSBC and Markit said. “Asian economies are holding up as of now despite the turmoil in overseas markets,” said Madan Sabnavis, chief economist at Mumbai-based Credit Analysis & Research Ltd. “Europe’s debt woes though will keep demand for Asian goods subdued in the coming months.” A Chinese non-manufacturing PMI jumped to 56 in December from 49.7 in November, the logistics federation and statistics bureau said today. Optimism in Asia Asian stocks rose on optimism the region’s economies will withstand Europe’s crisis. The MSCI Asia Pacific Excluding Japan Index gained 1.3 percent as of 9:33 a.m. in Hong Kong. In the euro area, where leaders return to work this week seeking to rescue the single currency from fragmentation, a contraction in the manufacturing sector eased from November as an indicator of output in Germany, the region’s largest economy, reached a two-month high. A manufacturing gauge based on a survey of purchasing managers in the 17-nation euro region rose to 46.9 from 46.4 in November, London-based Markit Economics said yesterday. In China, the “festival effects” of western and Chinese New Year celebrations helped to boost the manufacturing PMI, said the logistics federation, which releases the data with the statistics bureau. China has also unwound some tightening measures to spur growth, cutting banks’ reserve requirements in November for the first time since 2008. Chinese Stocks The Shanghai Composite Index tumbled 22 percent last year, the most since 2008, on concern that monetary tightening and efforts to rein in property prices in big cities will limit growth. The index’s 33 percent drop since 2009 makes it the worst performer among the world’s 15 biggest markets. In the Chinese manufacturing PMI, an index of export orders was at 48.6 from 45.6 in November, still below 50, the dividing line between contraction and expansion. A measure of output jumped to 53.4 from 50.9. A Chinese manufacturing index released by HSBC and Markit on Dec. 30 indicated that manufacturing contracted for a second month. At the same time, HSBC said that “the pace of China’s slowdown is starting to stabilize.” India’s “manufacturing activity rebounded on the back of increases in output and new orders,” Leif Eskesen, a Singapore- based economist at HSBC, said in the statement yesterday. “Inflationary pressures remain firm leaving no room for the RBI to ease its tight monetary policy stance in the near term.” In India’s PMI data, measures of output, employment, orders, and export orders all rose, HSBC said. India’s central bank on Dec. 16 kept rates unchanged for the first time in eight meetings after the economy expanded in the three months through September at the weakest pace in more than two years. Car Sales The Society of Indian Automobile Manufacturers may cut its annual domestic passenger-car sales target as higher rates and fuel prices sap demand for Maruti Suzuki India Ltd. and Honda Motor Co. vehicles, Sugato Sen, a senior director for the group, said last month. The Reserve Bank of India’s repurchase rate is 8.5 percent after 13 increases since mid-March 2010. The next policy decision is scheduled to be announced on Jan. 24. India’s central bank may reverse its rate increases to boost growth as inflation is showing signs of easing, the British Broadcasting Corp. reported citing Governor Duvvuri Subbarao. The central bank’s approach to managing inflation and growth will be different in 2012, the BBC quoted Subbarao in an interview posted on its website yesterday. India’s benchmark wholesale-price inflation slowed to a one-year low of 9.11 percent in November from 9.73 percent in October. India’s inflation readings in December were “not encouraging,” according to the statement from HSBC and Markit. Input price increases remained “well above historical levels” and the index of output prices rose to 56.2 from 55.4 in November, the statement showed. Asian Proliferation

The Asian economy can handle economic downturn 

Asian society no date (“’Resilient' Asia Should Weather Economic Crisis’” accessed 7/2/12 http://asiasociety.org/business/economic-trends/resilient-asia-should-weather-economic-crisis) // CG 
NEW YORK - The President of the Asian Development Bank described Asia as well positioned to weather the current world economic downturn and said the region should "avoid a full-fledged financial crisis." Speaking at Asia Society Headquarters in New York, Haruhiko Kuroda, a former Special Advisor to Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, discussed the impact of the global financial crisis on Asia and recommended strategies that may help Asian countries weather these challenging times. Kuroda acknowledged the recent significant slowdown in Asia's economic growth and predicted further deterioration. However, he emphasized that Asia today is more resilient to external shocks than it was a decade ago—and cited three reasons in support of his argument. First, he said, Asia today has better "external positions" and large international reserves. Second, the region’s financial institutions have little direct exposure to US prime mortgages and structured credit products, the root causes of the current turmoil. Third, more prudent economic policies implemented in most Asian countries since the 1997 crisis should help mitigate the impact of external shocks. Kuroda concluded his remarks by encouraging national and regional collaboration in Asia and stressing the importance of multilateral banks to the region. As Asia’s economy becomes more integrated, he predicted, trade, direct investment, and social exchange will only increase, which in turn will be crucial for ensuring Asia's continued growth during a difficult period.

More ev 

Xinhua news 09 (2010-08-19 15:25:11 “Asian economies resilient amid crisis: ADB report” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/business/2010-08/19/c_13452514.htm) // CG 
MANILA, Aug. 19 (Xinhua) -- Asian economies proved to be resilient, posting modest growth even amid last year's global slowdown, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) said Thursday. According to the Key Indicators for Asia and the Pacific 2010, ADB's flagship annual statistical publication, while gross domestic product (GDP) growth rates were broadly lower across the region in 2009, larger economies such as China and India still managed to post healthy economic expansions. The ADB said government stimulus spending offset losses from declining exports. China, which is now the world's second largest economy, posted a 9.1 percent growth in 2009. Another Asian powerhouse, India, posted a 7.4 percent GDP growth rate. Other strong performers include Bangladesh with a growth rate of 5.7 percent, Vietnam with 5.3 percent, and Indonesia with 4.5 percent. The ADB said that output in the region is dominated by just three countries. China, India, and Japan collectively produce 70 percent of the total. "In terms of capital formation, China and India lead the way, and in the long run this should see them continuing to grow at faster rates than other large economies in the region, " ADB said. The Manila-based lender said private consumption as a percentage of GDP in developing Asia remains relatively low compared to industrialized countries. Household savings rates, however, are generally high. The ADB proposed that governments in the region can encourage domestic consumption by promoting more social protection schemes. Increased domestic spending will cut dependence on exports, helping to rebalance growth, according to the ADB.

ASIAN WAR

No War

No risk of Asian war – stability now

Desker 8 6/25, *Barry Desker: dean of the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, NTU and writes for The Strait Times, “Why war is unlikely in Asia,” http://www.asiaone.com/News/the%2BStraits%2BTimes/Story/A1Story20080625-72716.html, AJ

THE Asia-Pacific region is both a zone of relative insecurity as well as one of relative stability. On the one hand, it contains some of the world's most significant flashpoints: the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen glacier. Tensions between nations at these points could escalate into major wars. The region is also replete with border issues, acts of terrorism and overlapping maritime claims. It is a strategically significant area, sitting astride key sea lines of communication and important choke-points.  Nevertheless, the region is more stable than one might believe. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is moving towards a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan seem unlikely to erupt into conflict, especially after the recent victories of the Kuomintang in Taiwan. The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, the nascent Six-Party Talks forum and, in particular, Asean. But the rise of China does not automatically mean that conflict is likely. First, a more assertive China does not mean a more aggressive China. Beijing appears content to press its claims peacefully (if forcefully) through existing avenues and institutions.  Second, when we examine the Chinese military buildup, we find that there may be less there than some might have us believe. The Chinese war machine is not quite as threatening - although still worrisome - as some fear.  Instead of Washington's perspectives shaping Asia-Pacific affairs coercively, the rise of China is likely to see a new paradigm in international affairs. The nascent 'Beijing Consensus', for want of a better term, would consist of the following attributes: The leadership role of the authoritarian state, a technocratic approach to governance, an emphasis on social rights and obligations over individual rights, a reassertion of the principles of national sovereignty and non-interference, support for freer markets and stronger regional and international institutions.  The argument that there is an emerging 'Beijing Consensus' is not premised on the rise of the 'East' and decline of the 'West', as sometimes seemed to be the sub-text of the earlier 1990s 'Asian values' debate. But like the previous debate, this new debate will reflect alternative philosophical traditions.  At issue is the appropriate balance between the rights of the individual and those of the state. This debate will highlight the values China and other states in the region share. By contrast, one conventional American view is that Sino-American competition will result in 'intense security competition with considerable potential for war' in which most of China's neighbours 'will join with the United States to contain China's power'.  Asia's shared values are likely to reduce the risk of such conflict and result in regional pressure for an accommodation of and engagement with China, rather than a confrontation with it.  In its interactions with the region, China itself is beginning to be interested in issues of proper governance, the development of domestic institutions and the strengthening of regional institutions. Nor is Chinese policy unchanging, even on the issue of sovereignty.  For example, there has been an evolution in Chinese thinking on the question of freedom of passage through the straits of Malacca and Singapore. China supported the claims of the littoral states to sovereign control over the straits when the Law of the Sea Convention was concluded in 1982. But its increasing dependence on imported oil shipped through the straits has led to a shift in favour of burden-sharing, the recognition of the rights of user states and the need for cooperation between littoral states and user states.  China has also revised its earlier advocacy of strict non-intervention and non-interference. Its support for global initiatives such as peacekeeping and nuclear non-proliferation - as well as its restrained use of its veto in the UN Security Council and its active role in the World Trade Organisation - indicates it is aware that responsible participation in global institutions can shape perceptions of a rising China.  Beijing has also greatly lowered the tone and rhetoric of its strategic competition with the US. This is significant as most South-east Asian states prefer not to have to choose between the US and China, and have adopted 'hedging' strategies in their relationships with the two powers.  The People's Liberation Army (PLA) is certainly in the midst of the most ambitious upgrading of its combat capabilities since the early 1960s. Its current defence doctrine is centred on the ability to fight 'Limited Local Wars'. The emphasis is on pre-emption, surprise and shock value, given that the earliest stages of conflict may be crucial to the outcome of a war.  Thus the PLA has pursued the acquisition of weapons for asymmetric warfare. It mimics the US military in terms of the ambition and scope of its transformational efforts - and therefore challenges the US military at its own game. Nevertheless, China is still at least two decades behind the US in terms of its defence capabilities. It is certainly acquiring new and better equipment, but its current military buildup is indicative of an evolutionary, steady-state and sustaining - rather than disruptive or revolutionary - innovation and change.  War in the Asia-Pacific is unlikely. But the emergence of East Asia, especially China, will require adjustments by the West, just as Asian societies had to adjust to Western norms and values during the American century. 

BIODIVERSITY

Alt Cause

Deforestation makes biodiversity loss inevitable
Cardillo, 06 (Marcel, Division of Biology, Imperial College London, 2006, “Disappearing forests and biodiversity loss: which areas should we protect?,” International Forestry Review Volume 8, Issue 2, http://www.tempoandmode.com/wp-content/uploads/2008/07/int-forestry-review-june-2006-cardillo.pdf, Hensel)

The destruction of forests and other habitats is the single most important cause of biodiversity loss (IUCN 2004), and it is inevitable that the massive loss of forests that will occur over the next few decades will result in widespread extinctions. The magnitude of this impending extinction event can be estimated, roughly, using the species-area relationship. The species-area relationship describes the increase in species richness (S) with area of habitat (A), which can usually be modelled as a power function of the form S = cAz, the value of z indicating the slope of the increase. The expected loss of species from time t to t+1 can therefore be estimated as a function of habitat loss, using the equation St+1/St = (At+1/At)z. Using this method it has been predicted, for example, that endemic mammal species richness in the Brazilian Amazon could be reduced by 518% under different modelled scenarios of forest loss to 2020 (Grelle 2005). 

Biodiversity collapse is inevitable – multiple barriers

European Commission, 08 (July 17, 2008, “Planning for the inevitable: the impact of climate change on biodiversity,” http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/research/newsalert/pdf/116na6.pdf, Hensel)

Many scientific reports suggest that unavoidable changes in climate will happen over the next 40-50 years as a result of past emissions. Areas seen as most vulnerable to climate change include the Mediterranean and southern Europe, mountain and sub-arctic areas, and densely occupied floodplains and coastal zones. Annual temperatures could increase by 2.0-6.3 degrees centigrade by 2100. Rainfall could also increase by 1-2 per cent per decade for northern Europe and decrease by 1 per cent in southern Europe. Events affecting habitats and biodiversity will include heat waves, droughts, storms and rising sea levels. The impact may cause species to move towards the north and an increase in extinction rates. Mitigation remains the key focus of climate change policy, with less attention given to understanding how to adapt to inevitable rising temperatures. The pressures of climate change present a major challenge, not just for biodiversity policy, but also for land use policy, which affects biodiversity. The EU’s 2006 Biodiversity Communication and its Action Plan set an agenda for action to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2010, as agreed in the Gothenburg summit, 2001. However, biodiversity continues to decline under pressure from land use change and development. For example, as water supplies for urban populations shrink, building new infrastructures may place stress on existing ground and surface water systems and the flora and fauna that rely on it. The research 1 reviewed land use plans and policy in three countries: France, the Netherlands and the UK. It looked at their use of natural resources, management of water and coastal zones, plans for designated sites and case studies on urban, rural, inland and coastal sites. The policies were examined for their ability to account for biodiversity adaptation to climate change and to identify ways of integrating ‘spatial planning’ and biodiversity policy. Spatial planning has a broader sense than ‘land use’, in that it accounts for all activities and interests that concern a particular area. The authors found that although dynamic biodiversity is becoming more fully realised in spatial planning policy, existing EU directives such as the Birds Directive (CEC 1979), the Habitats Directive (CEC 1992), and the Natura 2000 network set up to create a network of protected sites, by themselves cannot fully protect landscape features necessary to support biodiversity under a period of prolonged climate change. They recommend ‘climate-proofing’ plans through the use of Environmental Impact Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment. Land use plans should be integrated with the adoption of common objectives, time horizons and boundaries. The study also highlighted the need for more flexible responses to climate change, with stakeholders safeguarding habitats in between protected areas. This would result in more robust conservation planning across whole landscapes, reducing fragmentation of sites and creating corridors and networks for wildlife. International cooperation was also found to be critical, as wildlife moves across national boundaries. Integration with agriculture, transport and water sectors would also lead to a better capacity to adapt to climate change. Barriers to putting a fully effective policy in place include: planning time-scales that are too short, a lack of consensus on intervention measures, uncertainty on the actual impact of climate change impacts, conflicts of interest and public opinion which is sensitive to change, especially in treasured landscapes. 

Author Indict

Your authors’ methods of calculating biodiversity fails

Haber, 08 (Wolfgang, Professor Emeritus of ecology, Technische Universität München (Munich University of Technology), 2008, “Biological Diversity – a Concept Going Astray?,” GAIA 17/S1(2008): 91– 96, IngentaConnect, Hensel)

The species approach to biodiversity hits upon several fundamental obstacles. About two thirds of all species concern tiny animals, algae and fungi that only a few specialists can identify. Many other groups of organisms, in particular the numerous, eco logically indispensable fungi and microorganisms, even defy a distinction of species. Still worse: the biological subdisciplines of systematics and taxonomy, the only ones capable to investigate, identify and classify the huge diversity of organisms – they have, since Linnaeus’ times, never received sufficient personal and financial means to comply with these necessities (Glaubrecht 2007), and today suffer from further reductions and even closures. How many species have existed and still exist on earth will never be known; there are only speculative estimates. Their number, however, depends on the species concept – a mental construct with which scientists are always grappling. Living nature consists of innumerable individual organisms that taxonomists compare with each other for similarity of essential properties in order to assign them to “species”. Rather easy as this may be with most higher plants and animals, it becomes ever more difficult with lower and smaller organisms like flies or mites. Depending on choice and weight of criteria for assigning an individual to a species, taxonomists may create from 10 000 individuals of flies or mites between, for example, 50 and 1800 species. This alone is reason enough to reject species numbers as measures of biodiversity. You often read or hear that between 30 and 200 species (the numbers vary considerably) become extinct every day. I always ask the authors of such statements to give me the names of at least five to ten of those species, and to explain their importance for the ecosystems where they live – I never got an answer. But such unsound and erroneous argumentation for biodiversity continues in spite of serious warnings of scientists!

Diversity isn’t Key

Dominant species are more important to ecology than diversity

Mokani et al, 08 (Karel, School of Botany and Zoology, Australia National University, *AND Julian Ash, School of Botany and Zoology, Australia National University, *AND Stephen Roxburgh, Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre, School of Biological, Earth, and Environmental Sciences, University of New South Wales and ENSIS, May 7, 2008, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology Volume 96, Issue 5, Wiley, Hensel)

In conclusion, the results from our study suggest that the traits of the dominant species are of primary importance in determining the effect of the biota on ecosystem processes, supporting Grime’s (1998) mass ratio hypothesis. Functional diversity was also important in some instances, indicating that complementarity may influence ecosystem processes, but not always positively. In contrast, we found species richness to be relatively poor at explaining variation in ecosystem processes. The results we present suggest that changes in community dominance hierarchies deserve the greatest attention when managing communities for the maintenance of ecosystem processes. 

Diversity doesn’t affect ecology

Mokani et al, 08 (Karel, School of Botany and Zoology, Australia National University, *AND Julian Ash, School of Botany and Zoology, Australia National University, *AND Stephen Roxburgh, Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre, School of Biological, Earth, and Environmental Sciences, University of New South Wales and ENSIS, May 7, 2008, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology Volume 96, Issue 5, Wiley, Hensel)

In contrast, traditional measures of community diversity (i.e. richness, evenness, Simpson’s diversity) generally explained very little variation in ecosystem processes (Fig. 1; Table 2a,b). Of particular interest are the weak relationships between species richness and ecosystem processes. Species richness has been a core focus of most early studies examining the interaction between biodiversity and ecosystem processes, with much empirical research and mechanistic theory devoted to understanding how the number of species in a community may influence ecosystem processes (Schmid 2002; Hooper et al. 2005). The weak relationships we observed between richness and ecosystem processes suggest that the number of species present in a community is likely to have little direct impact on ecosystem processes, and that changes in the identity and abundance of the most dominant species will be of far greater importance.

Traits determine the stability of ecology, not diversity

Mokani et al, 08 (Karel, School of Botany and Zoology, Australia National University, *AND Julian Ash, School of Botany and Zoology, Australia National University, *AND Stephen Roxburgh, Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre, School of Biological, Earth, and Environmental Sciences, University of New South Wales and ENSIS, May 7, 2008, “Functional identity is more important than diversity in influencing ecosystem processes in a temperate native grassland,” Journal of Ecology Volume 96, Issue 5, Wiley, Hensel)

Our results indicate that the mass ratio hypothesis (Grime 1998) provides a more appropriate framework for explaining how the biota influences key ecosystem processes in comparison to the diversity hypothesis, for the native grassland studied. Mean trait values best explained variation in five of the eight ecosystem processes (Table 2a,b; Fig. 1), supporting Grime’s (1998) hypothesis that it is the traits of the most abundant species which largely determine ecosystem processes. Our results correspond with previous research demonstrating the power of mean trait values to explain variation in key ecosystem processes (Garnier et al. 2004; Vile et al. 2006). The trait-based functional diversity indices (especially FD, FDQ and FDvar) also performed well, often approaching and occasionally exceeding mean trait values in their explanatory power (Table 2a,b). Most notable of the functional diversity indices was FDvar (Mason et al. 2003), which explained more variation than any other diversity measure for seven of the eight ecosystem processes, and had the highest r2 values of all the diversity/trait indices for three of the ecosystem processes (green shoot biomass, root biomass, soil moisture) (Table 2a,b). Functional diversity indices which weigh the traits of species by the abundances of those species (namely FRO, FDQ and FDvar) are essentially fusing elements of both the diversity hypothesis and the mass ratio hypothesis. Implicit in these indices is the assumption that the diversity of traits is important, but is relative to the abundances of the species possessing those traits (Ricotta 2005). The fact that these diversity measures (FRO, FDQ, FDvar) tend to perform intermediately between the pure diversity indices (e.g. species richness) and mean trait values supports our suggestion that it is the traits of the abundant species that are most important in influencing ecosystem processes.

No Extinction

No extinction

The Economist, 09 (The Economist, January 15, 2009, “Second life: Biologists debate the scale of extinction in the world’s tropical forests,” http://www.economist.com/node/12926042, Hensel)

A RARE piece of good news from the world of conservation: the global extinction crisis may have been overstated. The world is unlikely to lose 100 species a day, or half of all species in the lifetime of people now alive, as some have claimed. The bad news, though, is that the lucky survivors are tiny tropical insects that few people care about. The species that are being lost rapidly are the large vertebrates that conservationists were worried about in the first place. This new view of the prospects for biodiversity emerged from a symposium held this week at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, DC, but the controversy over how bad things really are has been brewing since 2006. That was when Joseph Wright of the Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute in Panama and Helene Muller-Landau of the University of Minnesota first suggested that the damage might not be as grim as some feared. They reasoned that because population growth is slowing in many tropical countries, and people are moving to cities, the pressure to cut down primary rainforest is falling and agriculturally marginal land is being abandoned, allowing trees to grow. This regrown “secondary” forest is crucial to the pair’s analysis. Within a few decades of land being abandoned, half of the original biomass has returned. Depending on what else is nearby, these new forests may then be colonised by animals and additional plants, and thus support many of the species found in the original forest. Dr Wright and Dr Muller-Landau therefore reckon that in 2030 reasonably unbroken tropical forest will still cover more than a third of its natural range, and after that date its area—at least in Latin America and Asia—could increase. Much of this woodland will be secondary forest, but even so they suggest that in Africa only 16-35% of tropical-forest species will become extinct by 2030, in Asia, 21-24% and, in Latin America, fewer still. Once forest cover does start increasing, the rate of extinction should dwindle.

Status quo technologies solve the impact

Carpenter, 11 (Janet E., Information Systems for Biotechnology, Virginia Tech University, June 2011, “Impacts of GE Crops on Biodiversity,” ISB News Report, http://www.isb.vt.edu/news/2011/Jun/Impacts-GE-Crops-Biodiversity.pdf, Hensel)

Knowledge gained over the past 15 years that GE crops have been grown commercially indicates that the impacts on biodiversity are positive on balance. By increasing yields, decreasing insecticide use, increasing use of more environmentally friendly herbicides, and facilitating adoption of conservation tillage, GE crops have contributed to increasing agricultural sustainability. Previous reviews have also reached the general conclusion that GE crops have had little to no negative impact on the environment. Most recently, the U.S. National Research Council released a comprehensive assessment of the effect of GE crop adoption on farm sustainability in the U.S. that concluded, “[g]enerally, [GE] crops have had fewer adverse effects on the environment than non-[GE] crops produced conventionally” 7 . GE crops can continue to decrease pressure on biodiversity as global agricultural systems expand to feed a world population that is expected to continue to increase for the next 30 to 40 years. Due to higher income elasticities of demand and population growth, these pressures will be greater in developing countries. Both current and pipeline technology hold great potential in this regard. The potential of currently commercialized GE crops to increase yields, decrease pesticide use, and facilitate the adoption of conservation tillage has yet to be realized, as there continue to be countries where there is a good technological fit, but they have not yet approved these technologies for commercialization. In addition to the potential benefits of expanded adoption of current technology, several pipeline technologies offer additional promise of alleviating the impacts of agriculture on biodiversity. Continued yield improvements in crops such as rice and wheat are expected with insect resistant and herbicide tolerant traits that are already commercialized in other crops. Technologies such as drought tolerance and salinity tolerance would alleviate the pressure to convert high biodiversity areas into agricultural use by enabling crop production on suboptimal soils. Drought tolerance technology, which allows crops to withstand prolonged periods of low soil moisture, is anticipated to be commercialized within five years. The technology has particular relevance for areas like sub-Saharan Africa, where drought is a common occurrence and access to irrigation is limited. Salt tolerance addresses the increasing problem of saltwater encroachment on freshwater resources. Nitrogen use efficiency technology is also under development, which can reduce run-off of nitrogen fertilizer into surface waters. The technology promises to decrease the use of fertilizers while maintaining yields, or increase yields achievable with reduced fertilizer rates where access to fertilizer inputs is limited. The technology is slated to be commercialized within the next 10 years. 

BIOTERROR

Can’t Use Them

No bioterrorism and no impact---multiple obstacles

Stolar 6 October 2006, *Alex Stolar: Research Officer, Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, “BIOTERRORISM AND US POLICY RESPONSES ASSESSING THE THREAT OF MASS CASUALTY,” http://www.ipcs.org/pdf_file/issue/1659566521IPCS-Special-Report-31.pdf, AJ

Each of these steps presents significant hurdles for terrorists. Acquiring a strain of a Category A agent which is significantly robust for storage, reproduction, transport, and dispersal, and which has the virulence to infect large numbers to inflict mass casualties is very difficult. Likewise, growing, storing, and transporting biological agents requires substantial financial, logistical, and technological resources, as well as highly trained scientists and technicians. Most of all, according to William Patrick of the US Army Biological Warfare Laboratories, dissemination is the largest hurdle for bioterrorism.4 Indeed, after devoting billions of dollars and years of research, dispersal is still a challenge before US and Russian biological weapons scientists. It is unlikely, at this stage, that terrorists will have the means, sophistication, logistics, or motivation to carry out a bioterrorist attack. Preparing biological agents for an attack is very hard and costly. Despite spending millions of dollars, and several years of work, the Aum Shinrikyo cult was unable to develop an effective biological weapon. Likewise, the 2001 Anthrax attacks in the United States involved very virulent Anthrax spores, but only five persons were killed. More sophisticated spores and dispersal methods would be required for a mass causalty attack. As Professor Milton Leitenberg notes, apart from the Rajneeshee cult attack in 1984, which sickened many, but killed none, “there is apparently no other ‘terrorist’ group that is known to have successfully cultured any pathogen.”5 Moreover, a lingering question is, why would terrorists use bioweapons in an attack? Executing a biological weapon attack is difficult and expensive, and does not suit the modus operandi of the sole group with the means to pursue bioterrorism, Al Qaeda. At present, Al Qaeda favors simple attacks that generate great fear. 9/11 was executed with box cutters; the Madrid train attacks with dynamite purchased from petty criminals6; the London 7/7 bombings utilized simple explosives that could be fashioned with easily available materials and little expertise7; and the terrorists in the recent plot to bomb flights from London to the US intended to use nail polish remover and hair bleach.8 Al Qaeda favors creating great fear at little cost. Why would it stray from this effective formula to bioterrorism which is expensive and of questionable reliability?9 The unavoidable conclusion is that only a nation-state could conduct a bioweapon attack. However, a taboo against using biological weapons exists—not since World War II has one state attacked another with biological weapons. Like non-state actors, states seem to prefer the lower costs and high reliability of conventional weapons or even chemical weapons. Accordingly, it seems the threat of bioterrorism in the near future is low. Neither terrorists nor states seem likely to use bioweapons for attack. Therefore, though possible, it does not seem probable that a mass casualty bioterrorist attack will occur over the next five to ten years. It is unlikely that states will use bioweapons against other states. It is equally unlikely that states will use a terrorist organization as a conduit to attack another state. Only terrorist organizations, operating alone within a weak or failed state, would develop bioweapons for an attack against a state. However, terrorist organizations like Al Qaeda presently lack the expertise, logistics, and equipment for a bioterror attack. In the next five years, it is unlikely that terrorists will acquire such capabilities. Beyond that time frame, what stands between terrorists and potent bioweapons are the policies of individual states and multilateral bioweapon non-proliferation regimes. If the policies of states and the relevant international regimes are robust, terrorists will be unable to mount bioterror attacks. If, on the other hand, these policies and regimes are feeble, or even counterproductive, the threat of bioterrorism will be real and grave. The present circumstances provide great reason for optimism. Unlike nuclear terrorism, there is no imminent threat of biological terrorism. Thoughtful and effective strategies implemented today can eliminate this threat. How often is this case true in international security? How often can strategists say, this threat could be dangerous in a decade, but is not dangerous now, and can be prevented forever if the right steps are taken? One would think that the world, and the US in particular, would seize this opportunity to prevent this future threat; unfortunately, however, America’s biodefense policies since 9/11 are hurting rather than helping efforts to minimize bioterrorism risks. Bioterrorism presents a grave, but not imminent threat to America and the world. American leadership is needed to make sure terrorists never acquire the ability to execute a mass casualty bioattack. Unfortunately, America’s biodefense strategies are currently increasing the risks of bioterrorism. In the years ahead, those American leaders responsible for protecting the US against bioterrorism should heed the maxim which has served so many doctors so well for so long: Primum non nocere.  

Your studies are wrong

CACNP 10 1/26, *CENTER FOR ARMS CONTROL AND NON-PROLIFERATION: SCIENTISTS WORKING GROUP ON BIOLOGICAL AND CHEMICAL WEAPONS, “BIOLOGICAL THREATS: A MATTER OF BALANCE,” http://armscontrolcenter.org/policy/biochem/articles/Biological%20Threats%20-%20A%20Matter%20of%20Balance.pdf, AJ

The bioterrorist threat has been greatly exaggerated. New bioweapons assessments are needed that take into account the complex set of social and technical issues that shape bioweapons development and use by state and non-state actors, and that focus on more plausible threats than the worst-case scenarios that have largely driven discussion to date. Offensive, including terrorist, use of biological agents presents major technical problems. This is why the Soviet Union, United States, United Kingdom and others needed to spend vast sums for decades in order to research and develop biological weapons. Even then the results were considered an unreliable form of warfare, and there was little opposition to their elimination by international agreement (indeed the US unilaterally eliminated its biological weapons stockpiles). The effects of using biological materials, whether on a large scale or a smaller terrorist scale, are highly uncertain. Although the 2001 anthrax letters created panic and had a significant economic impact, the number of deaths and serious illnesses was very small. Existing bioweapons assessments focus on a narrow set of assumptions about potential adversaries and their technical capabilities. New bioweapons threat assessments are needed that take into account the more complex set of social and technical issues that shape bioweapons capabilities of state and non-state actors and that critically examine existing assumptions.  

No bioweapons use---barriers overwhelm

Ouagrham-Gormley 12 Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley is Assistant Professor in the Biodefense Program at George Mason University, “Barriers to Bioweapons: Intangible Obstacles to Proliferation,” International Security, Volume 36, Number 4, Spring 2012, pp. 80-114, pdf, AJ

This article challenges the conventional wisdom by showing that the success of a bioweapons program also depends on “intangible factors,” such as work organization, program management, structural organization, and social environment, that affect the acquisition and efacient use of scientiac knowledge. In-depth studies of past weapons programs, including the former Soviet and U.S. bioweapons programs described in this article, reveal that intangible factors can either advance or degrade a program’s progress. In addition, the impact of these factors is felt more strongly within clandestine programs, because their covertness imposes additional restrictions on the use and transfer of knowledge, which more often than not frustrates progress. Therefore, focusing only on tangible determinants of proliferation can lead to government policies that respond inadequately to the threat. To more accurately identify the nature and evaluate the pace and scope of future proliferation threats, and consequently develop more efacient nonproliferation and counterproliferation policies, scholars and policymakers must include the intangible dimension of proliferation in their assessments. They must also understand the factors that determine the mechanisms and the conditions under which scientiac data and knowledge can be efaciently exploited. In 2008 the World at Risk, an inouential report written by a bipartisan commis- sion chartered by Congress to assess U.S. efforts in preventing weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferation and terrorism, predicted that a bioterrorism event would likely take place by 2013.4 Without downplaying the nu- clear threat, the report concluded that a bioweapons attack was more likely than a nuclear event given the availability of material, equipment, and know- how required to produce bioweapons. Since 2001 a number of scientiac feats seem to illustrate the growing ease with which potentially harmful biomaterial can be produced. These include the inadvertent creation of a lethal mousepox virus by Australian scientists in 2001;5 the synthesis of the poliovirus in 2002 by a team of scientists at the State University of New York at Stonybrook;6 the construction in 2003 of a bacteriophage (phiX) using synthetic oligonucleotides by the Venter Institute, located in Rockville, Maryland; and the synthesis of the arst self-replicating cell called Mycoplasma mycoides JCVI-syn1.0 in May 2010.7 Further pushing the scientiac envelop, work begun in 2003 by the synthetic bi- ology scientiac community to produce standardized short pieces of DNA may promise a future in which biological agents can be assembled much like Lego pieces for various purposes; in addition, synthetic DNA sequences are now commercially available, and the cost and time required to produce biomaterial have decreased sharply in recent years. Finally, with the automation of various processes, new technologies have the potential to simplify scientiac work and reduce the need for skilled personnel.8 Another challenge in using others’ scientiac data is that tacit knowledge does not transfer easily. It requires proximity to the original source(s) and an extended master-apprentice relationship.19 Scientiac and technical knowledge is also highly local: it is developed within a speciac infrastructure, using a speciac knowledge base, and at a speciac location. Some studies have shown that the use of data and technology in a new environment frequently requires adaption to the new site.20 Successful adaptation often requires the involvement of the original scientiac author(s) to guide the adjustment. For instance, some of the problems encountered during the production of the Soviet anthrax weapon were solved only after the authors of the weapon in Russia traveled to Kazakhstan to assist their colleagues. These individuals trained their colleagues, transferring their tacit knowledge in the process, and helped adjust the technical protocols to the Kazakh infrastructure, which was substantially different from that of the Russian facility. Even with the presence of these original authors, ave years were needed to complete the process of successful transfer and use of bioweapons technology.21 A further complication is that tacit knowledge can decay over time and may disappear if not used or transferred. Studies have shown that trying to re-create lost knowledge can be difacult, if not impossible.22 Finally, knowledge and technology development, particularly in complex technological projects, is rarely the work of one expert. Instead it requires the cumulative and cooperative work of teams of individuals with speciac skills. This is particularly true in weapons programs, which pose a variety of problems spanning many disciplines. For example, biological weapons development can involve mechanical and electrical engineering, chemistry, statistics, aerobiology, and microbiology, demanding large interdisciplinary teams of scientists, engineers, and technicians. A successful weapon, therefore, is not the product of an individual scientist working alone, but that of the collective work of those involved in the research, design, and testing of the weapon.23 In this context, the efacient use of written technical data would require access to or re-creation of the collective explicit and tacit knowledge of those involved in its development, making the reproducibility of an experiment or object particularly challenging. External factors can also interfere with the use and transfer of knowledge. In the biological sciences, the properties of reagents and other materials used in scientiac experiments may differ from one location to another and may vary seasonally. An experiment conducted successfully in one location may not be reproducible in another because of the varying properties of the material used, even when the same individual conducts the experiment.24 Other external factors that cannot be easily identiaed or quantiaed can also interfere with an experiment, even when the task is performed by an experienced scientist or technician who has had previous successes in performing the task.25 For exam- ple, within the U.S. bioweapons program, the production and scaling up of bi- ological material were routinely subject to unexplained failures whenever production was interrupted to service or decontaminate the equipment. On these occasions, plant technicians at Fort Detrick—the main facility of the U.S. bioweapons program—experienced, on average, three weeks of unsuitable production. The scientiac staff could not identify the causes of such routine failures and could only assume that either a contaminant had been introduced during the service or cleanup, or that the technicians changed the way they were doing things and unconsciously corrected the problem only after several weeks.26 The case of the Soviet bioweapons program demonstrates that covertness im- poses huge constraints on knowledge management and has important impli- cations for the evaluation of state and terrorist clandestine efforts to produce bioweapons. One may wonder, however, whether the lessons learned from the historical analysis of the U.S. and Soviet programs apply to current covert pro- grams. States and terrorist groups could arguably limit their biological endeavors to producing a small number of weapons based on a small number of pathogens. In addition, they could beneat from recent technological advances, which, by automating various tasks, sharply reduce the need for skilled per- sonnel, as well as the time and cost required to complete scientiac work. Pub- licly available data regarding recent terrorist and state biological weapons programs, however, suggest that even at a lower scale, biological weapons endeavors are highly inouenced by some of the same intangible factors that affected the U.S. and Soviet programs. In addition, studies on the use of new automated equipment in microbiology, as well as analyses of recent experi- ments that seemingly illustrate the ease and speed with which biological de- velopments can be achieved, have shown that these too are subject to the cumulative and cooperative work of scientists and require the creation of new skills. Below, I assess the role of intangible factors in two cases: the bioweap- ons programs of the terrorist group Aum Shinrikyo and South Africa. I then discuss the difaculties associated with the use of new technology and the hid- den contingencies of recent scientiac experiments. The U.S. and Soviet bioweapons programs offer valuable insights for assessing future bioweapons proliferation threats. Certainly, the globalization of the pharmaceutical and biotechnology industries has enabled an increasingly widespread diffusion of information, materials, and equipment that could prove beneacial to states or terrorist groups interested in developing biological weapons. But although such inputs are necessary, they are hardly sufacient to produce a signiacant weapons capability. As demonstrated in the U.S. and Soviet cases, such intangible factors as organizational makeup and manage- ment style greatly affect the use of acquired knowledge, the creation of tacit knowledge, and its transfer within the organization to enable ultimate success. Importantly, these intangible elements are local in character and cannot be eas- ily transferred among individuals or from one place to another. Although the effects of intangible factors are more pronounced in large-scale bioweapons programs, given the increasing complexity introduced by the need to produce a tested weapon with repeatable results, they also affect smaller-scale state and terrorist group programs, as illustrated by South Africa’s and Aum Shinrikyo’s programs. Even programs with more modest ambitions need to acquire the ex- pertise required to handle, manipulate, and disseminate the agents selected, create an environment conducive to teamwork and learning, integrate the ac- quired knowledge into the existing knowledge base, and adapt the technology to their environment. These are complex and time-consuming tasks for pro- grams operating in a stable environment. For covert programs fearful of detec- tion, the task is made more challenging as the imperatives of maintaining covertness directly contradict the requirement of efacient knowledge use and production. The revolution in biotechnology has not reduced the importance of the in- tangible factors that shape bioweapons program outcomes. Although new breakthroughs in biotechnology can frequently accelerate progress in labora- tory work, these new techniques still depend heavily on teams of scientists and technicians developing new sets of skills through extensive experimen- tation. Only in this way can they demonstrate the utility of these new breakthroughs for particular applications. Thus, by taking into account the in- tangible dimension of proliferation, intelligence and policy ofacials can under- stand more holistically how a state or terrorist group can actually use the tangible resources they may have acquired. Ideally, developing a more thor- ough understanding of a program’s existing research and knowledge base, as well as how the program is organized and managed, will provide intelligence and policy ofacials with a better analytical basis for determining the time re- quired for the program to achieve its goal. This in turn will help policymakers fashion interventions that are most appropriate to respond to speciac threats. Gathering information about these intangible factors is dependent on intelli- gence efforts, and this article provides insights into how better collection and analysis on WMD threats might be accomplished. However, actions against a suspected program can beneacially be implemented even in the absence of de- tailed information about its knowledge base and organizational makeup. A policy aimed at frustrating the acquisition of skills, the collective interpretation and integration of data and individual knowledge, and the accumulation of knowledge can delay progress in a suspected program and possibly cause its failure. Much work still needs to be done to further illuminate the mechanics of weapons development. It is important, for instance, to gain a better under- standing of the inner workings of past state bioweapons programs and to identify the role that sociotechnical and organizational factors have played in inouencing these programs’ achievements. Past and suspected terrorist pro- grams should also be revisited to investigate the impact of organizational factors on their ability to develop weapons. It is also essential to more system- atically identify the contingencies associated with new technologies and other laboratory techniques to better understand the conditions of their use and the mechanism of their transfer to a new location or for a different use. The role of new technologies in such experiments should also be systematically studied to determine whether they actually eliminate the need for specialized skills or whether they require the development of new skills. This new line of inquiry could help political science and policy scholars further extend counterprolifer- ation and counterterrorism scholarship in new directions and support the development of more effective ways to target and disrupt covert bioweapons programs.  

Even if terrorists have bioweapons they can’t possibly disperse them 

Smithson 05 Amy E., PhD, project director for biological weapons at the Henry L. Stimson Center.( “Likelihood of Terrorists Acquiring and Using Chemical or Biological Weapons”. http://www.stimson.org/cbw/?SN=CB2001121259)//MSO
Terrorists cannot count on just filling the delivery system with agent, pointing the device, and flipping the switch to activate it. Facets that must be deciphered include the concentration of agent in the delivery system, the ways in which the delivery system degrades the potency of the agent, and the right dosage to incapacitate or kill human or animal targets. For open-air delivery, the meteorological conditions must be taken into account. Biological agents have extreme sensitivity to sunlight, humidity, pollutants in the atmosphere, temperature, and even exposure to oxygen, all of which can kill the microbes.  Biological agents can be dispersed in either dry or wet forms. Using a dry agent can boost effectiveness because drying and milling the agent can make the particles very fine, a key factor since particles must range between 1 to 10 ten microns, ideally to 1 to 5, to be breathed into the lungs. Drying an agent, however, is done through a complex and challenging process that requires a sophistication of equipment and know-how that terrorist organizations are unlikely to possess. The alternative is to develop a wet slurry, which is much easier to produce but a great deal harder to disperse effectively. Wet slurries can clog sprayers and undergo mechanical stresses that can kill 95 percent or more of the microorganisms.

Too many technical barriers to terrorists dispersing bioweapons

Washington Post 04 - John Mintz, staff writer, “Technical Hurdles Separate Terrorists From Biowarfare http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A35011-2004Dec29.html)//MSO
In 2002, a panel of biowarfare experts concluded in a report co-published by the National Defense University (NDU) that while terrorists could mount some small-scale bioattacks, larger assaults would require them to overcome many technical hurdles. Some key biotechnologies would be achievable only three to four years from then, the panel found. "When we sent out the report for review to [hands-on] bench scientists, we got the response, 'What do you mean we can't do this? We're doing it now,' " said Raymond Zilinskas, a co-author of the report who heads biowarfare studies at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, a California think tank. "It shows how fast the field is moving." Those skeptical of the prospect of large-scale bioattacks cite the tiny number of biological strikes in recent decades. Members of the Rajneeshee cult sickened 750 people in 1984 when they contaminated salad bars in 10 Oregon restaurants with salmonella. Among the few others were the 2001 anthrax attacks through the U.S. mail that killed five people. One reason for the small number of attacks is that nearly every aspect of a bioterrorist's job is difficult. The best chance of acquiring the anthrax bacterium, Bacillus anthracis, is either from commercial culture collections in countries with lax security controls, or by digging in soil where livestock recently died of the disease -- a tactic Aum Shinrikyo tried unsuccessfully in the Australian Outback. Once virulent stocks of anthrax have been cultured, it is no trivial task to propagate pathogens with the required attributes for an aerosolized weapon: the hardiness to survive in an enclosed container and upon release into the atmosphere, the ability to lodge in the lungs, and the toxicity to kill. The particles' size is crucial: If they are too big, they fall to the ground, and if they are too small, they are exhaled from the body. If they are improperly made, static electricity can cause them to clump. Making a bug that defeats antibiotics, a desired goal for any bioweaponeer, is relatively simple but can require laborious trial and error, because conferring antibiotic resistance often reduces a bioweapon's killing power. Field-testing germ weapons is necessary even for experienced weapons makers, and that is likely to require open spaces where animals or even people can be experimentally infected. Each bioagent demands specific weather conditions and requires unforgiving specifications for the spraying device employed. "Dry" anthrax is harder to make -- it requires special equipment, and scientists must perform the dangerous job of milling particles to the right size. "Wet" anthrax is easier to produce but not as easily dispersed. Experts agree that anthrax is the potential mass-casualty agent most accessible to terrorists. The anthrax letter sent in 2001 to then-Senate Minority Leader Thomas A. Daschle (D-S.D.) contained one gram of anthrax, or 1 trillion spores.

SQ Solves

Squo solves---new efforts

Gottron & Shea 11 2/8, *Frank Gottron and **Dana A. Shea are Specialists in Science and Technology, Congressional Research Service, “Federal Efforts to Address the Threat of Bioterrorism: Selected Issues and Options for Congress,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/terror/R41123.pdf, AJ

The federal government’s biodefense efforts span many agencies and vary widely in their resources, scope, and approach. For example, the Departments of State and Defense have cooperated with foreign governments and nongovernmental organizations to engage in nonproliferation, counterproliferation, and foreign disease outbreak detection efforts.7 The Departments of State and Commerce have strengthened export controls of materials that could be used for bioterrorism.8 The Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) has made investments in public health preparedness; response planning;9 foreign disease outbreak detection;10 and research, development, and procurement of medical countermeasures against biological terrorism agents (see “Medical Countermeasures” below).11 The intelligence community has engaged in intelligence gathering and sharing regarding bioterrorism.12 The Department of Justice performs background checks on people who want to possess certain dangerous pathogens.13 The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has engaged in preparedness, response, and recovery-related activities,14 developed increased capabilities in environmental biosurveillance (see “Biosurveillance” below), and invested in expanding domestic bioforensics capabilities.15 The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has explored post-event infrastructure decontamination.16 Many agencies, jointly or separately, have invested in expanded biodefense infrastructure, including public and private high-containment laboratories for research, diagnostic, and forensics purposes.17 Lastly, the Executive Office of the President and other executive branch coordinating groups have engaged in risk assessment and strategic planning exercises to coordinate and optimize federal investment against bioterrorism and response capabilities.18 Some scientists have criticized the federal investment in biodefense countermeasures. They claim that the relative threat of bioterrorism does not justify the large investment in biodefense and that these efforts would provide greater benefits if directed to other areas of research and development, such as more conventional public health threats.57 Additionally, Congress has questioned the balance of investment among the various stages of research and development, identifying funding gaps that may pose barriers to the conversion of research results into deployable countermeasures. Congress also identified deficiencies in executive branch management of the countermeasure development process. These observations led Congress to establish[ed] BARDA to fund and coordinate the conversion of promising research results into deployable products.58 As a single entity, the federal government is by far the largest procurer of bioterrorism medical countermeasures. It stockpiles countermeasures and keeps them ready for deployment to respond to a bioterrorism event.62 The relatively small market for most bioterrorism countermeasures provides little incentive for companies to invest in developing a countermeasure when compared with the larger potential market of other products of the same industry, such as anti-cholesterol drugs. The federal government has experienced difficulties in obtaining desired countermeasures because of this relatively small market. The executive branch and Congress have taken several steps to encourage companies to enter the medical countermeasure field. These activities include providing liability protection to companies developing medical countermeasures, guaranteeing a government market for countermeasures, and more clearly communicating the government’s countermeasure needs and priorities.63 These efforts have met with mixed success.64 In the face of a need for medical countermeasures against emerging natural threats, such as pandemic influenza, HHS has also invested in medical countermeasure infrastructure to provide a more rapid response.65 The HHS has also planned a public-private partnership that would create flexible manufacturing infrastructure to lower barriers to desired countermeasure manufacture.66 

CCP INSTABILITY

No Collapse

Past reforms make Chinese stability inevitable

China Daily, 11 (“China is stable, confident.” 3/21.  http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2011-03/21/content_12200545.htm)
Social and political turbulence is rocking some Middle East and North African countries, making many international observers speculate about the situation in China. China's political and social landscape is stable because of three decades of reform and opening-up, says an article in People's Daily. Excerpts: The Communist Party of China (CPC) has been committed to transforming the country's leadership, improving governance according to the needs of the people at the time ever since launching reform and opening-up. Thanks to the lessons from history, the CPC has been taking measures since the 1980s to reform the leadership system, and establish a retirement, succession, and collective leadership system. The key to maintaining political stability is inviting all the people to participate in politics. The CPC and the government know that if people are barred from participating in politics, their voices will not be heard and interests not safeguarded, and that could lead to turbulence. The CPC and the government leaders are committed to guaranteeing people's participation in politics by perfecting the electoral systems of the National People's Congress and Chinese People's Political Consultative Conference. In fact, they are reforming the entire political system and making themselves open to supervision by the public and the media, promoting inner-party democracy and according priority to public opinion. China has been undergoing market-oriented economic reform over the past three decades. In 1992, China formally made the market the basic mechanism for resources allocation and vowed to build a vibrant socialist market economy. It is committed to opening up to the outside world, and its accession to the World Trade Organization further accelerated its integration into the world economy. Thanks to the reform, long-term economic growth has greatly enhanced China's national strength. It now has enough financial resources to build a social security system covering the entire population, improve the social security, health and education systems, and allocate more funds for the development of poor areas. There is no doubt that Chinese people want stability, to cash in on the historic opportunity for development, develop the economy, improve the living standards of the people and enhance national strength. Implementing these reforms is not easy. But the CPC and the government are confident of doing so with the total support of the people. Though many of the changes the leadership has brought were seen as impossible in the beginning, they are a reality today. Some international observers, however, are still not aware of that reality, or simply do not want to accept that China has made great progress in economic and political fields. China may face many difficulties, even setbacks, in implementing many of the reforms. But the CPC and the government are confident of overcoming them on the way to building a socialist, harmonious society. The above facts show that the situation in China is totally different from that in some of the Middle East and North African countries. China has chosen an inclusive path of reform, and economic, social and political development. Reform and opening-up and the rapid pace of development have built a solid institutional foundation and infrastructure, which provide economic, social and political stability.

CCP will never collapse- the regime continually adapts. 

Hsu 8 (Szu-chien-– Assistant Research Fellow, Institute of Political Science at Academia Sinica, Edited by I Yuan, “Crossstrait at the Turning Point,” Chapter 7, Pg 142-144, http://iir.nccu.edu.tw/attachments/research/publication/crossstrait_at_the_turning_point/ch7.pdf) RA

It is undeniable that the CCP regime has in recent years adopted many new political reforms to strengthen its ruling capacity and legitimacy, such as allowing a competitive election at the grassroots level, rationalizing administrative structure, strengthening party and administrative supervision, or even allowing citizens to be involved in certain participatory channels to influence policy making and local leading official nomination. The adaptive, flexible, and even responsive nature of these reforms has changed the evaluation of Western scholars on the sustainability, stability, or even legitimacy of the CCP regime. Andrew Nathan has characterized the CCP regime as achieving “authoritarian resilience” which he held will not democratize but will not be immune from challenges for its survival either. 99 Regarding how the regime enhances its legitimacy by institutionalizing more channels for input, Nathan identified four major institutions except for the much mentioned competitive village election: the “Administrative Litigation Law,” the “letters-and-visits” (xinfang), the People’s Congress and United Front, and the media as tribunes of the people. 100 Bruce Dickson detected that the CCP regime has been adaptive in creating new inclusive institutions such as co-optional and corporatist arrangements for new economic and social elites while maintaining exclusive measures for unsanctioned social elements so that the political monopoly of its Leninist Party-State can endure. 101 David Shambaugh believed that, although the CCP regime is both experiencing “atrophy” and adopting “adaptation” at the same time, so far the CCP regime has done fairly effectively in its adaptation to cope with the challenges of atrophy, 102 and will eventually evolve incrementally into a new kind of party-state, the “eclectic state.” 103 Susan Shirk also found the CCP regime has been surprisingly resilient in making use of these measures to stall the threat from public unrest, and may be capable of surviving for years to come as long as the economy continues to grow. 104 Dali Yang offered a more optimistic view. As observed by him, the CCP regime has made a wide range of governance reforms including administrative rationalization, divestiture of businesses operated by the military, and the building of anticorruption mechanisms, to strengthen the capacity to cope with unruly markets, curb corruption, and bring about a regulated economic order. 105 These efforts have helped CCP regime to improve its governance quality, which was intended to keep its monopoly of political power instead of regime transition, and probably will succeed in doing so in the intermediate term, according to Yang. 106 As Stephen White once pointed out, those communist regimes that adopted consultative or “feedback” capacities of their systems tend to allow their leaderships to reduce the risk of popular discontent and earn legitimacy. 107 Such an enhanced legitimacy of the communist regime has been detected in China. Shi Tianjian and Chen Jie both observed in their survey that the CCP regime enjoys relatively high public support. 108 A recent Pew survey also shows that 86% of the surveyed Chinese population is satisfied with the direction of the country, which ranks number one among all the surveyed 24 countries. 109

China is politically stable- recent reforms and politicians want stability

Patil 11- [Reshma Patil; staff writier; Wen declares China is stable Reshma Patil, Hindustan Times Beijing, March 15, 2011 http://www.hindustantimes.com/world-news/RestOfAsia/Wen-declares-China-is-stable/Article1-673504.aspx]

Waving a red pencil, Premier Wen Jiabao on Monday ruled out comparisons between China and countries battling revolts against authoritarian regimes. But mindful of issues stoking domestic discontent, the populist face of the politburo promised a turnaround in Beijing’s economic planning to no longer ‘worship GDP’ but seek balanced growth and greater innovation inside the world’s number two economy. “We have followed closely the political turbulence in some countries in West Asia and North Africa,’’ Wen said in his annual media conference. “It is not right to draw an analogy between China and those countries.” Wen said that the Chinese citizens are aware that the last three decades of economic reform markedly improved their lives. “China is still taking exploratory steps in reform,’’ he said, adding that the Chinese development path is 'not a model'. He was speaking after the Chinese legislature approved a five-year plan focused on a 7 per cent annual GDP goal (compared to the average 7.5-8 per cent target) aiming at greener and more balanced development. China routinely exceeds its annual single-digit GDP target for breakneck double-digit expansion. While assuring that economic restructuring would be a ‘priority’, he warned of the challenges of controlling inflation, income inequalities, housing prices and creating jobs in the world’s most populous developing nation. “Seven per cent is not a low target,’’ he said. “It will not be an easy task.” Speaking in measured words --- ‘inflation is like a tiger that once set free cannot be caged’ --- the Premier said he had a ‘heavy agenda’ that included political reforms before he retires in two years. “I believe reform is an eternal theme of history,’’ he said. “Without political restructuring, the achievements made in economic restructuring may be lost…Only an open and inclusive society can be strong…We must give full play to people’s independent thinking and creativity.’’ Last year, Wen made similar remarks on political reform; some were censored within the Communist Party-run media. This time, he made it clear that any political reform would be undertaken ‘in an orderly manner under the Party leadership,’ ruling out major changes in governance or expanding direct elections beyond villages. Last week, top legislator Wu Bangguo also made it clear in more emphatic terms that China will not adopt a multi-party system to avoid chaos and an 'abyss of internal disorder'. Economic reform will also move on China’s terms. The Chinese currency renminbi will not appreciate as rapidly as the world desires because a gradual appreciation, said Wen, suits the interests of Chinese businesses and ‘social stability’.

No Impact

No impact to CCP instability – there’s huge room for growth and reform

Rachman, 3/19 Gideon Rachman, chief foreign-affairs columnist at the Financial Times. “A political crisis will not stop China,” http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/8994cfc6-71b5-11e1-b853-00144feab49a.html#axzz1plphCbSK Accessed 6/24/12 BJM 
My book-shelves in London groan with titles such as Eclipse: Living In the Shadow of China’s Economic Dominance and When China Rules the World. But travel to China itself, and you will find plenty of people who are sceptical about the notion that the country is a rising superpower. The sceptics are not just jaundiced western expats or frustrated Chinese liberals. Wen Jiabao, the country’s prime minister, does a pretty good job of talking down the Chinese miracle. He has called the country’s economic growth “unbalanced and unsustainable”. Last week, he warned that if China does not push ahead with political reform, it is vulnerable to another “cultural revolution” that could sweep away its economic gains. Mr Wen’s comments were swiftly followed by the fall from grace of Bo Xilai, the controversial Communist party boss in Chongqing. This outbreak of high-level political infighting has been seized upon by China-sceptics as further evidence that the country’s much-vaunted stability is a myth. So who is right? The people who think China is a rising superpower, or those who insist that it is a deeply unstable country? Oddly enough, they are both correct. It is clearly true that China has enormous political and economic challenges ahead. Yet future instability is highly unlikely to derail the rise of China. Whatever the wishful thinking of some in the west, we are not suddenly going to wake up and discover that the Chinese miracle was, in fact, a mirage. My own scepticism about China is tempered by the knowledge that analysts in the west have been predicting the end of the Chinese boom almost since it began. In the mid-1990s, as the Asia editor of The Economist, I was perpetually running stories about the inherent instability of China – whether it was dire predictions about the fragility of the banking system, or reports of savage infighting at the top of the Communist party. In 2003, I purchased a much-acclaimed book, Gordon Chang’s, The Coming Collapse of China – which predicted that the Chinese miracle had five years to run, at most. So now, when I read that China’s banks are near collapse, that the countryside is in a ferment of unrest, that the cities are on the brink of environmental disaster and that the middle-classes are in revolt, I am tempted to yawn and turn the page. I really have heard it all before. Yet, it is equally hard to believe that either the Chinese economic or political systems can continue along the same lines indefinitely. Rapid, export-driven growth of 8-9 per cent a year is not sustainable forever. And China’s political system looks increasingly anachronistic, as demands for democracy spread around the world. Mr Wen was probably implying as much last week, when he said that the Arab people’s demand for democracy “must be respected and cannot be held back by any force”. It is clearly true that China has very difficult political and economic transitions ahead. There are, however, encouraging precedents from the rest of Asia. South Korea and Taiwan have both moved from fairly brutal one-party states to functioning democracies – and from low-cost manufacturing to high-tech consumerism. The sheer scale of China – and its uniquely traumatic history – will make the country’s political and economic transformation that much harder. In particular, if China were to move towards free elections, it would almost certainly see the rise of separatist movements in Tibet and Xinjiang. Given the depth of Chinese nationalism, it is unlikely that these would be treated with subtlety or sensitivity. As well as struggling to preserve the country’s territorial integrity, a more democratic China would find itself coping with all sorts of barely-suppressed social tensions – particularly if it scraps restrictions on movement between the countryside and cities. Yet even if one envisages the very-worst case scenario – the outbreak of a civil war – that need not mean that China will fail to make it to superpower status. If you doubt it, consider the rise of the last emerging superpower to shake the world. The US fought a civil war in the 1860s – and yet was the world’s largest economy by the 1880s. Or take Germany and Japan: countries that were defeated and devastated in a world war – yet which swiftly resumed their positions among the world’s leading economies. What the US, Germany and Japan had in common is that they had discovered the formula for a successful industrial economy – something that seems to be able to survive any amount of turmoil. After more than 30 years of rapid economic growth, it is clear that China too has mastered the formula. Some China sceptics prefer to compare the country’s rapid growth to that of the Soviet Union or to Japan in the 1980s. But the USSR’s inefficiency was disguised because it never competed on world markets: China, by contrast, is already the world’s largest exporter. As for the Japanese bubble, that burst when the country was already far richer on a per-capita basis than China is now. The Chinese economy, because it is relatively poor, still has huge scope for modernisation. In politics, as in economics, China’s weaknesses also hint at untapped potential. As last week’s infighting illustrated, the country is still burdened with an immature political system. If and when China achieves the “fifth modernisation”, as the dissident Wei Jingsheng once called democracy, it will have surmounted the biggest remaining obstacle to superpower status.
CHINA DOLLAR DUMPING

No Dollar Dumping

China won’t dollar dump 

CBS 09 (Charles Wallace, senior staff writer, April 9 2009 “Why China Won't Dump the Dollar Any Time Soon” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-505123_162-36740201/why-china-wont-dump-the-dollar-any-time-soon/) // CG 
There's been a lot of talk lately about how unhappy China has become about its financial dependence on the U.S. Chinese Premier Wen Jibao said he was a "little bit worried" about China's huge investments in the U.S., and the Chinese central bank even suggested that it might be a good idea if the U.S. dollar was no longer the international reserve currency. You may be wondering what events 5,000 miles away might have to do with the American consumer. As it turns out, there are two big ways in which Chinese actions could hit Americans in the pocketbook: First, and most obvious, are the repercussions should the dollar fall significantly against the Chinese yuan. That would mean higher prices in stores like Wal-Mart and Target, which import lots of goods from China. Second, and potentially much more serious, China could grow so concerned about its investments in U.S. Treasury bonds that it might stop buying them -- and could even start selling. That would force up U.S. interest rates, hobbling the government's efforts to stimulate the economy while also making car loans and credit card interest much more expensive. That too could lead to a decline in the value of the dollar, causing inflation in the U.S. to spike upward. Here's why I don't think either scenario seems likely. The first is the Chinese have huge reserves of U.S. investments. According to Brad Setser, an academic who closely follows what the Chinese do with their money, the Chinese own about $750 billion in U.S. Treasuries, widely considered the safest form of debt, $500 billion worth of bonds from government-controlled mortgage lenders Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, $150 billion of U.S. corporate bonds and $100 billion in American stocks. If China let the yuan rise against the dollar, all those investments would be worth less in China's own currency. Needless to say, that's not exactly in China's best interest. However, like every investor in America, the Chinese have recently watched their U.S. bond and stock holdings decline sharply in value. Those losses, in fact, were probably what Wen had in mind when he opened his mouth, not U.S. Treasuries. Anyone with large holdings of U.S. Treasuries lucked out this year, as they were among the world's best performing assets. While some pundits have expressed the view that the Chinese have fallen in a dollar trap in which the Chinese have no choice but to maintain their U.S. investments, I think they made an extremely good investment decision. Was this an accident by Beijing? The Chinese likely understood that there was some risk in their dollar investments, especially those volatile stocks, and have since scaled back those investments (like many American investors), according to Setzer. But China also knows that holding all those dollars is good policy because that props the value of the dollar against the Chinese currency. A strong dollar makes Chinese exports cheap for American consumers. As a result, a huge export boom lifted the Chinese economy over the past three decades. That's also why the Chinese are unlikely to shift out of dollars into another reserve currency. What would it be? The Chinese plan, outlined by the country's central bank governor, Zhou Xiaochuan, suggested replacing the dollar with special drawing rights, or SDRs, a hypothetical currency used by the International Monetary Fund. SDRs are basically a basket of currencies -- dollars, yen, British pounds, and euros. While SDRs have most fallen out of favor, there's nothing to stop the Chinese from diversifying their huge reserves into these other three currencies. But they haven't. Instead they have opened so-called swap arrangements with a few countries like Argentina, Indonesia and Malaysia. Under these deals, China has lent an estimated $100 billion worth of yuan to these countries' central banks so that importers in those places can buy directly from China without using dollars. It's an early sign the Chinese are trying to diversify away from dollar-denominated trade and bears watching. But so far they involve only a tiny component of China's export market, which continues to depend heavily on the U.S. and Europe. Like investors worldwide, the Chinese remain afraid that the U.S. will devalue the dollar via inflation -- in essence, by printing of trillions of dollars to pay for huge budget deficits. Perhaps it's not suprising that they should express a "little worry" about their massive dollar holdings. If the U.S. dollar declines, they'll be among the first to be impacted. Despite those worries, though, China is increasing its U.S. Treasury holdings, a sign that they still have confidence in the U.S. government and its ability to repay its debts. No other currency is so widely used in trade, and all major commodities are still priced in dollars. As a result, it's still in China's best interest to maintain a majority of its assets in dollars.
China’s economy depends on the dollar which means they won’t dollar dump 

Reuters 7/5/12 (Zhou Xin and Alan Wheatley “China won't dump U.S. Treasuries or pile into gold”  http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/07/07/us-china-economy-reserves-idUSTRE6660VC20100707)// CG
In the third in a series of statements explaining its work to the Chinese public, the State Administration of Foreign Exchange sought to allay concerns in the outside world that arise whenever Beijing shifts its holdings of U.S. government debt. "Any increase or decrease in our holdings of U.S. Treasuries is a normal investment operation," SAFE, the arm of the central bank that manages China's official currency reserves, said. It said it constantly adjusts its portfolio to maximimize returns, and any changes to its U.S. Treasury portfolio should be seen in that light and not interpreted politically. In a series of questions and answers posted on its website, www.safe.gov.cn, SAFE asked rhetorically whether China would use its $2.45 trillion stockpile of reserves, the world's largest, as a "nuclear weapon." SAFE said such concerns were completely unwarranted. "The U.S. Treasury market is the world's largest government bond market, and U.S. Treasury bonds deliver fair good security, liquidity and market depth with low transaction costs. "The U.S. Treasury market is a very important market for China," the agency said. China held $900.2 billion in U.S. Treasuries at the end of April, according to U.S. Treasury data released on June 15. Bankers say China's total holdings of dollar-denominated assets are much greater, accounting for perhaps two-thirds of its reserves. 

CHINA ENCROACHMENT ON RFE

No Attack

China will never attack the Russian Far East–it would be diplomatic and military suicide

MENON 2003 (Rajan, Monroe J. Rathbone Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, The National Interest, Fall)

By contrast, China's military, which was quite recently a giant horde of foot soldiers, is modernizing steadily-chiefly with Russian weaponry, much of it supplied from cash-starved military industries in Khabarovsk, Komsomol'sk and Vladivostok. It may lag far behind the United States, but in force projection, speed, accuracy and lethality it is a wholly different force than it was a decade ago, thanks to Russian fighter jets, submarines, tanks and missiles, many of them built in the Russian Far East. Yet the chances that China will attempt to conquer Russia's Far East are slim. Such a brazen power play would damage China's wider interests. Taiwan might recoil in terror and treat Beijing's proposals for a negotiated reunification with even greater skepticism and wariness. The prevailing Western rationale for economic engagement with China-that commerce will transform and co-opt that country-would be shredded. China would likely face a counterbalancing, encircling coalition of the United States, India, Japan, Russia and Vietnam. Would such setbacks justify the burdens of ruling the vast, problem-infested Russian Far East? The Chinese leaders know their Sun Tzu: what they seek from the Russian Far East (access to resources and a benign northern front) can be had by means of silk-gloved hegemony. Chinese interests can be served without its formal occupation of the territory. Indeed, what may emerge could be a "reverse Manchurian" scenario, where the Russian Far East remains a titular part of Russia but is increasingly integrated into Beijing's sphere of influence. That is precisely what the conspiracy among geography, demography, power and time may create in Russia's Far East.

CHINA HEGEMONY

Peaceful

China rise will be peaceful- empirics

Bhakal, 12(Maitreya- Freelance Writer at ABSAS Solutions Pvt. Ltd. “Five reasons why China will not invade Taiwan, and an analysis of Cross-strait Relation.” http://indiaschinablog.blogspot.com/2011/08/analysing-cross-strait-relations-and-5.html)

China is one of the few rising powers in the whole of human history to announce peaceful intentions and no desire to rule or establish hegemony over the world. In what might come as a shock to most people who consider media reports as a textbook for Chinese foreign policy, China has, on the whole, been a peaceful nation and has not engaged in military action unless provoked. And the military action that it has been involved in in its modern history has been extremely limited in its duration and objectives. Barring a misadventure with Vietnam in 1979 (which was also quite limited), China has only used war as a last resort, when it was left with no other alternative. Resolutions of boundary disputes can be generally considered as a fundamental indication whether a country is pursuing expansionist or peaceful policies (which is one reason why a thorough analysis of China’s border disputes has been neglected by almost all western media outlets and analysts). China has had the highest number of border disputes of any country in the world and with no intention of living in an unfriendly atmosphere over a peace of land, has successfully handled and offered substantial compromises (this is the other reason) in most of them. China borders 14 countries by land; and as a result of territorial dismemberment and unequal treaties, the PRC government, when it came into power, found itself involved in territorial disputes with all of them. The way in which China resolved those disputes stands as testimony to its desire of peace at any cost and serves as an example to other countries. China has, in the interests of peace and stability on its borders, adopted a negotiation tactic favorable to rival claimants that other countries would do well to emulate. Many of these claimants were countries much weaker than China. China was under no obligation to offer such substantial compromises. The portion of land that China received in border settlements with various neighbouring countries is as follows. Afghanistan - 0% Tajikistan – 4% Nepal – 6% Burma – 18% Kazakhstan – 22% Mongolia – 29% Kyrgyzstan – 32% North Korea – 40% Laos – 50% Vietnam – 50% Russia – 50% Pakistan – 54% Some of this land was strategically important (such as the Wakhan corridor that was disputed with Afghanistan) and extremely rich in resources (such as the Pamir mountain range in case of Tajikistan). China has also not reiterated its claims on a majority of the territory which was seized from it by the unequal treaties (even if it meant being cut off from the strategic Sea of Japan). In the map below, the gray area was part of China when the Qing dynasty was at its height, and then was snatched away from it due to unequal treaties. China has pursued claims on no more than 7% of these territories. China has generally been known to attack when it has been taken advantage of or construed as weak, or when the enemy was at its very doorstep, such as during the Korean war. The Sino-Indian war of 1962 stands as a textbook example of this strategy. Nehru, the then Indian PM, rejecting all Chinese offers for negotiations, constituted a “Forward Policy” of pushing forward to enemy lines and made belligerent statements about China (“I have ordered the army to throw the Chinese out”), implicitly announcing Indian intentions to attack. Some of the Indian outposts established under this policy went even further then Chinese ones. China, correctly interpreting these actions as hostile and viewing India through the prism of British imperialist intentions on Tibet (as India had made itself the British successor in all matters regarding Tibet and China), made multiple diplomatic protests against the Forward Policy, but Nehru ignored them and never thought that China would have the guts to attack. After China finally did attack and occupied the disputed areas, it declared a unilateral ceasefire and withdraw to pre-war status quo borders without occupying an inch of territory. Hence, Chinese intentions were just to just India a lesson. It had no interest in occupying any territory.

CHINA-INDIA WAR

No War

No India-China war

Tribune 11 12/1, *Tribune News Service, “India-China war unlikely, says expert Kanti Bajpai,” http://www.tribuneindia.com/2011/20111202/main3.htm, AJ

Listing possible reasons, Professor Kanti Bajpai, a scholar on international relations, has claimed that a war between India and China is unlikely unless one country gets highly provocative. Speaking at the Institute of Defence Studies and Analyses (IDSA) last evening, he buttressed his argument saying there are at least four reasons which will hold back the two neighbours on their respective side of the Himalayas. Bajpai said though war is always a possibility, it seems unlikely between India and China. There are least four reasons that will hold back the either side. They are: Both sides are equipped with nuclear weapons, meaning thereby that they will have to exercise extreme caution; Both sides have air power that will make a conventional war of any duration and decisiveness very difficult; China has the advantage of the heights on the Tibetan plateau, but its ability to send large forces into India in this sector is limited by geographical constraints and China will not be able to hold back a counter attack by the IAF as its supply routes can be easily interdicted. Lastly, Tibetan instability will prevent China from opting for warfare against India. The two countries have worked consistently since 1988 to put in place a diplomatic, political, military, and economic system to maintain stability and lay the foundation for a border settlement. He stressed that the system has four components - border negotiations, high-level summits, confidence-building measures and bilateral trade - and referred to them as pillars. Since 1988, there have been more summits between the presidents, PMs and foreign ministers than in the previous 40 years. NN Vohra, Governor of J&K and a former Defence Secretary and Home Secretary, chaired the session and suggested that the leadership of India and China should put together an approach which is, among other things, harmonious with the India-China defence strategy and external affairs. This will strengthen the relationship between the two nations. Both sides have nuclear weapons, meaning thereby that they will have to exercise extreme caution. Both have air power that will make a conventional war of any duration and decisiveness very difficult. China has the advantage of height on the Tibetan plateau, but its ability to send large forces into India in this sector is limited by geographical constraints. Tibetan instability will prevent China from opting for warfare against India.

CHINA-JAPAN WAR

No War

No China-Japan war

Business Pundit 10 9/13, “Why China-Japan Spat Won’t Lead to War,” http://www.businesspundit.com/why-china-japan-spat-wont-lead-to-war/, AJ

Last Tuesday, a Chinese fishing boat collided with Japanese coast guard boats near the tiny Diaoyutai Islands (as they’re known to Taiwan. China calls them the Diaoyu. Japan calls them the Senkaku. All three countries claim them as their own.) Japan took the captain and crew of the fishing boat hostage. It released the crew today, but the captain and boat remain in custody, pending a Japanese investigation. The arrests underline an ongoing power struggle between the two Asian superpowers, with China increasingly on the offensive. But, according to the Global Post’s Jonathan Adams, China and Japan are too economically interdependent to risk a full-scale conflict: But a serious military showdown is unlikely, for many reasons. Perhaps the most important is the unprecedented economic ties between East Asia’s two big powers. In 2007, China surpassed the U.S. as Japan’s top economic partner. Since then, the two countries haven’t looked back: Two-way trade hit a record of nearly $140 billion in the first half of this year, a 34.5 percent jump from the same period last year, according to Japanese government figures. Japan’s exports to China are rising even faster than its imports, due to rising Chinese consumption that shows China’s increased importance as a market, not just the world’s factory. All of which suggests that Japan has a strong interest in resolving the current spat quickly, and, to the extent possible, to Beijing’s satisfaction. 

CHINA POLLUTION

China’s Fixing Now

China is committed to controlling pollution now- rural areas

Xinhua 3-12-12 [Rural Chinese pollution to be monitored soon English.news.cn  2012-03-12 09:44:22 http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-03/12/c_131461244.htm]

China aims to finish building a nationwide network to monitor air quality in its vast rural areas by the end of the year, an environmental researcher said. The construction of the network shows China is extending its pollution-busting drive to rural villages, where environmental protection awareness is weakest, said Wen Xiangcai, of the China National Environmental Monitoring Center. Wen, also a member of the country's top political advisory body, said China had already begun to choose one rural spot in each province, municipality and autonomous region for the setting-up of air monitoring stations. "Through the stations, we will collect the data that forms the basis for pollution prevention and control," Wen said, adding that all stations will be set up before the end of 2012. As China is strengthening pollution control in cities, some small, heavily polluting enterprises will shift to rural areas, bringing much pressure to the environment of China's countryside, according to Wen. A nationwide pollution survey conducted by the Ministry of Environment Protection in 2011 showed that rural areas account for 43 percent of the nation's chemical oxygen demand discharges, 57 percent of its nitrogen discharges and 67 percent of its phosphorus discharges. "Bringing pollution in rural areas under control is a pressing task," Wen said. The central government has in recent years beefed up measures to control pollution in rural areas. Its funding for such initiatives jumped from 500 million yuan (79.36 million U.S. dollars) in 2008 to 9.5 billion yuan in 2011. The next step, said Wen, is to "train more environmental professionals to strengthen technical surveillance and expand advertisements about environmental protection."

China imposing strict environmental controls now

Xinhua 11-[China sets 2011 pollution control goal, warns of challenges English.news.cn 2011-01-13 21:00:10 ;http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2011-01/13/c_13689609.htm]

The Chinese government has set its 2011 target to reduce the emission of four major pollutants, cutting them by 1.5 percent year on year. These main pollutants are Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD), sulfur dioxide, ammonia nitrogen, and nitrogen oxide. Ammonia nitrogen and nitrogen oxide were newly added to the country's major pollutants monitoring list in accordance with its environmental protection plan from 2011 to 2015. Zhou Shengxian, minister of environmental protection, said Thursday at a national meeting on 2010 environmental protection that while experiencing quick economic development, the country is also facing increasing energy consumption and rising heavy metal, soil, dangerous waste and chemical pollution. According to Zhou, China will impose higher pollutant emission standards for paper-making, textiles, leather, chemical plants and other heavy-polluting industries. More efforts will also be made to control emissions of motor vehicles, build sewage processing plants at the county level and continue research on developing technology to remove sulfur, saltpeter, nitrogen and other polluting materials during industrial manufacturing. In addition, the country will also issue more policies, such as providing financial support for processing pollutants and collecting charges over emissions from motor vehicles on a trial basis, Zhou said. 

No pollution- china is pressuring regulations now

Xinhua 4-20-12 [China vows more transparency in pollution control; English.news.cn   2012-04-20 00:15:24;< http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-04/20/c_131538931.htm>]

China's environmental watchdog said on Thursday that it will work to promote the prompt disclosure of air quality reports and monitoring results for other types of pollution. The disclosure of information on major pollution sources and radiation levels will also be improved this year, according to a statement from the Ministry of Environmental Protection (MEP). The ministry also pledged to build an Internet-based environmental information platform by 2015 to facilitate the country's environmental protection drive, it added. Chinese citizens voiced significant concerns about air pollution in late 2011 following days of heavy smog in cities including Beijing. Public demand mounted for an official air quality report that would include PM2.5, an air quality standard that allows for the detection of particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less. The government responded by promising to start using the PM2.5 standard in several major regions and cities in 2012, adding that it will expand the use of the standard to all cities at or above the prefecture level by 2015. A number of regions and cities, including Beijing, Tianjin and the Pearl River delta in Guangdong Province, made efforts earlier this year to include PM2.5 readings in their air quality measurements.

Pollution on the top of the agenda 

Xinhua News 06-[Xinhua News Agency February 15, 2006; Pollution Control Top Priority http://www.china.org.cn/english/2006/Feb/158007.htm]

The Chinese government has unveiled a plan to combat environmental degradation in the country over the next 15 years, with pollution control high on the agenda. "The move is aimed at protecting the long-term interests of China and its people, and leaving a good living and development space for future generations," the State Council said. The plan stipulates that by 2010, the environmental quality of heavily polluted regions and cities should be improved and the trend of environmental degradation checked. And up to 2020, significant improvements to the country's general environmental quality and ecological status should have been made. To realize the goal, the Chinese government has outlined seven major tasks, with five focused on air, water and soil pollution control. The plan comes in the wake of the Songhua River pollution incident in November last year, an event that stunned the nation and sounded alarm bells about the country's worsening environment. Official statistics indicate that most of the major rivers in the country are polluted and over one-third of China's land mass has been ravaged by acid rain. Most city residents breathe dirty air, and more than 300 million rural residents do not have access to clean water. The government acknowledged that despite its efforts to keep a check on pollution over the years, the situation is "still very severe". Major problems cited include acid rain, polluted soil, organic pollutants, the potential risks posed by nuclear facilities, and a decline of biodiversity. In the next 15 years, the fight against pollution will become even more arduous, as the nation's economy is expected to quadruple during this time. "The worst is yet to come, judging by the increased frequency of serious pollution incidents," according to Zhou Shengxian, director of the State Environmental Protection Administration (SEPA). "The issue of pollution has become a 'blasting fuse' of social instability," he told Xinhua, citing the many cases of mass unrest because of pollution. But this is also China's golden opportunity to tackle its environmental issues, he said. "The central government has paid an unprecedented amount of attention to the issue, which is important political support for pollution control efforts," he said. Meanwhile, the plan also suggests the establishment of a long-term mechanism for environmental protection, including drafting laws on soil and chemical pollution as well as compensation for environmental damage. It also demands the strict enforcement of environment laws and severe punishment for those responsible for pollution, including governmental officials. The plan also requires governmental departments and localities to formulate preferential economic policies in relation to environmental protection, particularly in the areas of tax collection, credit, trade, land use and government purchases. "The most urgent task for us is to check water pollution to ensure the safety of drinking water, and we must win the battle," Zhou said.
CHINA RELATIONS

Cooperation Inevitable/Resilient

Domestic issues make cooperation impossible

VOA News, 4/25 (‘Domestic Issues’ Cutting Short South Sudanese President’s China Trip. 2012. http://blogs.voanews.com/breaking-news/2012/04/25/domestic-issues-cutting-short-south-sudanese-presidents-china-trip/)
South Sudan's President Salva Kiir is cutting short a trip to China because of what a Chinese official called “domestic issues.” Mr. Kiir had planned to remain in the country until Saturday. He met Wednesday with Wu Bangguo, chairman of the National People's Congress, who said it was unfortunate the South Sudanese leader would be leaving and canceling a trip to Shanghai. It was not clear when Mr. Kiir will depart China. He held talks Tuesday with Chinese President Hu Jintao, and said Sudan's bombings of southern territory amount to a declaration of war against his country. China has urged both sides to settle their issues through peaceful negotiations, and said Wednesday it is sending an envoy to the region to promote talks.

Relations resilient- both side recognize the importance

Xinhua News, 6/26(“China, U.S. to forge new military relations” 2012. http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2012-06/26/c_123334081.htm)
BEIJING, June 26 (Xinhua) -- Chinese Defense Minister Liang Guanglie met here on Tuesday with Samuel Locklear, head of the U.S. Pacific Command, vowing to forge a new type of military ties. China-United States relations have kept moving forward in the past 40 years despite ups and downs, said Liang, noting that the main reason has been the broad common interests shared by the two sides. Healthy, stable development of China-United States relations is not only in the interests of the two countries, but also conducive to the peace, stability and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region and the world, he added. China and the United States both have important domestic political agendas this year and have to concentrate on economic recovery, development and reform, so it is a common need of both sides to maintain the steady development of bilateral ties, according to the defense minister. Chinese President Hu Jintao raised a four-point proposal on forging a new model of relations between the two world powers during his meeting with U.S. President Barack Obama in Mexico last week, which has pointed out the direction for bilateral relations, he noted. Liang called on the two armed forces to establish a rapport based on equality, mutual benefit and win-win cooperation, which is corresponding to the new model of bilateral relations. He also reviewed his meeting with U.S. Secretary of Defence Leon Panetta in May, noting that China is ready to work with the United States to beef up high-level military exchanges, deepen cooperation in non-traditional security, and develop bilateral military ties.

Relations resilient – SED (Strategic Economic Dialogue) resolving all short term tensions

Paulson, 08(Henry M.- U.S. Secretary of the Treasury. “A Strategic Economic Engagement: Strengthening U.S.-Chinese Ties.” Foreign Affairs. September/October.)
And rightly so. Since Washington stepped up its economic engagement with Beijing through the SED two years ago, the U.S.-Chinese relationship has deepened and expanded. By encouraging top-level discussions of the two countries' long-term strategic priorities, the SED has found effective ways to manage short-term tensions surrounding trade disputes. It has alleviated a complex set of concerns in the U.S. Congress in a way that has led to a significant appreciation of the renminbi and forestalled dangerous protectionist legislation. At the same time that U.S. consumers were growing deeply concerned about product safety, the SED developed a comprehensive plan for improving the quality and regulatory oversight of foods and drugs imported from China (the effort could even serve as a global model for product safety). And as the world was becoming more eager to reduce its dependence on oil, the SED initiated the Ten Year Energy and Environment Cooperation Framework to help expedite the United States' and China's efforts to increase their energy efficiency. The SED has enabled progress on significant noneconomic issues and more progress on economic issues than otherwise would have occurred. These successes have created a foundation of mutual understanding and trust and a platform for further progress. History has shown that the ties between the United States and China have been most stable and mutually beneficial when a common interest has united leaders in Washington and Beijing. During the Cold War, balancing the Soviet Union's power in Asia was that shared interest. It generated trust for a very young U.S.-Chinese relationship and facilitated substantial bilateral cooperation. Now, the SED has reoriented U.S.-Chinese relations based on the strategic rationale of sustaining global economic growth. This unifying theme will motivate policymakers in both countries and offers the chance to redefine the terms of the two countries' relationship from simple cooperation to joint management and, perhaps eventually, even genuine partnership. Such a recasting will be an invitation to China to participate in global affairs as an equal-a position that Beijing covets.

Relations resilient- new military ties improve all aspects of relationship

Shengnan and Guangjin, 6/27(Zhao and Cheng- staff writers.  “Chinese military pledges to strengthen ties with US.” http://www.stripes.com/news/pacific/chinese-military-pledges-to-strengthen-ties-with-us-1.181489)

Beijing – Top Chinese military officials yesterday pledged to strengthen communication and cooperation with the United States, but also called for proper resolution of the issue of US surveillance flights near China. Defence Minister Liang Guanglie and Deputy Chief of the General Staff Ma Xiaotian of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army made the remarks during meetings with visiting Commander of US Pacific Command Samuel Locklear. This visit comes one day before the largest-ever Rim of the Pacific naval exercises, scheduled from today to Aug 7 in Hawaii. It involves 22 nations, including the US, India and Australia, but not China, which was not invited to participate or observe. China-US military ties have great potential as overall bilateral relations have been developed in a stable manner, Liang said, adding that establishing new, equal and mutually beneficial military relations is the inevitable need of both militaries and the common expectation from the international community. China would like to boost military exchanges with the US and deepen cooperation in the fields of non-traditional security, said Ma. “This is in the best interest of both peoples, as well as the region and the whole world.” The two Chinese officers expressed concerns over the US strategic shift to the Asia-Pacific region and its frequent military surveillance close to China’s coast. They urged the US to resolve related issues as soon as possible. As a Pacific country, the US hopes to improve cooperation with all Asia-Pacific countries, including China, said Locklear, and he called for more dialogue and less misunderstanding. Despite differences over some issues, China and the US share common interests in many fields, and the two militaries should enhance exchanges and cooperation to safeguard such interests and build a safe international environment, he said.

Cooperation Impossible

Cooperation impossible- China has too many domestic problems

Kissinger, 12 (Henry A. hair of Kissinger Associates and a former U.S. Secretary of State and National Security Adviser. “The Future of U.S.-Chinese Relations: Conflict Is a Choice, Not a Necessity.” March/April Foreign Affiairs)
Another reason for Chinese restraint in at least the medium term is the domestic adaptation the country faces. The gap in Chinese society between the largely developed coastal regions and the undeveloped western regions has made Hu's objective of a "harmonious society" both compelling and elusive. Cultural changes compound the challenge. The next decades will witness, for the first time, the full impact of one-child families on adult Chinese society. This is bound to modify cultural patterns in a society in which large families have traditionally taken care of the aged and the handicapped. When four grandparents compete for the attention of one child and invest him with the aspirations heretofore spread across many offspring, a new pattern of insistent achievement and vast, perhaps unfulfillable, expectations may arise. All these developments will further complicate the challenges of China's governmental transition starting in 2012, in which the presidency; the vice-presidency; the considerable majority of the positions in China's Politburo, State Council, and Central Military Commission; and thousands of other key national and provincial posts will be staffed with new appointees. The new leadership group will consist, for the most part, of members of the first Chinese generation in a century and a half to have lived all their lives in a country at peace. Its primary challenge will be finding a way to deal with a society revolutionized by changing economic conditions, unprecedented and rapidly expanding technologies of communication, a tenuous global economy, and the migration of hundreds of millions of people from China's countryside to its cities. The model of government that emerges will likely be a synthesis of modern ideas and traditional Chinese political and cultural concepts, and the quest for that synthesis will provide the ongoing drama of China's evolution.

High Now

Relations high now- cooperation on all major issues

Kissinger, 12 (Henry A. hair of Kissinger Associates and a former U.S. Secretary of State and National Security Adviser. “The Future of U.S.-Chinese Relations: Conflict Is a Choice, Not a Necessity.” March/April Foreign Affiairs)
On January 19, 2011, U.S. President Barack Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao issued a joint statement at the end of Hu's visit to Washington. It proclaimed their shared commitment to a "positive, cooperative, and comprehensive U.S.-China relationship." Each party reassured the other regarding his principal concern, announcing, "The United States reiterated that it welcomes a strong, prosperous, and successful China that plays a greater role in world affairs. China welcomes the United States as an Asia-Pacific nation that contributes to peace, stability and prosperity in the region." Since then, the two governments have set about implementing the stated objectives. Top American and Chinese o/cials have exchanged visits and institutionalized their exchanges on major strategic and economic issues. Military-to-military contacts have been restarted, opening an important channel of communication. And at the uno/cial level, so-called track-two groups have explored possible evolutions of the U.S.-Chinese relationship.

Relations high- recent agreements prove

Gwertzman, 5/9 (Bernard-Consulting Editor for Council on Foreign Relations.  “Maturing U.S.-China Relations.” 2012. http://www.cfr.org/china/maturing-us-china-relations/p28184)

Two developments signal a positive shift in U.S.-China relations--progress in last week's high-level talks in Beijing, and the two sides' efforts to cobble an agreement that would allow dissident Chen Guangcheng to leave China for the United States, says CFR's Elizabeth C. Economy. "Both sides are clearly committed to maintaining stability in the relationship and were very unwilling to allow this one striking and important incident to cause the relationship to spiral downward," says Economy. The two sides announced modest economic accords, including an agreement that foreign banks would be allowed a higher stake in Chinese banks, and an agreement to cut import tariffs on some consumer goods. "In the context of the Chen Guangcheng situation," says Economy, "the fact that they were able to announce anything positive is a real compliment to both sides." Do you think China will let this Chen deal go through? This deal is a significant accomplishment on the part of China and the United States. I certainly hope Beijing will follow through on it. It wouldn't seem to be in China's interest to block the deal at this point; the international outcry would be significant. Frankly, getting Chen out of China likely has its benefits for Beijing: It gets him off the radar screen in China--particularly on the Internet, where his case was followed with some interest--and minimizes the likelihood that he could cause trouble while he was studying law someplace in China, which was promised in the first deal. Of course, there is always the possibility that Beijing will renege on the deal based on something Chen says or does--or something someone in the United States says or does--but the greater risk is that Beijing won't let him back into the country when and if he wants to return. The English-language Chinese press has been attacking the United States for interference, but I guess this is normal. "In some respects, this strategic and economic dialogue demonstrated as good and as positive a state in the relationship as we've seen in a while."

Relations Don’t Solve

Relations solve nothing- don’t share common interests

Feigenbaum, 11 (Evan- writer for Council on foreign relations.  “Does US-China strategic cooperation have to be so hard?” 11/5.  http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/10/05/does-us-china-strategic-cooperation-have-to-be-so-hard/)

For their part, Chinese officials often view US policies in these countries as naïve at best, destabilising at worst. Many in Beijing hold the view that US and South Korean ‘failures’ have cornered North Korea and thus urge deepened policies of engagement. In Central Asia, meanwhile, as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for the region in 2006 and 2007, I heard Chinese officials argue ad infinitum that US actions to promote political reform could, ultimately, destabilise these countries. What’s going on? Does cooperation really have to be so hard? For that matter, is coordination so hard because the US and China lack common interests? I think not. In fact, asserting so is a too-easy cop out because, in most cases, it would be awfully hard to demonstrate empirically that China actually ‘wants’ an unstable Pakistan or would just ‘love’ a North Korea with nuclear weapons. In the countries at the heart of this CFR study, why wouldn’t China share America’s interest in stability, security, development and prosperity? No, I suspect the problem usually isn’t a lack of common interests. It’s that shared interests are very general in nature. Turning (abstract) common interests into (concrete) complementary policies requires that Beijing and Washington overcome two very high hurdles: First, Beijing almost never seems to share American threat assessments anymore. Countries like Iran and North Korea don’t threaten China directly, so Beijing can probably afford to be more relaxed and many Chinese analysts argue that Washington overstates the scope and urgency of such threats. Second, even when Beijing shares America’s sense of threat, countervailing interests still obstruct cooperation. In Afghanistan, for example, China certainly shares America’s core interest: a stable Afghan state that does not harbour, nurture or export terrorism. But Chinese decision-makers have become uncomfortable when told that the path to victory may require a long-term NATO presence on China’s western border, US bases and access agreements in Central Asia, and enhanced US and NATO strategic coordination with neighbours that have had difficult relations with China.

CHINA-RUSSIA WAR

Cooperation High

No Russia-Sino war---relations high

China Daily 12 4/28, “China-Russia relations reach new heights,” http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2012-04/28/content_15165641.htm, AJ

Cooperation between China and Russia has huge potential, Vice-Premier Li Keqiang said in Moscow on Friday. "The China-Russia all-around strategic partnership is unprecedented at the moment, and I believe the cooperation between the two countries could reach a new high, as there is a wide range of areas that we could jointly develop," said Li during his meeting with Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin. "Of course, the way ahead is always not smooth, but we are good neighbors, good friends and good partners." On Thursday, Li started his 10-day visit to Russia, Hungary, Belgium and the headquarters of the European Union to enhance trade and investment relations. Russia is the first stop, and Li is expected to stay in the nation for four days as the two countries will discuss the promotion of trade and investment and witness the signing of large-scale deals. China is Russia's largest trade partner, and the second largest export market for Russia. Despite European debt woes, China-Russia trade surged by 42.7 percent from a year earlier to $79.25 billion in 2011, outperforming the growth of 22.5 percent for China's foreign trade during the same period, according to the General Administration of Customs. Li said in an article published in a Russian newspaper on Thursday that China and Russia could reap benefits from each other's growth and prosperity, as the two countries share common economic targets and their industries are highly complementary. "There is no doubt that the level of the two nations' relationship is very high, reaching a historical high, as a result of the joint efforts," said Putin. "Russia and China cooperate closely on the global stage, and the two nations are striving to develop economic and trade relations," Putin said. On Friday, Li also met Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and is scheduled to attend a China-Russia investment and trade forum on Saturday. The two sides are expected to witness trade and investment deals among governments and corporations in the coming days in agriculture, energy, transportation, telecommunication and high-tech. "The priority for us is to improve the living standards of the people, so we should develop pragmatic cooperation in economic and trade issues. I hope we could push forward cooperation in all aspects," said Putin. In May, Putin will take on new duties as Russian president, and he will pay an official visit to China this June, the first such as president. "China and Russia have political mutual trust, supplementary economies, good cultural exchanges, interactive military ties and well coordinated diplomacy, which is not a status that can be easily attained," said Yu Sui, a professor of Russian studies with the Beijing-based China Center for Contemporary World Studies. Such a relationship could improve as the two countries need each other to develop their domestic economies, said Yu. Putin has vowed to stimulate the Russian economy and turn it into the world's fifth largest economy from its current 11th position by the end of the decade. "The Sino-Russian comprehensive strategic partnership is based on a strong foundation and historic accumulation, which is also the basis for the two countries to realize further cooperation and safeguard their strategic interests in the future," said Xing Guangcheng, a researcher on Russian studies with the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences. However, according to Kerry Brown, head of the Asia Program at London-based Chatham House, "there is plenty of mutual suspicion, though. Russia admires China's strong growth, but wishes to protect its global role and maintain its diplomatic status." Putin said the two nations have learned to treat each other as good friends. "Due to the large-scale cooperation between the two sides, there are many issues that need our concerns, but there are not substantial problems between China and Russia," said Putin. Li agreed by saying that "on the way to addressing the problems, we will try to continuously press ahead and tap the potential for business cooperation with joint efforts to make the prospects for both more prosperous." 

Cooperation now

Bolton 9 11/23, *K.R. Bolton is a Fellow of the Academy of Social & Political Research, Athens, “Russia and China An Approaching Conflict?” http://www.scribd.com/doc/22944897/Russia-and-China-an-Approaching-Conflict, AJ

However, in recent years Russia and China have developed trade and diplomatic relations. Most significantly, Russia has been China’s main supplier of arms (followed by Israel). Chinese and Russian leaders have sought according the face of what they consider US global hegemony following the collapse of the Soviet bloc. 

CHINA-TAIWAN WAR

No War

No China-Taiwan war

Steketee 8 8/19, *MIKE STEKETEE: NATIONAL AFFAIRS EDITOR, “China unlikely to go to war over Taiwan, says defence expert,” http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/china-wont-fight-over-taiwan-expert/story-e6frg6t6-1111117233275, AJ

CHINA is unlikely to be a military threat and the chances of a conflict over Taiwan are diminishing, according to a US defence expert. "They see this as an inevitable and logical outgrowth of their economic emergence," Professor Pollack said. "For all the shiny new systems they are acquiring, China has not gone to war for 30 years. I don't see them as a kind of budding overlord of East Asia. I don't think that is the way they conceptualise these things."  China has reported average real increases in military spending of 9.6per cent in the 15 years to 2005; outside estimates are much higher.  The US Defence Department has been among those expressing concern about a military build-up that could put regional balances at risk.   Professor Pollack, who has been visiting China for 30 years, said he could not preclude China becoming a military threat, but added: "I just don't see it as terribly likely."  Professor Pollack is in Australia as a guest of the Centre for International Security Studies and the US Studies Centre, both at Sydney University.  He recently visited Taiwan, whose Government, elected this year, comprised realists who knew they had to try to find a means of dealing with China.  "They have to find a way to give China clear incentives to collaborate with them, hopefully in a transition to some longer-term accommodation, the terms of which they don't know yet," Professor Pollack said.  "As long as you have a Government in Taipei that is going to work hard to not provoke the Chinese, I would see the probability (of China using military force against Taiwan) diminishing, not increasing, even as China becomes much more capable militarily."  He said the US was undergoing a reassessment of long-term strategy following the Cold War, which had been deferred by the September 11, 2001, terror attacks.  "A legitimate issue is whether American foreign policy is over-militaristic," he said. "We look at the problems we face in the world and there has been a tendency to think way too quickly about finding a military solution for things for which there may not be a military solution."  This was true of Iraq and probably Afghanistan, he said.  "(US Defence Secretary) Robert Gates has pointed out that if you look at the number of uniformed personnel on a single Nimitz aircraft carrier - about 6000 - that is more than the foreign service officers in the entire State Department." 

No war – economies too intertwined

Bhakal, 12 (Maitreya- Freelance Writer at ABSAS Solutions Pvt. Ltd. “Five reasons why China will not invade Taiwan, and an analysis of Cross-strait Relation.” http://indiaschinablog.blogspot.com/2011/08/analysing-cross-strait-relations-and-5.html)

China has always placed economics at the forefront of most other matters. Despite the often-tumultuous state of Sino-Indian relations (and an unresolved border dispute), trade has touched $63 billion. China is India’s second largest trading partner. In the Senkaku island dispute with Japan, Deng Xiaoping, as soon as he came into power in 1978, proposed that China and Japan jointly explore the oil and gas deposits near the disputed islands without touching on the issue of sovereignty. China has also sought joint exploration in the resource-rich Spratlys, a solution which is the right step forward and is in fact more urgent than sovereignty, which the Philippines and Vietnam and have so far been reluctant to do. China doesn’t mind waiting and biding its time until sovereignty issues get resolved. As Deng Xiaoping famously remarked regarding the Senkaku dispute, “It does not matter if this question is shelved for some time, say, 10 years. Our generation is not wise enough to find common language on this question. Our next generation will certainly be wiser. They will certainly find a solution acceptable to all”. Unlike his predecessor Jiang Zemin, Hu Jintao has used a softer approach towards Taiwan, promoting stronger economic and cultural ties, high-level official visits and direct flights in order to reduce tensions. This pragmatic approach is on display even in the Taiwan dispute. China is Taiwan’s largest trading partner, and Taiwan is China’s seventh largest. Two-thirds of all Taiwanese companies have made investments in China in recent years. In 2010, China (including Hong Kong) accounted for over 29.0% of Taiwan’s total trade and 41.8% of Taiwan’s exports. The ECFA was heavily tilted in Taiwan’s favor. It cut tariffs on 539 Taiwanese exports to China and 267 Chinese products entering Taiwan. Under the agreement, approximately 16.1 % of exports to China and 10.5 % of imports to China will be tariff free by 2013. Taiwanese firms have invested $200 billion in the mainland, and trade between the two sides has exceeded $150 billion. Taiwanese trade with China. Source: Reuters Both China and Taiwan have a lot to lose by fighting with each other. Another factor to consider is the incalculable loss that an invasion will have on the Chinese economy, not to mention scaring away potential investors.

No war – Taiwan does not want

Bhakal, 12 (Maitreya- Freelance Writer at ABSAS Solutions Pvt. Ltd. “Five reasons why China will not invade Taiwan, and an analysis of Cross-strait Relation.” http://indiaschinablog.blogspot.com/2011/08/analysing-cross-strait-relations-and-5.html)

China is, quite rightly, obsessed with “stability”, President Hu’s watchword. Analysts agree that this is one of the main reasons why it is not being “tough” on North Korea – that it wants a stable neighbor with no refugee spillover. With hundreds of protests happening in China every year, it most certainly wouldn’t want yet another headache on its hands and alienate the island’s inhabitants (even more than they are at the moment). There is very less support for reunification on the island, and opinion polls make clear that only a tiny minority of Taiwanese identify themselves as “Chinese”. The Anti-Secession also explicitly states in Article 9: In the event of employing and executing non-peaceful means and other necessary measures as provided for in this Law, the state shall exert its utmost to protect the lives, property and other legitimate rights and interests of Taiwan civilians and foreign nationals in Taiwan, and to minimize losses. At the same time, the state shall protect the rights and interests of the Taiwan compatriots in other parts of China in accordance with law. A Chinese invasion might inevitably lead to riots and international condemnation. China would thus risk flushing down the toilet many years’ hard work of patient diplomacy (in convincing other countries of its “peaceful rise”). This would in turn cause them to inch even closer to America, were they would be welcomed with open arms.

No war – China fears US intervention

Bhakal, 12 (Maitreya- Freelance Writer at ABSAS Solutions Pvt. Ltd. “Five reasons why China will not invade Taiwan, and an analysis of Cross-strait Relation.” http://indiaschinablog.blogspot.com/2011/08/analysing-cross-strait-relations-and-5.html)

The United States of America, the responsible superpower, has been engaged in more military conflicts around this world than any other. Since the Second World War, the US has: Attempted to overthrow more than 50 governments, most of them democratically-elected. Attempted to suppress a populist or national movement in 20 countries. Grossly interfered in democratic elections in at least 30 countries. Dropped bombs on the people of more than 30 countries. Attempted to assassinate more than 50 foreign leaders. Hence, the plain fact that needs to be realized is that the United States is more prone to violent outbursts than any other country. The PLA doctrinal textbook, Zhanyixue, explicitly states that China is not in the same league as “advanced countries” (The entire document never mentions the United States by name), argues Thomas J. Christensen in China’s Revolution in Doctrinal Affairs: Recent Trends in the Operational Art of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army (CNA, 2005). He further states, Moreover, unlike in the heady early days of the Great Leap Forward, PLA strategists do not envision China closing that overall gap anytime soon. There is no stated expectation of short-cuts or leapfrogging to great power military status. In other words, China will have to accept that its relative technological backwardness and weakness in power projection will persist for a long time. And then goes on to quote the text of Zhanyixue explicitly: “Our military equipment has gone through major upgrading (很大提高) in comparison with the past, but in comparison to advanced countries, whether it be now or even a relatively long period from now, there will still be a relatively large gap (仍有较 大的差距)…………….The most prominent objective reality that the PLA will face in fighting future campaigns is that in [the area of] military equipment, the enemy will be superior and we will be inferior.” As is clear, Chinese policy-makers are realists, and thus can be relied upon to heavily weigh the consequences of a possible US intervention.

No war – Taiwan will never declare independence

Bhakal, 12 (Maitreya- Freelance Writer at ABSAS Solutions Pvt. Ltd. “Five reasons why China will not invade Taiwan, and an analysis of Cross-strait Relation.” http://indiaschinablog.blogspot.com/2011/08/analysing-cross-strait-relations-and-5.html)

1. Taiwan is not going to declare independence: The most important reason why China has not yet considered an invasion. Ma has explicitly declared that he is not seeking independence, and the voters seem to be siding with him and are happy with the status quo. And so is China. Chinese leaders have a penchant for putting issues on the backburner. They adapt to changing situations and are happy to do what they can (business) and leave for future generations what they cannot (reunification). So what next? Chinese leaders will be happy to admit – they don’t know. As long as both sides are happy with the status quo, there seems to be no reason to fret. As long as Taiwan does not declare independence, there seems to be no reason to worry about a military conflict. And since a majority of the Taiwanese people are happy to be were they are, rocking the boat is the last thing leaders on both sides of the strait would want to do. Both economies are growing, and people are living happily on both sides. Every generation of leaders thus hands over this problem to the next one, with the hope that they might one day either solve it, or preserve the status quo and hand the headache over to their successors. Hence, discussion of a Chinese invasion serves little purpose other than to be used by various “foreign-policy analysts” to justify their grants and pass their time. There ought to be no doubt that a full-blown invasion would be a nightmare for China, and it simply wouldn’t do it. Or, as Jim Hacker would say, “Not just that it shouldn’t, but it couldn’t, and if it could, it wouldn’t, would it?”

China is empirically peaceful

Bhakal, 12 (Maitreya- Freelance Writer at ABSAS Solutions Pvt. Ltd. “Five reasons why China will not invade Taiwan, and an analysis of Cross-strait Relation.” http://indiaschinablog.blogspot.com/2011/08/analysing-cross-strait-relations-and-5.html)

China is one of the few rising powers in the whole of human history to announce peaceful intentions and no desire to rule or establish hegemony over the world. In what might come as a shock to most people who consider media reports as a textbook for Chinese foreign policy, China has, on the whole, been a peaceful nation and has not engaged in military action unless provoked. And the military action that it has been involved in in its modern history has been extremely limited in its duration and objectives. Barring a misadventure with Vietnam in 1979 (which was also quite limited), China has only used war as a last resort, when it was left with no other alternative. Resolutions of boundary disputes can be generally considered as a fundamental indication whether a country is pursuing expansionist or peaceful policies (which is one reason why a thorough analysis of China’s border disputes has been neglected by almost all western media outlets and analysts). China has had the highest number of border disputes of any country in the world and with no intention of living in an unfriendly atmosphere over a peace of land, has successfully handled and offered substantial compromises (this is the other reason) in most of them. China borders 14 countries by land; and as a result of territorial dismemberment and unequal treaties, the PRC government, when it came into power, found itself involved in territorial disputes with all of them. The way in which China resolved those disputes stands as testimony to its desire of peace at any cost and serves as an example to other countries. China has, in the interests of peace and stability on its borders, adopted a negotiation tactic favorable to rival claimants that other countries would do well to emulate. Many of these claimants were countries much weaker than China. China was under no obligation to offer such substantial compromises. The portion of land that China received in border settlements with various neighbouring countries is as follows. Afghanistan - 0% Tajikistan – 4% Nepal – 6% Burma – 18% Kazakhstan – 22% Mongolia – 29% Kyrgyzstan – 32% North Korea – 40% Laos – 50% Vietnam – 50% Russia – 50% Pakistan – 54% Some of this land was strategically important (such as the Wakhan corridor that was disputed with Afghanistan) and extremely rich in resources (such as the Pamir mountain range in case of Tajikistan). China has also not reiterated its claims on a majority of the territory which was seized from it by the unequal treaties (even if it meant being cut off from the strategic Sea of Japan). In the map below, the gray area was part of China when the Qing dynasty was at its height, and then was snatched away from it due to unequal treaties. China has pursued claims on no more than 7% of these territories. China has generally been known to attack when it has been taken advantage of or construed as weak, or when the enemy was at its very doorstep, such as during the Korean war. The Sino-Indian war of 1962 stands as a textbook example of this strategy. Nehru, the then Indian PM, rejecting all Chinese offers for negotiations, constituted a “Forward Policy” of pushing forward to enemy lines and made belligerent statements about China (“I have ordered the army to throw the Chinese out”), implicitly announcing Indian intentions to attack. Some of the Indian outposts established under this policy went even further then Chinese ones. China, correctly interpreting these actions as hostile and viewing India through the prism of British imperialist intentions on Tibet (as India had made itself the British successor in all matters regarding Tibet and China), made multiple diplomatic protests against the Forward Policy, but Nehru ignored them and never thought that China would have the guts to attack. After China finally did attack and occupied the disputed areas, it declared a unilateral ceasefire and withdraw to pre-war status quo borders without occupying an inch of territory. Hence, Chinese intentions were just to just India a lesson. It had no interest in occupying any territory.

CHINA-US WAR

Cooperation High

No war- relations high and too many economic ties

Roberge and Lee, 09 (Michal and Youkyung- writers for the Council on Foreign Relations.  “China-Taiwan Relations.” 8/11. http://www.cfr.org/china/china-taiwan-relations/p9223)
Despite intermittent diplomatic friction, the cross-strait economic relationship has blossomed. China entered the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 2001 and, within a month, Taiwan entered as "Chinese Taipei." Bilateral trade between China and Taiwan in 2007 reached $102 billion, up from $8 billion in 1991 (PDF) . China is Taiwan's largest trading partner; in 2007, 30 percent of Taiwan's exports were sold to China. Likewise, Taiwan ranks in the top ten of China's trading partners. Taiwanese businesses have invested an estimated $150 billion in the mainland since 1988. In 2009, Taiwan opened up one hundred of its industries to mainland investments. China and Taiwan have also agreed to allow banks, insurers, and other financial service providers to invest and work in both markets. Negotiations between the two for an Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement that will ease trade restrictions even further are scheduled for late 2009. The year 2009 also marked the increase of direct flights between China and Taiwan to 270 per week from 108. Moreover, Taiwan increased its daily quota of visitors from China to three thousand, a ten-fold increase. Significance of the Rapprochement In another move signaling the more placid relations between China and Taiwan, in May 2009 the Chinese government did not object to Taiwan's participation as an observer at the World Health Assembly, the governing body of the World Health Organization, albeit under the name "Chinese Taipei." This marked the first time Taiwan was granted observer status at a United Nations body since it lost its seat to China in 1971. Continuing the conciliatory trend, President Ma has called for increased cultural and educational exchanges with China. He also continues to vow that Taiwan will not move toward political unification with China, while at the same time insisting that Taiwan will not declare independence. Ma's course is in line with public sentiment; polls suggest 75 to 80 percent of people in Taiwan want their government to preserve the status quo (Foreign Policy). On the mainland, Chinese President Hu Jintao has backed away from the aggressive language of his predecessors. While unification remains the ultimate goal, President Hu has toned down demands for Taiwan's return and seems satisfied to continue on the current path of increased economic and cultural integration, say experts. Taiwan expert Raymond Burghardt says "both sides have essentially agreed to deal with the easy issues first such as trade and transportation, and leave the hard stuff such as Taiwan's international representation for later." Burghardt predicts the current rapprochement will continue but will not proceed into the poltical realm toward unification with China or independence for Taiwan.

No War

War is unlikely

Global Times 11 11/15, “Sino-US war unlikely but not impossible,” http://www.globaltimes.cn/NEWS/tabid/99/ID/684012/Sino-US-war-unlikely-but-not-impossible.aspx, AJ

A recent report released by the RAND Corporation, a US think tank specializing in military studies, examined the prospect of China and the US going to war, but concluded it improbable. What is the ultimate red line for a major military conflict between the two powers? Will the US back other Asian countries in provoking China? Global Times (GT) reporter Wang Wenwen talked to Major General Luo Yuan (Luo), deputy secretary-general of the PLA Academy of Military Sciences, and Robert M. Farley (Farley), a professor at the Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce in the University of Kentucky, on these issues. Luo: At the current stage, both countries don't have the desire to start a war, nor do they have the capability. However, if China's core interests such as its sovereignty, national security and unity are intruded on, a military conflict will be unavoidable. Farley: I think that war is unlikely, but not impossible. Both countries have a lot to lose, both from the conflict itself and the overall fallout. If war does occur, I suspect that the trigger will be a miscalculation over Taiwan, or possibly North Korea. Some in the US might feel compelled to defend Taiwan following a declaration of independence; a North Korean collapse will lead to competition over the new structure of politics on the Korean Peninsula. Luo: The US is a pragmatic country. It will try to trigger a war in other countries or regions to deplete their powers while maintaining its own safety. The US will not really get involved into a war if the harm is greater than the benefits. Even if it does get involved, it won't sacrifice itself for its allies. Farley: I doubt that the US will become engaged in the South China Sea in any but a supporting role. However, the Taiwan situation is ripe for miscalculation by all the parties involved. I'm a bit less worried about either India or North Korea. While the US and India have been building a good relationship, the focus of Indian foreign policy remains on Pakistan, and previous Indo-Pakistani wars haven't dragged either China or the US in. In North Korea, I'm optimistic that diplomats will be able to work out the major issues without war. 

No war – cooperation solves

O'Rourke 6/14 2012, *Ronald O'Rourke: Specialist in Naval Affairs, “China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy Capabilities—Background and Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33153.pdf, AJ

The maintenance of peace, stability, the free flow of commerce, and of U.S. influence in this dynamic region will depend in part on an underlying balance of military capability and presence. Over the long term, China’s emergence as a regional power will have the potential to affect the U.S. economy and our security in a variety of ways. Our two countries have a strong stake in peace and stability in East Asia and an interest in building a cooperative bilateral relationship. However, the growth of China’s military power must be accompanied by greater clarity of its strategic intentions in order to avoid causing friction in the region. The United States will continue to make the necessary investments to ensure that we maintain regional access and the ability to operate freely in keeping with our treaty obligations and with international law. Working closely with our network of allies and partners, we will continue to promote a rules-based international order that ensures underlying stability and encourages the peaceful rise of new powers, economic dynamism, and constructive defense cooperation.... 

More evidence

Harper 11 July 2011, *Lieutenant Commander Matthew Harper: US Navy, “Chinese Missiles and the Walmart Factor,” http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2011-07/chinese-missiles-and-walmart-factor, AJ

But fear of China’s perceived martial intentions is both overblown and unproductive for the United States and its military. Focusing solely on Chinese military capabilities clouds the critical challenge of preventing a catastrophic Sino-American conflict. Furthermore, this distraction obscures the real work of guiding China’s rise as an open, self-confident, fully integrated member of the world community. U.S. concern over China’s anti-access capabilities primarily center on a China-Taiwan scenario. A number of military options are open to China in responding to a Taiwan crisis. The Department of Defense report, Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2010 , examined four conventional military methods China could use to force Taiwan’s acquiescence: blockade, limited force or coercive option, air and missile campaign, or invasion. However, all of these options require, at minimum, some preparation if for no other reason than to fuel ships, assemble soldiers, and prepare rockets. There is no feasible way to immediately attack or invade Taiwan overnight.  

No war – SED (Strategic Economic Dialogue) resolving all short term tensions

Paulson, 08 (Henry M.- U.S. Secretary of the Treasury. “A Strategic Economic Engagement: Strengthening U.S.-Chinese Ties.” Foreign Affairs. September/October.)
And rightly so. Since Washington stepped up its economic engagement with Beijing through the SED two years ago, the U.S.-Chinese relationship has deepened and expanded. By encouraging top-level discussions of the two countries' long-term strategic priorities, the SED has found effective ways to manage short-term tensions surrounding trade disputes. It has alleviated a complex set of concerns in the U.S. Congress in a way that has led to a significant appreciation of the renminbi and forestalled dangerous protectionist legislation. At the same time that U.S. consumers were growing deeply concerned about product safety, the SED developed a comprehensive plan for improving the quality and regulatory oversight of foods and drugs imported from China (the effort could even serve as a global model for product safety). And as the world was becoming more eager to reduce its dependence on oil, the SED initiated the Ten Year Energy and Environment Cooperation Framework to help expedite the United States' and China's efforts to increase their energy efficiency. The SED has enabled progress on significant noneconomic issues and more progress on economic issues than otherwise would have occurred. These successes have created a foundation of mutual understanding and trust and a platform for further progress. History has shown that the ties between the United States and China have been most stable and mutually beneficial when a common interest has united leaders in Washington and Beijing. During the Cold War, balancing the Soviet Union's power in Asia was that shared interest. It generated trust for a very young U.S.-Chinese relationship and facilitated substantial bilateral cooperation. Now, the SED has reoriented U.S.-Chinese relations based on the strategic rationale of sustaining global economic growth. This unifying theme will motivate policymakers in both countries and offers the chance to redefine the terms of the two countries' relationship from simple cooperation to joint management and, perhaps eventually, even genuine partnership. Such a recasting will be an invitation to China to participate in global affairs as an equal-a position that Beijing covets.

No war- US and china would never first strike each other, war would be too hard to prep for, and economies too intertwined

Kissinger, 12 (Henry A. hair of Kissinger Associates and a former U.S. Secretary of State and National Security Adviser. “The Future of U.S.-Chinese Relations: Conflict Is a Choice, Not a Necessity.” March/April Foreign Affiairs)
Is there, then, a point in the quest for a cooperative U.S.-Chinese relationship and in policies designed to achieve it? To be sure, the rise of powers has historically often led to conflict with established countries. But conditions have changed. It is doubtful that the leaders who went so blithely into a world war in 1914 would have done so had they known what the world would be like at its end. Contemporary leaders can have no such illusions. A major war between developed nuclear countries must bring casualties and upheavals impossible to relate to calculable objectives. Preemption is all but excluded, especially for a pluralistic democracy such as the United States. If challenged, the United States will do what it must to preserve its security. But it should not adopt confrontation as a strategy of choice. In China, the United States would encounter an adversary skilled over the centuries in using prolonged conflict as a strategy and whose doctrine emphasizes the psychological exhaustion of the opponent. In an actual conflict, both sides possess the capabilities and the ingenuity to inflict catastrophic damage on each other. By the time any such hypothetical conflagration drew to a close, all participants would be left exhausted and debilitated. They would then be obliged to face anew the very task that confronts them today: the construction of an international order in which both countries are significant components. The blueprints for containment drawn from Cold War strategies used by both sides against an expansionist Soviet Union do not apply to current conditions. The economy of the Soviet Union was weak (except for military production) and did not affect the global economy. Once China broke off ties and ejected Soviet advisers, few countries except those forcibly absorbed into the Soviet orbit had a major stake in their economic relationship with Moscow. Contemporary China, by contrast, is a dynamic factor in the world economy. It is a principal trading partner of all its neighbors and most of the Western industrial powers, including the United States. A prolonged confrontation between China and the United States would alter the world economy with unsettling consequences for all.

No war- economic ties and other allies in the region make it too risky

Hsu, 11 (Jeremy-staff writer. “Economic Ties Could Help Prevent US-China War.”  11/1.  http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/45125209/ns/technology_and_science-innovation/t/economic-ties-could-help-prevent-us-china-war/)
The Rand Corporation's analysts put low odds on a China-U.S. military conflict taking place, but still lay out danger scenarios where the U.S. and China face greater risks of stumbling into an unwanted war with one another. They point to the economic codependence of both countries as the best bet against open conflict, similar to how nuclear weapons ensured mutually assured destruction for the U.S. and Soviet Union during the Cold War. "It is often said that a strong economy is the basis of a strong defense," the Rand report says. "In the case of China, a strong U.S. economy is not just the basis for a strong defense, it is itself perhaps the best defense against an adventurous China." Such "mutually assured economic destruction" would devastate both the U.S. and China, given how China represents America's main creditor and manufacturer. The economic fallout could lead to a global recession worse than that caused by the financial crisis of 2008-2009. The U.S. still spends more than five times on defense compared with China, but Rand analysts suggest that China's defense budget could outstrip that of the U.S. within the next 20 years. The U.S. Air Force and Navy's current edge in the Pacific has also begun to shrink as China develops aircraft, ships, submarines and missiles capable of striking farther out from its coast. Existing U.S. advantages in cyberwar and anti-satellite capabilities also don't offset the fact that the U.S. military depends far more heavily on computer networks and satellites than China's military. That makes a full-out cyberwar or satellite attacks too risky for the U.S., but perhaps also for China. "There are no lives lost — just extensive harm, heightened antagonism, and loss of confidence in network security," Rand analysts say. "There would be no 'winner.'" Open military conflict between China and the U.S. could also have "historically unparalleled" economic consequences even if neither country actively engages in economic warfare, Rand analysts say. The U.S. could both boost direct defense in the unlikely case of war and reduce the risk of escalation by strengthening China's neighbors. Such neighbors, including India, South Korea, Japan and Taiwan, also represent possible flashpoints for China-U.S. conflict in the scenarios laid out by the Rand report.

No war- China has too many domestic problems

Kissinger, 12 (Henry A., chair of Kissinger Associates and a former U.S. Secretary of State and National Security Adviser. “The Future of U.S.-Chinese Relations: Conflict Is a Choice, Not a Necessity.” March/April Foreign Affairs)
Another reason for Chinese restraint in at least the medium term is the domestic adaptation the country faces. The gap in Chinese society between the largely developed coastal regions and the undeveloped western regions has made Hu's objective of a "harmonious society" both compelling and elusive. Cultural changes compound the challenge. The next decades will witness, for the first time, the full impact of one-child families on adult Chinese society. This is bound to modify cultural patterns in a society in which large families have traditionally taken care of the aged and the handicapped. When four grandparents compete for the attention of one child and invest him with the aspirations heretofore spread across many offspring, a new pattern of insistent achievement and vast, perhaps unfulfillable, expectations may arise. All these developments will further complicate the challenges of China's governmental transition starting in 2012, in which the presidency; the vice-presidency; the considerable majority of the positions in China's Politburo, State Council, and Central Military Commission; and thousands of other key national and provincial posts will be staffed with new appointees. The new leadership group will consist, for the most part, of members of the first Chinese generation in a century and a half to have lived all their lives in a country at peace. Its primary challenge will be finding a way to deal with a society revolutionized by changing economic conditions, unprecedented and rapidly expanding technologies of communication, a tenuous global economy, and the migration of hundreds of millions of people from China's countryside to its cities. The model of government that emerges will likely be a synthesis of modern ideas and traditional Chinese political and cultural concepts, and the quest for that synthesis will provide the ongoing drama of China's evolution.

CONGESTION

Author Indict

Aff studies are inaccurate and flawed – their authors exaggerate the economic impact of congestion

Klaiber, 11 – Senior Program Associate, Special Initiatives, Metropolitan Policy Program at the Brookings Institution (Julia Klaiber, “2010 UMR Remains a Flawed and Misleading Guide to Urban Transportation”, CEOs for Cities, 1/20/11, http://www.ceosforcities.org/blog/2010-umr-remains-a-flawed-and-misleading-guide-to-urban-transportation | AK)

Chicago, January 20, 2011 - The 2010 Urban Mobility Report released today by the Texas Transportation Institute does nothing to correct the problems identified in an independent analysis of the report released last year by Joe Cortright for CEOs for Cities. It continues to present an exaggerated and incorrect picture of the extent and causes of urban transportation problems and their solutions, and it fails to recognize the major contribution land use makes to time spent in traffic. A detailed critique of the methodology and results of previous Urban Mobility Reports released by CEOs for Cities last October identified a series of flaws in the data and analysis in the UMR and outlined a series of improvements and alternative measures that can be used to assess urban transportation systems. A first review of the 2010 UMR reveals the following concerns about its accuracy and usefulness: Continues to rely on the Travel Time Index, which is built on the unrealistic baseline assumption that travel times should (and could) be no longer during peak periods as during non-peak periods and obscures the effect of land use patterns in creating longer travel distances. Eliminates references to a misinterpreted 1981 study of fuel economy that was the basis of earlier fuel consumption estimates, but doesn’t explain how new numbers are generated and doesn’t allow for the fact that some speed reductions associated with traffic actually lower fuel consumption. Replaces its inaccurate, model-based estimates of traffic levels with real world data from INRIX, but continues to rely on inaccurate speed volume models and has not corrected earlier over-estimated traffic congestion and associated economic costs. Most importantly, by ignoring – and thereby concealing – the effects of longer travel distances in some cities, the UMR continues to get the ranking of cities with the worst travel problems wrong. For example, consider Nashville and Portland. According to the UMR, Portland has a worse traffic problem than Nashville, with a Travel Time Index of 1.23. and 36 hours of delay per year per traveler, compared to Nashville, which has a Travel Time Index of 1.15 and 35 hours of delay. But these data also mean that the average peak traveler in Nashville has to spend a total of 268 hours per year commuting compared to the commuter in Portland who travels only 193 hours per year. So the commuter in Portland travels 75 fewer hours annually because of shorter travel distance, due in large part to less sprawling development patterns. Consistent with conclusions presented in Driven Apart, the UMR completely misses the importance of land use planning as a key to reducing the burden of peak period travel.

Their studies are erroneous and contain methodological inaccuracies

Alpert, 11 – Founder and Editor-in-Chief of Greater Greater Washington, he has had a lifelong interest in great cities and great communities. He worked as a Product Manager for Google for six years and has lived in the Boston, San Francisco, and New York metro areas in addition to Washington, DC (David Alpert, “Congestion report pushes sprawl through flawed analysis”, Greater Greater Washington, 1/20/11, http://greatergreaterwashington.org/post/8907/congestion-report-pushes-sprawl-through-flawed-analysis/ | AK)

The Texas Transportation Institute today released the final version of their report on congestion, which ranks the DC area tied for first with Chicago in hours wasted in traffic. Unfortunately, the report's methodology completely misleads as to the seriousness of traffic, and TTI is pushing the wrong policy solutions. The TTI report narrowly looks at only one factor: how fast traffic moves. Consider two hypothetical cities. In Denseopolis, people live within 2 miles of work on average, but the roads are fairly clogged and drivers can only go about 20 miles per hour. However, it only takes an average of 6 minutes to get to work, which isn't bad. On the other hand, in Sprawlville, people live about 30 miles from work on average, but there are lots and lots of fast-moving freeways, so people can drive 60 mph. That means it takes 30 minutes to get to work. Which city is more congested? By TTI's methods, it's Denseopolis. But it's the people of Sprawlville who spend more time commuting, and thus have less time to be with their families and for recreation. Sadly, despite CEOs for Cities pointing out these methodological problems last year, TTI went ahead and finalized its report without fixing them (PDFs). TTI ranks Portland as worse than Nashville, with a Travel Time Index (TTI) of 1.23 1.15 for Nashville and 1.15 1.23 for Portland. However, because of greater sprawl, Nashville commuters spend an average of 268 hours per year commuting, while the average Portland commuter spends 193 hours per year. What does this mean for public policy and the Washington region? TTI's data is often used to justify spending money on new freeway capacity, since congestion sounds bad. TTI even promotes this approach. Tim Lomax, a co-author of the report, told the Post's Ashley Halsey III, "You can do little things like stagger work hours, fix traffic-light timing and clear wrecks faster, but in the end, there's a need for more capacity." "That we are congested is not news, but TTI's report does tremendous damage, because they fail to recognize the primary cause of our congestion and imply that we could simply widen roads to build our way out of the problem," said Stewart Schwartz, Executive Director of the Coalition for Smarter Growth. What Lomax didn't say, and which Halsey didn't print even though he should know better, is that there are other approaches besides those "little things." What you can do is concentrate future growth around existing hubs with more residents, jobs, and multimodal transportation. That's what the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (COG) is trying to push with its Region Forward plan and the related "What Would It Take?" scenario (PDF). These involve focusing development in places like Tysons Corner and the Route 1 corridor in Fairfax, around underutilized Metro stations in Prince George's, future ones in Loudoun, and MARC and VRE hubs in Maryland and Virginia. Arlington achieved substantial job and resident growth in its Rosslyn-Ballston corridor without adding to traffic congestion, as has Montgomery with growth in Silver Spring and Bethesda and DC development in places like NoMA and the Capitol Riverfront area. Regional leaders should be less concerned with speeding up existing cars, which just leads to sprawl farther out, and invest more in finding ways to grow the region without adding traffic. In fact, that's just what the DC region has done. Another, better part of TTI's analysis measures the amount of time savings that come from each region's transit; DC is 3rd best. That metric still doesn't account for the value of people living nearer to their jobs, however. Between better location and transit, to page 50, congestion has not increased since 1999 even on TTI's flawed scale. That means our region has been successfully growing without adding traffic. Instead of "Washington area tied with Chicago for traffic congestion, study finds," this morning's Post headline this morning could have read, "Washington area's traffic hasn't gotten worse in a decade thanks to smart growth." It's more than a little baffling, though, that Halsey didn't make any reference to the CEOs for Cities report or the COG work. He also wrote, "Researchers said the depth of the data used in this year's study far surpassed the quality of information used in past years, giving the results an unprecedented degree of accuracy." So, the researchers at this supposedly very highly regarded institute say that their data is super great, but they and the reporters ignored the widely-publicized critiques of their methodology. Maybe it's time for TTI to stop being so highly regarded.

Aff studies are flawed – congestion is not nearly as bad as their authors posit

Litman 11 – executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (Todd Litman, “Threats of Gridlock are Greatly Exaggerated”, Planetizen, 3/9/11, http://www.planetizen.com/node/48451 | AK)

A few weeks ago the Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) released its latest Urban Mobility Report, and yesterday INRIX released its National Traffic Scorecard 2010 Annual Report. Both paint a grim picture of roadway conditions. “America is back on the road to gridlock,” warns INRIX. “Congestion costs continue to rise: measured in constant 2009 dollars, the cost of congestion has risen from $24 billion in 1982 to $115 billion in 2009,” warns TTI. Be afraid! Be very afraid! Be afraid of the hyperbole. These studies greatly exaggerate estimated congestion costs. Let’s put this into perspective. INRIX’s analysis indicates that congestion delays add about 10% duration to an average urban-peak freeway trip. TTI analysis indicates that congestion delays and traffic incidents add about 20% duration to urban-peak freeway and arterial trips. For example, a typical urban automobile commute, 2/3 of which is on arterials and freeways, that takes 30 minutes under uncongested conditions will take 32-34 minutes during peak periods. Since only about 15% of total vehicle travel occurs under these conditions, this indicates that traffic congestion adds 1-3% to total motor vehicle travel times. This is hardly a crisis. The TTI and INRIX methodologies greatly exaggerate true congestion costs. As discussed in economist Joe Cortright report, Driven Apart: How Sprawl is Lengthening Our Commutes and Why Misleading Mobility Measures are Making Things Worse these studies assume that freeflow travel is optimal although that would be economically inefficient; use excessively high travel time values; exaggerate the increased fuel consumption caused by congestion; and ignore the increased transportation costs resulting from more dispersed land development. These methodologies actually imply that increases in uncongested highway driving, for example due to sprawl, reduce congestion costs because delays are divided by more total miles driven. A more rational method for calculating congestion costs is to test consumers' willingness-to-pay for reduced delay. This approach usually results in much smaller congestion cost values. Despite all the complaining about congestion, a recent public survey found that, although Americans consider transportation infrastructure improvements important, they strongly oppose new fuel taxes, road tolls or VMT fees to reduce this problem. Even New York City has failed to implement congestion tolls. That users are unwilling to pay for reduced congestion indicate that the TTI cost estimates are greatly exaggerated. Unfortunately, the Texas Transportation Institute has so far ignored this criticism. Neither their reports nor their website acknowledge Cortright’s report or other critiques of their methodologies. Most users of this information have no idea of the biases and distortions in these studies. The truth is, traffic congestion tends to maintain equilibrium: it gets bad enough consumers shift some peak period driving to other times, modes or destinations. Simply expanding roadways cannot reduce congestion over the long-run since generated traffic eventually fills the added capacity, often within months or a few years. Truly reducing congestion requires improving travel alternatives, such as grade-separated public transit, and more efficient road and parking pricing. People sometimes extrapolate traffic growth trends, and warn that roads will soon reach gridlock unless some action is taken. Such claims ignore traffic congestion’s tendency toward equilibrium. Gridlock is a specific condition that occurs when backups in a street network block intersections, stopping traffic flow. Gridlock can be avoided with proper intersection design and traffic law enforcement. Increasing regional highway capacity tends to increase this risk by adding more traffic to surface streets where gridlock occurs.

Their authors’ models are inaccurate

Litman 12 – executive director of the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (Todd Litman, “Smart Congestion Relief Comprehensive Analysis Of Traffic Congestion Costs and Congestion Reduction Benefits”, Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 5/25/12, http://www.vtpi.org/cong_relief.pdf | AK)

These examples illustrate how congestion evaluation practices can affect planning decisions. Different assumptions and evaluation methods can result in very different conclusions about the magnitude of congestion costs and the effectiveness of specific congestion reduction strategies. Current methods tend to measure congestion intensity, which tends to favor roadway expansion. Evaluation methods that measure congestion impacts per capita tend to favor other congestion reduction strategies because they recognize the congestion avoided by shifts to alternative modes and more accessible land use development. This is not to deny that traffic congestion imposes significant costs and deserves serious consideration in planning, but it is possible to exaggerate congestion costs compared with other transport costs, and to exaggerate roadway expansion benefits compared with other transport system improvements. Current evaluation practices focus on the costs of insufficient roadway capacity but lack a comparable vocabulary to describe the costs of excessive roadway capacity, inadequate travel options, and underpriced road use. Although most modern transport planning does recognize other impacts and objectives, congestion continues to dominate. This emphasis occurs, in part, because standard methods exist for measuring congestion impacts, which creates an impression of greater confidence and importance than other impacts. Yet, this confidence is misplaced, as discussed in this report. It is important that decision-makers understand the omissions and biases in current congestion costing methods when they use the results of such analysis. To the degree that congestion costs and roadway expansion benefits are exaggerated, and alternative transport system improvement undervalued, the transport planning process will fail to implement the most cost effective options. It can create self-fulfilling prophecies with unintended consequences. Congestion reduction efforts often involve choosing between mutually exclusive options: either expand roadways or create more compact, multi-modal communities. Such decisions can have diverse economic, social and environmental impacts. This is a timely issue due to changes in transport demands and planning objectives.

Congestion doesn’t collapse the economy—their authors confuse correlation with causation

Dumbaugh, PhD, 2012—associate professor and interim director at the School of Urban and Regional Planning at Florida Atlantic University,  Ph.D. in Civil and Environmental Engineering from Georgia Tech, (Eric, “Rethinking the Economics of Traffic Congestion”, The Atlantic Cities, June 1st, 2012, http://www.theatlanticcities.com/commute/2012/06/defense-congestion/2118/)//chm

With a few notable exceptions, transportation planning practice in the United States is focused on managing or eliminating traffic congestion. Regardless of whether planners are advocating for highway infrastructure to improve level-of-service, or transit projects intended to “get cars off the road,” the underlying assumption is that congestion relief is an unmitigated good. Such arguments are often based on the idea that traffic congestion and vehicle delay are bad for the economy. According to the Texas Transportation Institute, vehicle delay costs Americans $115 billion in wasted fuel and time each year. The common interpretation of such statistics is that our cities and regions would be so much more economically productive if only we could eliminate the congestion that occurs on urban streets. As Jane Jacobs has observed, city economies generate the resources needed to solve city problems. But this begs the question: is traffic congestion really a drag on the economy? Economies are measured not in terms of vehicle delay or the amount of travel that people do, but in terms of the dollar value of the goods and services that they produce. If it is true that congestion is detrimental to a region’s economy, then one would expect that people living in areas with low levels of traffic congestion would be more economically productive, on a per capita basis, than those in areas with high levels of congestion. This is a testable assertion. With the help of my research assistant Wenhao Li, I sought to determine whether vehicle delay had a negative effect on urban economies. I combined TTI’s data on traffic delay per capita with estimates of regional GDP per capita, acquired from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. I used 2010 data for both variables, converted them to their natural logs, and modeled them using regression analysis. And what did I find? As per capita delay went up, so did GDP per capita. Every 10 percent increase in traffic delay per person was associated with a 3.4 percent increase in per capita GDP. For those interested in statistics, the relationship was significant at the 0.000 level, and the model had an R2 of 0.375. In layman’s terms, this was statistically-meaningful relationship. Such a finding seems counterintuitive on its surface. How could being stuck in traffic lead people to be more productive? The relationship is almost certainly not causal. Instead, regional GDP and traffic congestion are tied to a common moderating variable - the presence of a vibrant, economically-productive city. And as city economies grow, so too does the demand for travel. People travel for work and meetings, for shopping and recreation. They produce and demand goods and services, which further increases travel demand. And when the streets become congested and driving inconvenient, people move to more accessible areas, rebuild at higher densities, travel shorter distances, and shift travel modes. Stated another way, people adapt to congested environments. Because cities provide greater access to job opportunities than do rural areas, as well as wages that are more than 30 percent higher than their non-metropolitan counterparts they have a powerful economic incentive to do so. Fortunately for our cities and their economies, urban environments are precisely what is sought by the millennial generation. 88 percent of millennials report that they would prefer to live in urban environments, and they are already driving less and riding transit more than their Gen X and boomer counterparts. Indeed, many millennials view driving as a vice, with 55 percent indicating that they have made a deliberate effort to reduce the amount of driving that they do. They are also leading a surge in cycling in cities like Seattle, Minneapolis, Denver, and Washington, D.C., all of which have seen their share of bike commuting double over the last decade. These trends are of great concern to the auto industry. While behavioral adaptations and changes in consumer preferences have already begun to address the issue of personal transportation in congested environments, a second issue remains unanswered: how do congested areas deal with freight and goods movement? A common argument is that if a region’s roadways are congested, goods will be unable to get to market and its economy will falter. Yet even the most casual glance at our most congested regions - New York, Los Angeles, and San Francisco to name three - quickly dispels this idea. These are not places where consumer choices are limited, nor are they areas with stagnant economies. Quite the contrary. They are precisely the areas where one finds not only the most vibrant economies, but also the greatest variety of goods and services. How is this possible? It is important to recognize that major manufacturing and freight activities rarely occur in congested city centers, where land values are too high to make these activities economically viable. Likewise, long-haul truck drivers, who are paid on a per-mile travelled basis, have a powerful economic incentive to avoid traveling through urban areas during congested time periods, which reduces the number of miles per hour they can travel, and thus the number of dollars per hour they receive for their time. Urban economies naturally encourage these activities to move away from congested areas and time periods.

No Impact

No impact to congestion – no causal relationship with economic detriment

Dumbaugh, 12 – associate professor and interim director at the School of Urban and Regional Planning at Florida Atlantic University (Eric Dumbaugh, “Rethinking the Economics of Traffic Congestion”, The Atlantic Cities, 6/1/12, http://www.theatlanticcities.com/commute/2012/06/defense-congestion/2118/ | AK)

With a few notable exceptions, transportation planning practice in the United States is focused on managing or eliminating traffic congestion. Regardless of whether planners are advocating for highway infrastructure to improve level-of-service, or transit projects intended to “get cars off the road,” the underlying assumption is that congestion relief is an unmitigated good. Such arguments are often based on the idea that traffic congestion and vehicle delay are bad for the economy. According to the Texas Transportation Institute, vehicle delay costs Americans $115 billion in wasted fuel and time each year. The common interpretation of such statistics is that our cities and regions would be so much more economically productive if only we could eliminate the congestion that occurs on urban streets. But this begs the question: is traffic congestion really a drag on the economy? Economies are measured not in terms of vehicle delay or the amount of travel that people do, but in terms of the dollar value of the goods and services that they produce. If it is true that congestion is detrimental to a region’s economy, then one would expect that people living in areas with low levels of traffic congestion would be more economically productive, on a per capita basis, than those in areas with high levels of congestion. This is a testable assertion. With the help of my research assistant Wenhao Li, I sought to determine whether vehicle delay had a negative effect on urban economies. I combined TTI’s data on traffic delay per capita with estimates of regional GDP per capita, acquired from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. I used 2010 data for both variables, converted them to their natural logs, and modeled them using regression analysis. And what did I find? As per capita delay went up, so did GDP per capita. Every 10 percent increase in traffic delay per person was associated with a 3.4 percent increase in per capita GDP. For those interested in statistics, the relationship was significant at the 0.000 level, and the model had an R2 of 0.375. In layman’s terms, this was statistically-meaningful relationship. Such a finding seems counterintuitive on its surface. How could being stuck in traffic lead people to be more productive? The relationship is almost certainly not causal. Instead, regional GDP and traffic congestion are tied to a common moderating variable - the presence of a vibrant, economically-productive city. And as city economies grow, so too does the demand for travel. People travel for work and meetings, for shopping and recreation. They produce and demand goods and services, which further increases travel demand. And when the streets become congested and driving inconvenient, people move to more accessible areas, rebuild at higher densities, travel shorter distances, and shift travel modes. Stated another way, people adapt to congested environments. Because cities provide greater access to job opportunities than do rural areas, as well as wages that are more than 30 percent higher than their non-metropolitan counterparts they have a powerful economic incentive to do so. Fortunately for our cities and their economies, urban environments are precisely what is sought by the millennial generation. 88 percent of millennials report that they would prefer to live in urban environments, and they are already driving less and riding transit more than their Gen X and boomer counterparts. Indeed, many millennials view driving as a vice, with 55 percent indicating that they have made a deliberate effort to reduce the amount of driving that they do. They are also leading a surge in cycling in cities like Seattle, Minneapolis, Denver, and Washington, D.C., all of which have seen their share of bike commuting double over the last decade. These trends are of great concern to the auto industry. While behavioral adaptations and changes in consumer preferences have already begun to address the issue of personal transportation in congested environments, a second issue remains unanswered: how do congested areas deal with freight and goods movement? A common argument is that if a region’s roadways are congested, goods will be unable to get to market and its economy will falter. Yet even the most casual glance at our most congested regions - New York, Los Angeles, and San Francisco to name three - quickly dispels this idea. These are not places where consumer choices are limited, nor are they areas with stagnant economies. Quite the contrary. They are precisely the areas where one finds not only the most vibrant economies, but also the greatest variety of goods and services. How is this possible? It is important to recognize that major manufacturing and freight activities rarely occur in congested city centers, where land values are too high to make these activities economically viable. Likewise, long-haul truck drivers, who are paid on a per-mile travelled basis, have a powerful economic incentive to avoid traveling through urban areas during congested time periods, which reduces the number of miles per hour they can travel, and thus the number of dollars per hour they receive for their time. Urban economies naturally encourage these activities to move away from congested areas and time periods. It is nevertheless true that goods movement is growing in the United States, making it a transportation issue that cannot be dismissed lightly. Should a region discover that it needs additional capacity for freight traffic, plenty of capacity can be found by converting a “free” highway lane into a truck-only toll lane, which not only allocates highway capacity for goods movement, but which also generates the revenues needed to pay for the highway’s maintenance. Given that highway infrastructure in the United States is aging and in growing need of repair, and that the ongoing decline of federal gas tax revenues has made it difficult for many state and local governments to fund basic highway maintenance, such solutions are likely to look increasingly attractive in the future. Within cities themselves, the relevant issue is neither manufacturing nor long-haul transport, but the movement of goods destined for local markets. This is currently addressed through a variety of strategies, including the scheduling of deliveries to off-peak periods and the use of bicycle couriers in highly-congested areas. It has also led to the development of more technologically-sophisticated solutions, such as the use of GPS-based fleet management systems that permit dynamic trip scheduling and routing, allowing drivers to bypass localized pockets of traffic congestion. This is a growth industry that is projected to generate more than $9 billion in annual revenues by 2015. As Jane Jacobs has observed, city economies generate the resources needed to solve city problems. None of this is to suggest that there is no benefit in having our transportation system operate efficiently. But automobile congestion, vehicle delay, and their proxy, level-of-service, are not measures of system efficiency. Nor are they measures of economic vitality. They are nothing more or less than measures of how convenient it is to drive an automobile.

Congestion is exaggerated – it has a minimal effect on the economy

Mallett 7 – Analyst in Transportation Policy Resources, Science, and Industry Division (William John Mallett, “Surface Transportation Congestion: Policy and Issues”, CRS Report For Congress, 5/10/07, http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/3E559F5A-9958-4F05-816C-1EC02069BAE3/0/SurfaceTransportationCongestionPolicyandIssuesCRS.pdf | AK)

It is commonplace these days to attempt to quantify the costs of congestion and add them together to arrive at a total cost of congestion to the economy, sometimes expressed as a share of GDP. This approach is particularly common in accounting for the costs of road traffic congestion, as TTI does in terms of extra time and fuel, and other researchers have attempted to calculate more comprehensively. 155 There are, however, some problems with this approach. These cost estimates are often based on the premise of “free-flowing traffic,” which, as discussed above, tends to exaggerate the amount of congestion experienced. Furthermore, total cost estimates suggest that there is a monetary windfall waiting to be distributed to every household, when in reality, eliminating congestion, if it were possible, would only save most travelers a few minutes on peak-period trips. 156 Consequently, a number of experts question the calculation of total costs and suggest that what matters in practical terms is the change in the cost of congestion brought about by a specific feasible projects or act of policy.... As economists would say, we need to change our thinking from total costs to marginal costs. 15

CYBER WAR

No War

No cyber war---assumes your warrants

Fox 11 7/2, *Stuart Fox: Assistant Editor, Innovation News Daily, “Why Cyberwar Is Unlikely,” http://www.securitynewsdaily.com/830-cyberwar-unlikely-deterrence-cyber-war.html, AJ

Even as more and more countries invest in the idea of cyberwarfare, cyberspace remains largely peaceful insofar as actual war is concerned. In the two decades since cyberwar first became possible, there hasn't been a single event that politicians, generals and security experts agree on as having passed the threshold for strategic cyberwar. In fact, the attacks that have occurred have fallen so far short of a proper cyberwar that many have begun to doubt that cyberwarfare is even possible. The reluctance to engage in strategic cyberwarfare stems mostly from the uncertain results such a conflict would bring, the lack of motivation on the part of the possible combatants and their shared inability to defend against counterattacks.  Many of the systems that an aggressive cyberattack would damage are actually as valuable to any potential attacker as they would be to the victim.  The five countries capable of large-scale cyberwar (Israel, the U.S., the U.K., Russia and China) have more to lose if a cyberwar were to escalate into a shooting war than they would gain from a successful cyberattack.  "The half-dozen countries that have cyber capability are deterred from cyberwar because of the fear of the American response. Nobody wants this to spiral out of control," said James Lewis, senior fellow and director of technology and public policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C.  "The countries that are capable of doing this don't have a reason to," Lewis added. "Chinese officials have said to me, 'Why would we bring down Wall Street when we own so much of it?' They like money almost as much as we do." Deterrence plays a major factor in preventing cyberwar. Attacks across the Internet would favor the aggressor so heavily that no country has developed an effective defense.  Should one country initiate a cyberattack, the victim could quickly counter-attack, leaving both countries equally degraded, Lewis told InnovationNewsDaily.  Even if an attacker were to overcome his fear of retaliation, the low rate of success would naturally give him pause.  Any cyberattack would target the types of complex systems that could collapse on their own, such as electrical systems or banking networks.  But experience gained in fixing day-to-day problems on those systems would allow the engineers who maintain them to quickly undo damage caused by even the most complex cyberattack, said George Smith, a senior fellow at Globalsecurity.org in Alexandria, Va.  "You mean to tell me that the people who work the electrical system 24 hours a day don't respond to problems? What prevents people from turning the lights right back on?" Smith told SecurityNewsDaily. "And attacks on the financial system have always been a non-starter for me. I mean, [in 2008] the financial system attacked the U.S.!"  Of course, just because political, technological and economic concerns have prevented cyberwar thus far does not mean the situation cannot change. Some analysts believe that the cost of getting caught flatfooted by a cyberattack more than justifies investing in protection against future threats.  "The situation could change," said Sami Saydjari, chairman of Professionals for Cyber Defense, a organization formed to "advocate, advise and advance sound cyber defense policy for the United States of America."  "For example, if we ended up in a shooting war with China, for whatever reason, they have a capability to take out our infrastructure," Saydjari said. "We don't want them to be able to do that. We don't want our enemies to even have the potential to do that, even if they currently have no incentive to do so." And then there's the issue of terrorism. Undeterred by possible counterattack and unencumbered by economic and political ties, terrorist groups make the most feared attackers in a hypothetical cyberwar.  "One day we're going to wake up and find that Al Qaeda or one of these more extreme groups will get this capability. That's what I worry about," Lewis said. "They don't have this capability now. There’s some indication that they know about the black market. But it's like them trying to acquire any other advanced weapon system."  But so far, there's no evidence that any terrorist group plans on launching a cyberattack against the U.S. In fact, there's not really any evidence that any country plans on initiating cyberwar against any other country in the near future.  For the last 20 years, and into the foreseeable future, it's remained all quiet in the cyber front.  "I would give people who say there's an enormous cyber threat the benefit of the doubt. But I've been hearing this for close to twenty years now," said Martin Libicki, a senior policy analyst in cyber issues for the RAND Corporation in Santa Monica, Calif.  "Twenty years after Kitty Hawk, airplanes were an integral part of warfare," Libicki said. "By comparison, cyberwar hasn't advanced nearly as quickly."   

It’s all hyped nonsense

Liebowitz 11 1/21, *Matt Liebowitz: Security News Daily Staff Writer, “Cyberwar Overhyped and Unlikely, Report Says,” http://www.securitynewsdaily.com/337-cyberwar-overhyped-and-unlikely-report-says.html, AJ

The threat of “cyberwar,” and in fact the term itself, is overhyped and unlikely, according to a pair of British researchers.  Contrary to popular beliefs spurred by current fears, cybercriminals have little power to carry out large-scale, devastating attacks, argue Dr. Ian Brown of the Oxford Internet Institute and Prof. Peter Sommer of the London School of Economics.  “If you look at the way it is covered, the computer scare story of the week, you might get the sense that such a disaster is just around the corner,” Sommer told the New York Times. “It is unlikely that there will ever be a true cyberwar.” The report, released Monday, was commissioned for the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.  Sommer downplayed recent security crises that have gotten lots of press, including the WikiLeaks diplomatic-cable release and cyberattacks on WikiLeaks’ behalf by the “hacktivist” group Anonymous, which he likened to Greenpeace.  Sommer said future conflicts between nations were bound to have a cyberspace component, but they will be just a part of the battle, not the entire war.  In an interview with the British computer magazine PC Pro, Brown supported Sommer’s stance.  “Between well-equipped states, like the U.S., China, U.K. and so on, certain cyberweaponry would likely be a part of any future war,” said Brown. “Less capable states and sub-state actors, like terrorist groups and individual hackers, will not be able to have an equivalent damaging effect using cyberattacks.”  Brown said “cyberweaponry” has probably already been by the U.S. during the invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan.  “We don’t help ourselves using ‘cyberwar’ to describe espionage or hacktivists blockading or defacing of websites, as recently seen in reaction to WikiLeaks,” Sommer told The Guardian. “Nor is it helpful to group trivially avoidable incidents like viruses and frauds with determined attempts to disrupt national infrastructure.”  On the other side of the coin, Brown and Sommer believe online attacks are not going to slow down and advised governments to secure their infrastructures to defend against targeted attacks.  “Critical systems that are controlling power grids — they should not be connected to the Internet at all. They really are running a great risk by doing that,” Brown told PC Pro.  He argued that systems that control the power, water and telecommunication grids should be set up to ensure that software is kept up to date and that if a system fails, there is a backup that can immediately take its place.  In a related development, a former Pentagon official on Tuesday, speaking at the Black Hat D.C. hackers’ conference, called for the creation of a “skunk works,” a loosely organized group of experts from the technological and political fields.  “We need to bring policymakers like me and techies like you together in a wonk-geek coalition,” said Franklin Kramer, former Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs under President Clinton, during his keynote address to the assembled hackers. 

More evidence

Fox 11 7/2, *Stuart Fox: Assistant Editor, Innovation News Daily, “Cyberwar: Definition, Hype & Reality,” http://www.securitynewsdaily.com/828-cyberwar-definition-cyber-war.html, AJ

Yet despite worrying military thinkers for over 20 years, cyberwar remains a rarely practiced, poorly defined and widely misunderstood form of conflict. Unlike conventional warfare, the ability to cause destruction with nothing more than 1's and 0's remains beyond the reach of most countries, and outside the interest of many more.  There are more countries that possess nuclear weapons than there are that have the robust offensive cyberwar capabilities needed to cause serious harm, even though cyberattacks require far less technical expertise and financial investment than atomic bombs.  Even among experts, the very definition of cyberwar varies widely. Richard Clarke, the former special advisor to the president on cybersecurity, has broadly claimed that any attempt to penetrate a nation's computer systems constitutes cyberwar. But Howard Schmidt, the current cybersecurity czar, has gone as far as saying that cyberwar does not exist – since digital attacks fall short of any reasonable definition of war. "Cyberwar has to meet the same threshold we'd hold any other war to," said James Lewis, senior fellow and director of technology and public policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C. "So if someone spray-painted a government building with graffiti, we wouldn't call that an attack. And if someone is caught spying, that isn't war."  "There has to be physical destruction, and there have to be casualties," Lewis added. "If there aren't, it isn't an attack, and it isn't war."  This disagreement over what does or does not constitute cyberwar stems in part from the ambiguous policies of the countries that practice it.  By keeping the line between cyberespionage and cyberwarfare somewhat fuzzy, countries preserve their ability to justify retaliation at the time of their choosing – while simultaneously avoiding any rigid commitments that could escalate a conflict into something more dangerous.  

No impact 

Fox 11 7/2, *Stuart Fox: Assistant Editor, Innovation News Daily, “What Cyberwar Would Look Like,” http://www.securitynewsdaily.com/829-what-cyberwar-would-look-like-cyber-war-attack-scenario.html, AJ

Perhaps the most striking feature of cyberwar is how divorced it is from people's everyday lives. An attack that shuts off a power plant, disables a military command center or alters sensitive financial data could very well go unnoticed by most Americans. Even if you were to notice a change, it would be indistinguishable from the regular systemic failures that lead to blackouts or banking trouble.  That's because of the two possible flavors of cyberwar, one would occur alongside conventional hostilities, making it simply "war," and the other would happen so subtly that even its victims might take some time to discover it. Strategic cyberwar, considered by most as a theoretical activity, would occur independently of other military hostilities and target vital infrastructure such as a country's electrical grids and financial systems. In practice, strategic cyberwar would probably fall far short of the doomsday scenarios that envision complete societal collapse in the absence of computer-controlled services.  And tactical cyberwar would not constitute a new form of attack, but would instead merely augment the electronic warfare already practiced by modern militaries.  "They would try to get into our infrastructure, but they would only succeed in scattered ways. We might not even notice," said Martin Libicki, a senior policy analyst in cyber issues for the RAND Corporation in Santa Monica, Calif.  "DDOS [distributed denial-of-service] attacks [would occur], almost certainly," Libicki explained. "Another possible form of attack would be against the domain naming service and the routing of traffic, so the Internet may not behave well for a while.  "But if Amazon.com doesn't load, or you don't have cable access for four hours, that's not the first time a cable company screwed up or a website went down. So you won't assume it's cyberwar." Tactical cyberwar has definitely occurred at least twice, and possibly a number of times more. As of yet, no country has launched an attack that would qualify as strategic cyberwar. However, even if an attacker were to cause a widespread blackout, the results wouldn't cripple the nation. "People should worry about this, and take serious action, but they shouldn't worry about some of these doomsday scenarios," Brito told SecurityNewsDaily. "They shouldn't worry about some sort of cyber Pearl Harbor, with planes falling out of the sky and power plants going down all in the span of fifteen minutes." "We've had a couple of these kinds of attacks already, and most people didn't notice them," Smith added. "So that's a different standard of war."  

DEMOCRACY

Author Indict

Your evidence is circumstantial

Walt, 99 (Steven M., Professor of Political Science, Master of the Social Science Collegiate Division, University of Chicago, January/February 1999, “ Never Say Never: Wishful Thinking on Democracy and War,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/54641/stephen-m-walt/never-say-never-wishful-thinking-on-democracy-and-war, Hensel)

Critics of the democratic-peace hypothesis make two main counterarguments. Their first line of attack holds that the apparent pacifism between democracies may be a statistical artifact: because democracies have been relatively rare throughout history, the absence of wars between them may be due largely to chance. Evidence for a democratic peace also depends on the time periods one examines and on how one interprets borderline cases like the War of 1812 or the American Civil War. Critics also note that strong statistical support for the proposition is limited to the period after World War II, when both the U.S.-led alliance system and the Soviet threat to Western Europe's democracies discouraged conflict between republics.

Doesn’t Solve War

Democracies go to war – Israel and India both prove

Shaw, 00 (Martin, Professor of International Relations and Politics, University of Sussex, 2000, “Democracy and peace in the global revolution,” http://www.sussex.ac.uk/Users/hafa3/democracy.htm, Hensel)

In the global era, established liberal-democratic states do not fight each other. But once again, it obvious that this is not simply because they are democracies, but because they are embedded in the raft of common Western and global state institutions. Indeed it is not just liberal democracies which do not fight each other: the major non-Western states (Russia, China, India, Brazil, etc.), whether democratic or not, are not likely to fight with the dominant Western powers. Outside the Western core of global state power, however, national centres are more weakly integrated with its institutional structures, and regional institutions which might inhibit local conflicts are much weaker than they are in the core. In the Cold War era, interstate rivalries between major regional powers - such as between Russia and China, India and Pakistan and China, Indonesia and Malaysia, Iran and Iraq, Israel and the Arab states - led to wars and border incidents. While the integrative tendencies in the emerging global polity, including the democratisation trends, may increasingly inhibit wars, it clearly remains possible that such interstate rivalries will generate new wars. It is clear that democratisation in itself is not a guarantee of war-avoidance in such conficts. Israel, the only internally democratic state in the Middle East, has also been the most belligerent; Indian democracy has been quite compatible with bellicosity towards Pakistan. Democratic as well as military governments may see war, so long as it can be kept limited and relatively cost-free, as a means of boosting popularity. Thus Yeltsin’s Russia sought a military solution in the breakaway republic of Chechnya, despite the lessons of the late-Soviet failure in Afghanistan. Only in defeat did Russia’s weak democracy penalise the regime for the new disaster, and then not decisively.

Democracy doesn’t solve violence within states – empirics

Ferguson, 06 (Niall, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, 2006, The War of the World: History’s Age of Hatred,  p. xxxviii, Hensel)

Did it matter how states were governed? It has become fashionable among political scientists to posit a correlation between democracy and peace, on the ground that democracies tend not to go to war with one another. On that basis, of course, the long-run rise of democracy during the twentieth century should have reduced the incidence of war. It may have reduced the incidence of war between states; there is, however, at least some evidence that waves of democratization in the 1920s, 1960s, and 1980s were followed by increases in the number of civil wars and wars of secession. This brings us to a central point. To consider twentieth-century conflict purely in terms of warfare between states is to overlook the importance of organized violence within states. The most notorious example is, of course, the war waged by the Nazis and their collaborators against the Jews, nearly six million of whom perished. The Nazis simultaneously sought to annihilate a variety of other social groups deemed to be ‘unworthy of life’, notably mentally ill and homosexual Germans, the social elite of occupied Poland and the Sinti and Roma peoples. In all, more than three million people from these other groups were murdered. Prior to these events, Stalin had perpetrated comparable acts of violence against national minorities within the Soviet Union as well as executing or incarcerating millions of Russians guilty or merely suspected of political dissidence. Of around four million non-Russians who were deported to Siberia and Central Asia, at least 1.6 million are estimated to have died as a result of the hardships inflicted on them. A minimum estimate for the total victims of all political violence in the Soviet Union between 1928 and 1953 is twenty-one million. Yet genocide predated totalitarianism. As we shall see, the policies of forced resettlement and deliberate murder directed against Christian minorities in the last years of the Ottoman Empire amounted to genocide according to the 1948 definition of the term.

DISEASE

Alt Cause

Warming’s an alt cause to disease

Morse, 04 (Stephen, PhD, director of the Center for Public Health Preparedness, at the Mailman School of Public Health of Columbia University, May 2004, “Emerging and Reemerging Infectious Diseases: A Global Problem,” http://www.actionbioscience.org/newfrontiers/morse.html, Hensel)

Morse: I think that global warming is a concern in part because good science shows that increasing greenhouse gases, like carbon dioxide, seem to have the effect of leading to warming. At the same time, there is a lot of discussion about what exactly the scenario will be. The diseases that occur, where they occur, what impacts they have, will be very dependent on temperature changes and where they occur. A temperature change of several degrees may make temperate zones more hospitable to malaria, for example. And, actually, we used to have malaria in many parts of the U.S. Italy had malaria until after World War II, when it was eradicated. But it’s obviously chilling to think of the possibility of tropical diseases being introduced or reintroduced with much more serious effects into new areas. At the same time, tropical areas may become less hospitable to some of the same diseases. It’s very hard to say exactly how things will be, but, generally, it’s of concern.

Author Indict

The media exaggerates the risk – disease won’t cause extinction

Lind, 11 (Michael, Policy Director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation, March/April 2011, “So Long, Chicken Little,” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/02/22/so_long_chicken_little?page=0,5, Hensel)

There's nothing like a good plague to get journalists and pundits in a frenzy. Although the threat of global pandemics is real, it's all too often exaggerated. In the last few years, the world has experienced two such pandemics, the avian flu (H5N1) and swine flu (H1N1). Both fell far short of the apocalyptic vision of a new Black Death cutting huge swaths of mortality with its remorseless scythe. Out of a global population of more than 6 billion people, 8,768 are estimated to have died from swine flu, 306 from avian flu. And yet it was not just the BBC ominously informing us that "the deadly swine flu … cannot be contained." Like warnings about the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the good done by mobilizing people to address the problem must be weighed against the danger of apocalypse fatigue on the part of a public subjected to endless Chicken Little scares. 

Doesn’t Spread/Kill

Diseases burn out – no spread

Morse, 04 (Stephen, PhD, director of the Center for Public Health Preparedness, at the Mailman School of Public Health of Columbia University, May 2004, “Emerging and Reemerging Infectious Diseases: A Global Problem,” http://www.actionbioscience.org/newfrontiers/morse.html, Hensel)

Morse: A pandemic is a very big epidemic. It requires a number of things. There are many infections that get introduced from time to time in the human population and, like Ebola, burn themselves out because they kill too quickly or they don’t have a way to get from person to person. They are a terrible tragedy, but also, in a sense, it is a lucky thing that they don’t have an efficient means of transmission. In some cases, we may inadvertently create pathways to allow transmission of infections that may be poorly transmissible, for example, spreading HIV through needle sharing, the blood supply, and, of course, initially through the commercial sex trade. The disease is not easily transmitted, but we provided, without realizing it, means for it to spread. It is now pandemic in spite of its relatively inefficient transmission. We also get complacent and do not take steps to prevent its spread.

Satellites monitor environmental factors – that prevents spread

Walter-Range and John, 10 (Micah, Research Analyst for the Space Foundation *AND Mariel, research analyst for the Space Foundation, September 1, 2010, “Disease and Pandemic Early Warning,” Space Foundation, http://www.spacefoundation.org/sites/default/files/downloads/Solutions_from_Space_Disease_and_Pandemic_Early_Warning_0.pdf, Hensel)

Remote sensing satellites cannot directly detect disease outbreaks but they are able to detect a wide range of environmental factors, such as ground water, vegetation, or flooding. 1 Before a model can be developed, an association must be found between environmental factors and the ecology of the disease agent or host. This is usually possible for vector-borne diseases, in which a third party, or vector, is necessary to transmit the disease. Malaria, which is spread by mosquitoes, provides a good example. Mosquitoes breed in water, so they are often more prevalent when there is a greater amount of surface water. Increased amounts of surface water or rainfall, which can be detected by remote sensing satellites, represent a possible predictor for an outbreak of malaria in regions where the disease is known to exist. 2 These models are more effective when they integrate other data sources that help to identify multiple links between environmental factors and a disease. In addition, some models incorporate the biological process of susceptibility, exposure, infection, and recovery. This requires an understanding of what causes people to be particularly vulnerable to a particular disease, the ways in which people come into contact with the disease, the process by which the infection affects the body, and the process of recovery. 3 It is also important for these models to include information about the region being studied, often referred to as geospatial information. For example, predictions of areas at risk of outbreak should take into account the population density throughout the region. If an area likely to have many mosquitoes is also near a village, there is a higher risk of a malaria outbreak than would be the case for a very sparsely populated area. Once these associations have been identified, historical data is used to demonstrate that there is a correlation between the environmental factors and disease outbreaks. In addition to the satellite imagery and population data, it is necessary to gather epidemiological data, including information about when and where outbreaks have occurred in the past, in order to validate the connection. This data can be difficult to acquire, particularly for rural areas or in developing countries. Because of the wide range of environmental factors that could affect the spread of disease in different areas, it is necessary to have data representing as much of the area of interest as possible. This first step, which includes identifying and validating links between diseases and environmental factors, is usually carried out by researchers either in academia or government. 5 

Burnout prevents spread

The Guardian, 03 (Dave Birch – staff writer, September 24, 2003, “Second sight,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/technology/2003/sep/25/comment.comment, Hensel)

The parallel with the natural world is illustrative. Take the case of everyone's favourite evil virus, Ebola. This is so virulent that it kills up to 90% of infected hosts within one to two weeks. There is no known cure. So how come the entire population hasn't dropped dead from haemorrhaging, shock or renal failure? The "organism" is just too deadly: it kills too quickly and has too short an incubation period, so the pool of infected people doesn't grow. In fact, it shrinks rather rapidly. Having terrible consequences doesn't make a virus successful. If a parasite kills its hosts too quickly, then it destroys its own ecosystem: a lesson from nature here, surely. A clever virus would leave PCs largely unaffected through its incubation period. But what if a worm, virus or trojan horse was created by people who were really clever? What kind of things would this Àberworm do? It is fun, if not irresponsible, to speculate. 

Multiple measures prevent spread

Time, 09 (Douglas A. McIntyre – staff writer, April 27, 2009, “Swine Flu Unlikely to Affect the Economy,” http://www.time.com/time/business/article/0,8599,1894052,00.html, Hensel)

Since that pandemic more than 40 years ago, there have been no major events involving the global spread of lethal flu infections. There have been cases of dangerous avian flu outbreaks in Asia for a decade which has caused the deaths of a small number of people. Since these flu infections have not spread globally warnings and concerns about pandemics have not been much seen in the media. At the start of this weekend however the media has been very involved in transmitting the latest information from all the public health organizations and specialists in disease tracking. "We are very, very concerned," World Health Organization spokesman Thomas Abraham said. "We have what appears to be a novel virus and it has spread from human to human ... It's all hands on deck at the moment." Two critical factors should prevent the current outbreak from spreading much further. The first is the sophisticated monitoring systems set up by the CDC in the United States, similar authorities in other countries, and the WHO on a global basis. The SARS outbreak in 2002 ended up killing less than 800 people, in part because of a near shutdown of world travel and minute-by-minute tracking of the progress of the disease around the world. Secondly, there are several theories about why flu viruses do not spread with the rapidity and scale that they once did. One of the probable reasons is is that flu vaccines diminish the spread of the disease in general by cutting down on the spread of specific strains. This even extends to the vaccinations of animals that are the primary carriers of the infectious viruses. In addition, the CDC said that two major flu drugs, Tamiflu and Relenza, appear likely to diminish the severity of symptoms for the new strain, if taken in the first 48-hours of this Swine flu infection. That may be one of the reasons that public health officials, epidemiologists, and infectious disease specialists have indicated that people should not be overly concerned. One expert told NPR, "We've seen swine influenza in humans over the past several years, and in most cases, it's come from direct pig contact. This seems to be different," said Dr. Arnold Monto, from the University of Michigan. "I think we need to be careful and not apprehensive, but certainly paying attention to new developments as they proceed." The odds that tens of thousands of people will die from the flu are low. Advances in medicine and public health policy have made a big difference in the ability to monitor emerging serious illnesses. The fact that the new disease seems not to be terribly virulent outside of Mexico is another factor that supports the opinion that this will not be a major epidemic. However, in the minds of some analysts, the world can still look forward to trillions of dollars in financial losses and an economic depression.

Diseases evolve to be less dangerous – no impact

Achenbach, 03 (Joel, Washington Post staff writer, November 2003, “Our Friend, the Plague,” National Geographic, http://ngm.nationalgeographic.com/ngm/0311/resources_who.html, Hensel)
Whenever a new disease appears somewhere on our planet, experts invariably pop up on TV with grave summations of the problem, usually along the lines of, "We're in a war against the microbes"—pause for dramatic effect —"and the microbes are winning." War, however, is a ridiculously overused metaphor and probably should be bombed back to the Stone Age. Paul Ewald, a biologist at the University of Louisville, advocates a different approach to lethal microbes. Forget trying to obliterate them, he says, and focus instead on how they co-evolve with humans. Make them mutate in the right direction. Get the powers of evolution on our side. Disease organisms can, in fact, become less virulent over time. When it was first recognized in Europe around 1495, syphilis killed its human hosts within months. The quick progression of the disease—from infection to death—limited the ability of syphilis to spread. So a new form evolved, one that gave carriers years to infect others. For the same reason, the common cold has become less dangerous. Milder strains of the virus—spread by people out and about, touching things, and shaking hands—have an evolutionary advantage over more debilitating strains. You can't spread a cold very easily if you're incapable of rolling out of bed.

ECONOMY

Alt Cause – Credit Bust

Econ collapse inevitable – mass credit bust coming

Bowman 11 – head of research at Adam Smith Institute (Sam, 8/23/11 “Mises on the causes of the crisis” < http://www.adamsmith.org/blog/tax-and-economy/mises-on-the-causes-of-the-crisis>//AB)

The excitement about toppling Col Gadaffi is understandable, but a distraction from our real troubles. I have significant reservations about the intervention, but he was a brute and it's good to see the end of him. In the long run, though, the ongoing financial crisis will probably prove to be much more important to our lives. We shouldn't lose sight of it. We may be witnessing the start of a double-dip recession, or even the end of the beginning of another Great Depression. What happened? The Mises Institute blog has posted a fabulous speech by Ludwig von Mises this week. Given in 1931, Mises spoke on "The Causes of the Economic Crisis" (PDF, pp. 155–182). Then, as now, a secondary economic crash pushed the world deeper into recession. It was avoidable, but not by the time it became apparent to the world. Sometimes you cannot undo the mistakes of the past. Massive malinvestments caused by central banks "underbidding interest rates" (in Mises's terms) can only be undone through business failure, however painful. Bailing businesses out simply prolongs the pain. As usual, Mises is on the money here: The severe convulsions of the economy are the inevitable result of policies which hamper market activity, the regulator of capitalistic production. If everything possible is done to prevent the market from fulfilling its function of bringing supply and demand into balance, it should come as no surprise that a serious disproportionality between supply and demand persists, that commodities remain unsold, factories stand idle, many millions are unemployed, destitution and misery are growing and that finally, in the wake of all these, destructive radicalism is rampant in politics. The periodically returning crises of cyclical changes in business conditions are the effect of attempts, undertaken repeatedly, to underbid the interest rates which develop on the unhampered market. These attempts to underbid unhampered market interest rates are made through the intervention of banking policy—by credit expansion through the additional creation of uncovered notes and checking deposits—in order to bring about a boom. The crisis under which we are now suffering is of this type, too. However, it goes beyond the typical business cycle depression, not only in scale but also in character—because the interventions with market processes which evoked the crisis were not limited only to influencing the rate of interest. The interventions have directly affected wage rates and commodity prices, too. . . . All attempts to emerge from the crisis by new interventionist measures are completely misguided. There is only one way out of the crisis: Forgo every attempt to prevent the impact of market prices on production. Give up the pursuit of policies which seek to establish interest rates, wage rates and commodity prices different from those the market indicates. This may contradict the prevailing view. It certainly is not popular. Today all governments and political parties have full confidence in interventionism and it is not likely that they will abandon their program. However, it is perhaps not too optimistic to assume that those governments and parties whose policies have led to this crisis will some day disappear from the stage and make way for men whose economic program leads, not to destruction and chaos, but to economic development and progress. Treating too much debt with more debt or giving reckless banks a bailout is economic homeopathy. There's no post-hoc cure to long-term foolishness. Eventually, you have to pay the piper, and resolve to take the steps necessary to avoid that situation in future. The only solution to our current crisis is to weather the storm. There may be certain types of monetary central planning that are less bad than others, but all are still least-bad ways of doing something the government should have no involvement in. If we're serious about avoiding a repeat in a couple of years, we need to start thinking seriously about how to abolish central banks. It isn't the symptoms we need to fight, it's the disease. 

Alt Cause – Debt

Economy collapse inevitable- debt is too massive for a recovery

Williams 5/29 – Professor of economics at George Mason University (Walter E., “Our Nation’s Future” 5/29/12 http://lewrockwell.com/williams-w/w-williams126.html//AB)

Our nation is rapidly approaching a point from which there's little chance to avoid a financial collapse. The heart of our problem can be seen as a tragedy of the commons. That's a set of circumstances when something is commonly owned and individuals acting rationally in their own self-interest produce a set of results that's inimical to everyone's long-term interest. Let's look at an example of the tragedy of the commons phenomenon and then apply it to our national problem. Imagine there are 100 cattlemen all having an equal right to graze their herds on 1,000 acres of commonly owned grassland. The rational self-interested response of each cattleman is to have the largest herd that he can afford. Each cattleman pursing similar self-interests will produce results not in any of the cattlemen's long-term interest – overgrazing, soil erosion and destruction of the land's usefulness. Even if they all recognize the dangers, does it pay for any one cattleman to cut the size of his herd? The short answer is no because he would bear the cost of having a smaller herd while the other cattlemen gain at his expense. In the long term, they all lose because the land will be overgrazed and made useless. We can think of the federal budget as a commons to which each of our 535 congressmen and the president have access. Like the cattlemen, each congressman and the president want to get as much out of the federal budget as possible for their constituents. Political success depends upon "bringing home the bacon." Spending is popular, but taxes to finance the spending are not. The tendency is for spending to rise and its financing to be concealed through borrowing and inflation. Does it pay for an individual congressman to say, "This spending is unconstitutional and ruining our nation, and I'll have no part of it; I will refuse a $500 million federal grant to my congressional district"? The answer is no because he would gain little or nothing, plus the federal budget wouldn't be reduced by $500 million. Other congressmen would benefit by having $500 million more for their districts. What about the constituents of a principled congressman? If their congressman refuses unconstitutional spending, it doesn't mean that they pay lower federal income taxes. All that it means is constituents of some other congressmen get the money while the nation spirals toward financial ruin, and they wouldn't be spared from that ruin because their congressman refused to participate in unconstitutional spending. What we're witnessing in Greece, Italy, Ireland, Portugal and other parts of Europe is a direct result of their massive spending to accommodate the welfare state. A greater number of people are living off government welfare programs than are paying taxes. Government debt in Greece is 160 percent of gross domestic product. The other percentages of GDP are 120 in Italy, 104 in Ireland and 106 in Portugal. As a result of this debt and the improbability of their ever paying it, their credit ratings either have reached or are close to reaching junk bond status. Here's the question for us: Is the U.S. moving in a direction toward or away from the troubled EU nations? It turns out that our national debt, which was 35 percent of GDP during the 1970s, is now 106 percent of GDP, a level not seen since World War II's 122 percent. That debt, plus our more than $100 trillion in unfunded liabilities, has led Standard & Poor's to downgrade our credit rating from AAA to AA+, and the agency is keeping the outlook at "negative" as a result of its having little confidence that Congress will take on the politically sensitive job of tackling the same type of entitlement that has turned Europe into a basket case. I am all too afraid that Benjamin Franklin correctly saw our nation's destiny when he said, "When the people find that they can vote themselves money, that will herald the end of the republic." 
	


Alt Cause – Eurozone

Alt cause - Eurozone collapse inevitable

TBT 6/21 – English Newspaper published since 1976 (The Business Times, 6/21/12, “The Eurozone needs Urgent Action – Again”, The Business Times, Lexis)//Bwang
THE twists and turns in the eurozone are becoming wearily familiar. At first, Greece didn't need any help from strangers; then it needed just a few billion euros of spare change to pay the bills and keep the lights on until fickle bond investors came to their senses and began lending it money again. That turned out to be wildly over-optimistic; Greece can no longer pretend that anything short of a full-blown rescue is needed. Now it's Spain's turn to insist that it doesn't need a bailout, just a loan of a hundred billion euros or so to shore up its banks while it restructures its finances and economy - but nobody believes that any longer. Soaring bond yields suggest that both Spain and Italy are at risk of losing access to the bond markets soon, despite the latest attempts by European leaders to prevent the crisis from spreading beyond Greece. On Saturday, eurozone finance ministers agreed to lend Spain as much as 100 billion euros to prop up its banks, which face the twin dangers of mounting bad debts and dwindling deposits. And on Sunday, Greek voters elected new leaders willing to accept harsh public spending cuts and sweeping changes to its economy in exchange for financial aid. The very next day, the yield on 10-year Spanish government bonds rose to more than 7 per cent, while the 10-year Italian government bond yield topped 6 per cent. As their cost of borrowing spirals higher, Spain and Italy - respectively the fourth and third biggest economies in the eurozone - are trapped in a vicious circle of rising debt and falling credit-worthiness that makes it increasingly expensive and difficult for them to roll over their debt. This threatens to crush their economies, unless outsiders come to their rescue. At 1.07 trillion euros, Spain's economic output is nearly five times that of Greece, based on 2011 economic data compiled by the International Monetary Fund; Italy's economy is bigger yet, at 1.58 trillion euros. Together, Spain and Italy account for 28 per cent of the eurozone's 9.42-trillion-euro economy. The collapse of both economies would be disastrous for Europe - and the rest of the world. That doesn't seem lost on the rest of Europe's leaders. Germany has been heavily criticised for opposing more drastic measures to contain the crisis, such as selling bonds jointly backed by all 17 eurozone member countries to help its weaker members. But German Chancellor Angela Merkel is under severe political pressure at home from German voters not to spend their money rescuing what they see as profligate neighbours. As the Greeks showed when they forced out former prime minister George Papandreou late last year, popular sentiment cannot be easily dismissed. Still, news reports from the G-20 summit in Mexico yesterday suggested that Germany may soon soften its stance, allowing its heavily indebted neighbours to borrow directly from the eurozone's bailout fund. By fits and starts, Europe's leaders are again struggling to contain the crisis. Before long, it may be too late.

Empirics

93 crises prove no war

Miller ‘00 (Morris, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, Former Executive Director and Senior Economist – World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?”, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273)

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that
exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

No War

No impact- econ decline doesn’t cause war
Barnett ‘9 (Thomas P.M. Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” 8/25/2009)
When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: * No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); * The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); * Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); * No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); * A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and * No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.
Countries turn inward – no fighting

Lloyd deMause, director of The Institute for Psychohistory, “Nuclear War as an Anti-Sexual Group Fantasy” Updated December 18th 2002, http://www.geocities.com/kidhistory/ja/nucsex.htm

The nation "turns inward" during this depressed phase of the cycle. Empirical studies have clearly demonstrated that major economic downswings are accompanied by "introverted" foreign policy moods, characterized by fewer armed expeditions, less interest in foreign affairs in the speeches of leaders, reduced military expenditures, etc. (Klingberg, 1952; Holmes, 1985). Just as depressed people experience little conscious rage--feeling "I deserve to be killed" rather than "I want to kill others" (Fenichel, 1945, p. 393)--interest in military adventures during the depressed phase wanes, arms expeditures decrease and peace treaties multiply.

No causal relationship – ignores other variables
Niall Ferguson (Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University) 2006 Foreign Affairs, September/October, Vol. 85, Issue 5

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars. 

Econ collapse doesn’t cause war 

Bazzi and Blattman, 11 (Samuel Bazzi (Department of Economics at University of California San Diego) and Christopher Blattman (assistant professor of political science and economics at Yale University) November 2011 “Economic Shocks and Conflict: The (Absence of?) Evidence from Commodity Prices” http://www.chrisblattman.com/documents/research/2011.EconomicShocksAndConflict.pdf?9d7bd4)
VI. Discussion and conclusions A. Implications for our theories of political instability and conflict The state is not a prize?—Warlord politics and the state prize logic lie at the center of the most influential models of conflict, state development, and political transitions in economics and political science. Yet we see no evidence for this idea in economic shocks, even when looking at the friendliest cases: fragile and unconstrained states dominated by extractive commodity revenues. Indeed, we see the opposite correlation: if anything, higher rents from commodity prices weakly 22 lower the risk and length of conflict. Perhaps shocks are the wrong test. Stocks of resources could matter more than price shocks (especially if shocks are transitory). But combined with emerging evidence that war onset is no more likely even with rapid increases in known oil reserves (Humphreys 2005; Cotet and Tsui 2010) we regard the state prize logic of war with skepticism.17 Our main political economy models may need a new engine. Naturally, an absence of evidence cannot be taken for evidence of absence. Many of our conflict onset and ending results include sizeable positive and negative effects.18 Even so, commodity price shocks are highly influential in income and should provide a rich source of identifiable variation in instability. It is difficult to find a better-measured, more abundant, and plausibly exogenous independent variable than price volatility. Moreover, other time-varying variables, like rainfall and foreign aid, exhibit robust correlations with conflict in spite of suffering similar empirical drawbacks and generally smaller sample sizes (Miguel et al. 2004; Nielsen et al. 2011). Thus we take the absence of evidence seriously. Do resource revenues drive state capacity?—State prize models assume that rising revenues raise the value of the capturing the state, but have ignored or downplayed the effect of revenues on self-defense. We saw that a growing empirical political science literature takes just such a revenue-centered approach, illustrating that resource boom times permit both payoffs and repression, and that stocks of lootable or extractive resources can bring political order and stability. This countervailing effect is most likely with transitory shocks, as current revenues are affected while long term value is not. Our findings are partly consistent with this state capacity effect. For example, conflict intensity is most sensitive to changes in the extractive commodities rather than the annual agricultural crops that affect household incomes more directly. The relationship only holds for conflict intensity, however, and is somewhat fragile. We do not see a large, consistent or robust decline in conflict or coup risk when prices fall. A reasonable interpretation is that the state prize and state capacity effects are either small or tend to cancel one another out. Opportunity cost: Victory by default?—Finally, the inverse relationship between prices and war intensity is consistent with opportunity cost accounts, but not exclusively so. As we noted above, the relationship between intensity and extractive commodity prices is more consistent with the state capacity view. Moreover, we shouldn’t mistake an inverse relation between individual aggression and incomes as evidence for the opportunity cost mechanism. The same correlation is consistent with psychological theories of stress and aggression (Berkowitz 1993) and sociological and political theories of relative deprivation and anomie (Merton 1938; Gurr 1971). Microempirical work will be needed to distinguish between these mechanisms. Other reasons for a null result.—Ultimately, however, the fact that commodity price shocks have no discernible effect on new conflict onsets, but some effect on ongoing conflict, suggests that political stability might be less sensitive to income or temporary shocks than generally believed. One possibility is that successfully mounting an insurgency is no easy task. It comes with considerable risk, costs, and coordination challenges. Another possibility is that the counterfactual is still conflict onset. In poor and fragile nations, income shocks of one type or another are ubiquitous. If a nation is so fragile that a change in prices could lead to war, then other shocks may trigger war even in the absence of a price shock. The same argument has been made in debunking the myth that price shocks led to fiscal collapse and low growth in developing nations in the 1980s.19 B. A general problem of publication bias? More generally, these findings should heighten our concern with publication bias in the conflict literature. Our results run against a number of published results on commodity shocks and conflict, mainly because of select samples, misspecification, and sensitivity to model assumptions, and, most importantly, alternative measures of instability. Across the social and hard sciences, there is a concern that the majority of published research findings are false (e.g. Gerber et al. 2001). Ioannidis (2005) demonstrates that a published finding is less likely to be true when there is a greater number and lesser pre-selection of tested relationships; there is greater flexibility in designs, definitions, outcomes, and models; and when more teams are involved in the chase of statistical significance. The cross-national study of conflict is an extreme case of all these. Most worryingly, almost no paper looks at alternative dependent variables or publishes systematic robustness checks. Hegre and Sambanis (2006) have shown that the majority of published conflict results are fragile, though they focus on timeinvariant regressors and not the time-varying shocks that have grown in popularity. We are also concerned there is a “file drawer problem” (Rosenthal 1979). Consider this decision rule: scholars that discover robust results that fit a theoretical intuition pursue the results; but if results are not robust the scholar (or referees) worry about problems with the data or empirical strategy, and identify additional work to be done. If further analysis produces a robust result, it is published. If not, back to the file drawer. In the aggregate, the consequences are dire: a lower threshold of evidence for initially significant results than ambiguous ones.20

Resilient

Econ resilient

Fareed Zakaria (editor of Newsweek International) December 2009 “The Secrets of Stability,” http://www.newsweek.com/id/226425/page/2]

One year ago, the world seemed as if it might be coming apart. The global financial system, which had fueled a great expansion of capitalism and trade across the world, was crumbling. All the certainties of the age of globalization—about the virtues of free markets, trade, and technology—were being called into question. Faith in the American model had collapsed. The financial industry had crumbled. Once-roaring emerging markets like China, India, and Brazil were sinking. Worldwide trade was shrinking to a degree not seen since the 1930s.  Pundits whose bearishness had been vindicated predicted we were doomed to a long, painful bust, with cascading failures in sector after sector, country after country. In a widely cited essay that appeared in The Atlantic n this May, Simon Johnson, former chief economist of the International Monetary Fund, wrote: "The conventional wisdom among the elite is still that the current slump 'cannot be as bad as the Great Depression.' This view is wrong. What we face now could, in fact, be worse than the Great Depression." Others predicted that these economic shocks would lead to political instability and violence in the worst-hit countries. At his confirmation hearing in February, the new U.S. director of national intelligence, Adm. Dennis Blair, cautioned the Senate that "the financial crisis and global recession are likely to produce a wave of economic crises in emerging-market nations over the next year." Hillary Clinton endorsed this grim view. And she was hardly alone. Foreign Policy ran a cover story predicting serious unrest in several emerging markets. Of one thing everyone was sure: nothing would ever be the same again. Not the financial industry, not capitalism, not globalization. One year later, how much has the world really changed? Well, Wall Street is home to two fewer investment banks (three, if you count Merrill Lynch). Some regional banks have gone bust. There was some turmoil in Moldova and (entirely unrelated to the financial crisis) in Iran. Severe problems remain, like high unemployment in the West, and we face new problems caused by responses to the crisis—soaring debt and fears of inflation. But overall, things look nothing like they did in the 1930s. The predictions of economic and political collapse have not materialized at all. A key measure of fear and fragility is the ability of poor and unstable countries to borrow money on the debt markets. So consider this: the sovereign bonds of tottering Pakistan have returned 168 percent so far this year. All this doesn't add up to a recovery yet, but it does reflect a return to some level of normalcy. And that rebound has been so rapid that even the shrewdest observers remain puzzled. "The question I have at the back of my head is 'Is that it?' " says Charles Kaye, the co-head of Warburg Pincus. "We had this huge crisis, and now we're back to business as usual?"This revival did not happen because markets managed to stabilize themselves on their own. Rather, governments, having learned the lessons of the Great Depression, were determined not to repeat the same mistakes once this crisis hit. By massively expanding state support for the economy—through central banks and national treasuries—they buffered the worst of the damage. (Whether they made new mistakes in the process remains to be seen.) The extensive social safety nets that have been established across the industrialized world also cushioned the pain felt by many. Times are still tough, but things are nowhere near as bad as in the 1930s, when governments played a tiny role in national economies. It's true that the massive state interventions of the past year may be fueling some new bubbles: the cheap cash and government guarantees provided to banks, companies, and consumers have fueled some irrational exuberance in stock and bond markets. Yet these rallies also demonstrate the return of confidence, and confidence is a very powerful economic force. When John Maynard Keynes described his own prescriptions for economic growth, he believed government action could provide only a temporary fix until the real motor of the economy started cranking again—the animal spirits of investors, consumers, and companies seeking risk and profit. Beyond all this, though, I believe there's a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature.

Other even bigger crises prove resilience

Skousen, 03 (Mark Skousen. "What have we learned," Forecasts & Strategies. 2 Jun. 2003. http://www.markskousen.com/article.php?id=1096)

The second lesson is that the global economy is far more resilient than anyone imagined. During the past 20 years, we have suffered through two major energy crises, double digit inflation, stock market and real estate crashes in the U.S. and Japan, an unprecedented credit crunch, mammoth federal deficits, the AIDS crisis, several major wars, terrorist attacks, the collapse of the Soviet Union and many other mini-panics, and yet we continue to survive and even prosper. We are not depression-proof, but we are surprisingly depression-resistant. Armageddon has again been postpone.

Economic institutions ensure bounce-back even if there is a total meltdown

Somerville, 08 (Glenn Somerville. "Paulson: Economy resilient but Fed move helpful." Reuters. 22 Jan. 2008. http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20080122/bs_nm/usa_economy_paulson_dc)

Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson said on Tuesday he was confident the U.S. and global economies were resilient but welcomed an emergency rate cut by the Federal Reserve as a helpful move.   ADVERTISEMENT   The U.S. central bank cut benchmark U.S. interest rates by a steep three-quarters of a percentage point while Paulson while still answering questions after addressing a Chamber of Commerce breakfast meeting.  Paulson had earlier acknowledged the U.S. economy has slowed "materially" in recent weeks but, despite a meltdown in global stock prices, insisted that the global economy had "underlying resiliency" that would let it weather the storm.  The U.S. Treasury chief initially looked surprised when a Chamber of Commerce official said the Fed had just cut rates in a relatively rare move between meetings of its policy-setting Federal Open Market Committee, but praised the action.  "This is very constructive and I think it shows this country and the rest of the world that our central bank is nimble and can move quickly in response to market conditions," Paulson said.  The U.S. Treasury chief, who headed Wall Street giant Goldman Sachs before taking over Treasury in 2006, said the $145-billion short-term stimulus package that President George W. Bush was asking Congress to work on was needed to minimize the impact of a U.S. economic slowdown.  "We need to do something now, because short-term risks are clearly to the downside, and the potential benefits of quick action to support our economy have become clear," Paulson said.  But early signs were that Bush's call for bipartisan action -- and a relatively positive Congressional response to it -- were not calming financial markets but might actually be fanning fears that the economy was at greater risk of toppling into recession than officially acknowledged.  Stock markets around the world sank sharply on Monday, when U.S. markets were closed for the holiday in observance of slain civil rights leader Martin Luther King's birthday.  Paulson tried to reassure that there was reason to feel confident in the U.S. economy's long-term prospects, notwithstanding severe problems in the housing sector and other credit-market strains.  "The U.S. economy is resilient and diverse," he said. "It's been remarkably robust and it will be again."  He added: "The unemployment rate remains low and job creation continues, albeit at a modest pace. The structure of our economy is sound and our long term economic fundamentals are healthy."

US Not Key

US not key
The Economist 7 (November 23, “America’s Vulnerable Economy”, pg. 13)

The best hope that global growth can stay strong lies instead with emerging economies. A decade ago, the thought that so much depended on these crisis-prone places would have been terrifying. Yet thanks largely to economic reforms, their annual growth rate has surged to around 7%. This year they will contribute half of the globe's GDP growth, measured at market exchange rates, over three times as much as America. In the past, emerging economies have often needed bailing out by the rich world. This time they could be the rescuers.  Of course, a recession in America would reduce emerging economies' exports, but they are less vulnerable than they used to be. America's importance as an engine of global growth has been exaggerated. Since 2000 its share of world imports has dropped from 19% to 14%. Its vast current-account deficit has started to shrink, meaning that America is no longer pulling along the rest of the world. Yet growth in emerging economies has quickened, partly thanks to demand at home. In the first half of this year the increase in consumer spending (in actual dollar terms) in China and India added more to global GDP growth than that in America.  Most emerging economies are in healthier shape than ever (see article). They are no longer financially dependent on the rest of the world, but have large foreign-exchange reserves—no less than three-quarters of the global total. Though there are some notable exceptions, most of them have small budget deficits (another change from the past), so they can boost spending to offset weaker exports if need be. 
Europe and China are more key

Espo, 6/2 (David, 6/2/2012, “US economy souring, so what's a Democrat to do?” http://www.seattlepi.com/news/article/US-economy-souring-so-what-s-a-Democrat-to-do-3604267.php, JMP)

Compounding the uncertainty, another significant threat to the recovery is well beyond the reach of the administration and Congress. Mark Zandi, chief economist at Moody's Analytics, said the officials with the biggest influence over the short-term fate of the economy are in Europe, struggling with a debt crisis and in China, struggling with a slowdown. "The Europeans have to figure out a way to keep Greece in the eurozone, at least for the next six to 12 months," he said. The worry is that a disorderly Greek exit from the eurozone could cause a loss of investor confidence and risk a spread of weakness to Spain. "The Spanish banks have announced more loan losses and it is clear they don't have sufficient capital reserves to cover those losses and it is not clear where they are going to get that capital," Zandi said. The risk is a crisis akin to the one that froze the U.S. banking system in 2008, feeding the worst economic downturn since the Great Depression.

EMP ATTACK

No EMP

No EMP attack---multiple warrants

Stewart & Hughes 10 9/9, *Scott Stewart and **Nate Hughes write for STRATFOR Global Intelligence, “Gauging the Threat of an Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP) Attack,” http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100908_gauging_threat_electromagnetic_pulse_emp_attack, AJ

However, there are significant deterrents to the use of nuclear weapons in a HEMP attack against the United States, and nuclear weapons have not been used in an attack anywhere since 1945. Despite some theorizing that a HEMP attack might be somehow less destructive and therefore less likely to provoke a devastating retaliatory response, such an attack against the United States would inherently and necessarily represent a nuclear attack on the U.S. homeland and the idea that the United States would not respond in kind is absurd. The United States continues to maintain the most credible and survivable nuclear deterrent in the world, and any actor contemplating a HEMP attack would have to assume not that they might experience some limited reprisal but that the U.S. reprisal would be full, swift and devastating. When we consider this scenario, we must first acknowledge that it faces the same obstacles as any other nuclear weapon employed in a terrorist attack. It is unlikely that a terrorist group like al Qaeda or Hezbollah can develop its own nuclear weapons program. It is also highly unlikely that a nation that has devoted significant effort and treasure to develop a nuclear weapon would entrust such a weapon to an outside organization. Any use of a nuclear weapon would be vigorously investigated and the nation that produced the weapon would be identified and would pay a heavy price for such an attack (there has been a large investment in the last decade in nuclear forensics). Lastly, as noted above, a nuclear weapon is seen as a deterrent by countries such as North Korea or Iran, which seek such weapons to protect themselves from invasion, not to use them offensively. While a group like al Qaeda would likely use a nuclear device if it could obtain one, we doubt that other groups such as Hezbollah would. Hezbollah has a known base of operations in Lebanon that could be hit in a counterstrike and would therefore be less willing to risk an attack that could be traced back to it. Also, such a scenario would require not a crude nuclear device but a sophisticated nuclear warhead capable of being mated with a ballistic missile. There are considerable technical barriers that separate a crude nuclear device from a sophisticated nuclear warhead. The engineering expertise required to construct such a warhead is far greater than that required to construct a crude device. A warhead must be far more compact than a primitive device. It must also have a trigger mechanism and electronics and physics packages capable of withstanding the force of an ICBM launch, the journey into the cold vacuum of space and the heat and force of re-entering the atmosphere -- and still function as designed. Designing a functional warhead takes considerable advances in several fields of science, including physics, electronics, engineering, metallurgy and explosives technology, and overseeing it all must be a high-end quality assurance capability. Because of this, it is our estimation that it would be far simpler for a terrorist group looking to conduct a nuclear attack to do so using a crude device than it would be using a sophisticated warhead -- although we assess the risk of any non-state actor obtaining a nuclear capability of any kind, crude or sophisticated, as extraordinarily unlikely.  But even if a terrorist organization were somehow able to obtain a functional warhead and compatible fissile core, the challenges of mating the warhead to a missile it was not designed for and then getting it to launch and detonate properly would be far more daunting than it would appear at first glance. Additionally, the process of fueling a liquid-fueled ballistic missile at sea and then launching it from a ship using an improvised launcher would also be very challenging. (North Korea, Iran and Pakistan all rely heavily on Scud technology, which uses volatile, corrosive and toxic fuels.)  Such a scenario is challenging enough, even before the uncertainty of achieving the desired HEMP effect is taken into account. This is just the kind of complexity and uncertainty that well-trained terrorist operatives seek to avoid in an operation. Besides, a ground-level nuclear detonation in a city such as New York or Washington would be more likely to cause the type of terror, death and physical destruction that is sought in a terrorist attack than could be achieved by generally non-lethal EMP. Make no mistake: EMP is real. Modern civilization depends heavily on electronics and the electrical grid for a wide range of vital functions, and this is truer in the United States than in most other countries. Because of this, a HEMP attack or a substantial geomagnetic storm could have a dramatic impact on modern life in the affected area. However, as we've discussed, the EMP threat has been around for more than half a century and there are a number of technical and practical variables that make a HEMP attack using a nuclear warhead highly unlikely.

More evidence  

Butt 10 2/1, *Yousaf M. Butt writes for The Space Review, “The EMP threat: fact, fiction, and response (part 2),” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1553/1, AJ

Thus, it is not at all a simple matter, even for countries with considerable resources and focused decades-long effort, to build such weapons, let alone pair them to reliable delivery systems. As carefully argued by John Mueller in his new book, Atomic Obsession, it is virtually impossible for a terrorist cell to obtain the raw materials needed for a nuclear device and assemble it correctly themselves [Ref 22, p. 172–198]. Even a “crude” U-type device is not all that “crude” and requires the concerted effort of skilled scientists and engineers. Any weapon produced by a terrorist cell would likely be a one of a kind and would have to remain untested. For a terrorist group to then mate this weapon to a ballistic missile and successfully carry out an EMP strike beggars belief. As John Pike, director of GlobalSecurity.org has said, “It is just very difficult to imagine how terrorists are going to be able to lay hands on a nuclear-tipped missile, and launch it and reprogram it in such a way that it would be a high-altitude burst like that.” A state would be highly unlikely to launch an EMP strike from their own territory because the rocket could be traced to the country of origin and would probably result in nuclear or massive conventional retaliation by the US. The EMP commission also considers adversarial nations carrying out a shipborne EMP attack that would be less traceable. However, even so, there would some small risk of trace-back that would give the leadership in such nations pause. While nuclear forensics are not well enough developed to assuredly ascribe the origin of a nuclear explosion, even their current state of development would, in some measure, dissuade the leaders of a nation from seriously contemplating such an attack. Furthermore, the US certainly has data, via its DSP satellites, on the infrared (IR) signatures of the rocket exhausts from the missiles of various countries. Though these signatures are probably virtually identical for the Scud/Shahab/No-dong family of missiles, the nations which may entertain such attacks do not necessarily know whether, e.g., the DSP data can discriminate between a NK Nodong versus an Iranian Shahabs, perhaps due to differences in fuel and/or subtle design idiosyncrasies. This is data only the US has, and it has an inherent deterrent value to nations thinking about launching an EMP strike via a ship-launched ballistic missile. This is almost certainly the case if, say, Iran were to use its solid rocket motor technology to launch such a strike—if and when Iran obtains nuclear weapons, of course. In such a case, the burn time-profile and solid-motor IR signatures could probably be used to tie the missile to a nation. What about an adversarial nation “sub-contracting” its dirty work to a terrorist cell? Again, there would be substantial doubt in the nation’s leadership as to whether or not forensic evidence (whether the device exploded or not) could tie them to the weapon. In any case, as argued by Mueller [Ref 22, p. 163] it is highly unlikely that a nation would give one of its crown jewels to an unpredictable terrorist cell. At least in the case of Iran, this view is supported by in-depth research done by authors at the National Defense University, who conclude, “[W]e judge, and nearly all experts consulted agree, that Iran would not, as a matter of state policy, give up its control of such weapons to terrorist organizations and risk direct U.S. or Israeli retribution.” Though they possess the technological know-how to fabricate a powerful EMP device, the possibility of China or Russia carrying out such an attack is virtually nil. Not only for the regular military deterrent reasons but also, post-Cold War, our economies are intimately linked, which amounts to an inherent economic deterrent. The latter is likely the more relevant deterrent [Ref. 22, p. 65]. We owe China tremendous sums of money, they need us as a market, and both the US and China require Russian oil via intertwined world markets. Although the EMP commissioners have offered a Chinese-language PowerPoint presentation outlining the effects of EMP devices as evidence that China has an interest in such weapons, this presentation is actually of Taiwanese origin [“Electromagnetic Pulse Attack and Defense”, by Dr. Chien Chung], and it is not pertinent to any official Chinese military doctrine. Lastly, General Robert T. Marsh, former Chairman of the President’s Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection concluded (in 1997) that he did not, “see any evidence that suggests capabilities seriously threatening our critical infrastructure… There are many easier, less costly, and more dramatic ways for terrorists to use nuclear weapons than delivery to a high altitude. Such an event is so unlikely and difficult to achieve that I do not believe it warrants serious concern at this time.” 

No risk of an EMP attack and no impact anyways---their authors have an incentive to lie 

Farley 9 10/16, *Robert Farley is an assistant professor at the University of Kentucky’s Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce and a contributor to PRA’s Right Web, “The EMP Threat: Lots of Hype, Little Traction,” http://www.rightweb.irc-online.org/articles/display/the_emp_threat_lots_of_hype_little_traction, AJ

Uncertainty regarding the effect of EMP has fed alarmist predictions about overall impact. For example, although there is agreement that high-altitude nuclear detonations can cause widespread damage to the electric grid and to electronic and digital equipment, there is little agreement on the size of the nuclear weapon necessary to cause significant, long-lasting destruction. The test that damaged electronic equipment in Hawaii measured 1.4 megatons, roughly one hundred times larger than the most powerful nuclear test attributed to North Korea. However, numerous EMP awareness advocates (and some members of the EMP Commission) have argued that a much smaller warhead could destroy electronics from the East Coast to the Midwest. In the absence of conclusive research and testing, the exact size of the explosion necessary to create a devastating EMP remains unknown. Many weapons experts doubt that an EMP attack could cause lasting or irreversible damage. Stephen Younger, former senior fellow at Los Alamos National Lab and director at the Defense Threat Reduction Agency, argues that while an EMP might create problems in the short term, it is unlikely to cause long-term devastation. Similarly, observers have questioned the capacity of North Korea or Iran, much less a terrorist organization, to develop a warhead sophisticated enough to cause widespread EMP damage. Nick Schwellenbach, a former researcher at Project on Government Oversight, suggests that the idea of a small, EMP-optimized warhead is absurd: "You have a lot of points of failure in order to get to a warhead that is EMP optimized. … [Y]ou need specialized machine tools, you need capital, but to create a weapon that creates the secondary effect that you're talking about, that's something even we can't do right now.” [9] At this point, neither Iran nor North Korea possess a missile capable of delivering an EMP attack against the United States. However, Graham, as well as Peter Pry, the president of EMPACT America and former senior staffer with the EMP Commission, have argued in Congressional testimony that Iran could launch a medium-range ballistic missile from an offshore barge or freighter, thus giving the Islamic Republic first-strike capability. Moreover, EMP awareness advocates have argued that if terrorists acquired a ballistic missile and a nuclear warhead, they could conduct the same kind of offshore attack. The strategic logic of an EMP attack on the United States remains unclear, and skeptics’ doubts mostly focus on the strategic implausibility of such attacks. Under the most aggressive assumptions, a first-strike EMP attack might cause widespread economic damage. However, under no scenario would the attack eliminate the ability of the U.S. military to respond. Al Mauroni of the defense contractor Science Applications International Corporation argues that “the national command authority would be able to identify where a missile came from, determine the effects of such an attack, and respond with nuclear weapons—not necessarily just for an EMP effect—against the adversarial nation.” [10] Former Rep. Curt Weldon, who gave the EMPACT conference’s opening address, argued back in 1997 that it would be politically difficult for the United States to respond to such an attack, as no cities will have been destroyed and no lives lost (at least initially), a claim which other EMP awareness advocates have echoed. However, that the United States would not respond with overwhelming military force to a successful EMP attack strains credulity. EMP awareness advocates have thus far failed to offer a convincing motive for why a rogue state would use its scarce nuclear weapons in a first-strike that might not work, and that would in any case leave the attacker open to a devastating counterattack. EMP as a second-strike deterrent fares no better; the strategic logic of deterrence demands that any retaliatory strike be as lethal and as secure as possible, and it is highly unlikely that any state would rely on unproven weaponry of uncertain lethality to dissuade an attack. While terrorists may have different incentives, the road to a functional EMP capability is much rockier for a terrorist group than a state. At a minimum, the terrorist group would need to acquire and master the operation of a nuclear weapon and a ballistic missile, two steps further than any known group has gone. The central political purpose of the EMP awareness movement appears to be advancement of the cause of missile defense. The most extreme estimates of the effect of EMP restore the Cold War-era existential fears of nuclear war. Schwellenbach argues "what's driving it is the political global context—it gives the right an issue that allows them to justify hawkish behavior. It is almost a perfect solution to any argument against missile defense—North Korea and Iran.” [11] The 90 percent casualty estimate advanced by EMP awareness advocates hypes the notion that the United States faces potential annihilation at the hands of its enemies, and goes a step farther: even the smallest nuclear power can destroy the United States with a small number of warheads. This, in turn, reaffirms the need for both a secure missile defense shield (including space-based interceptor weapons) and a grand strategy of preventive war against potential nuclear and ballistic missile proliferators. Almost all EMP awareness advocates—including Gaffney, Gingrich, and Huckabee—call for increased spending on missile defense. Gaffney and Gingrich have also called for a “robust” policy of preemptive war, including attacks on Iranian and North Korean missiles on their launching pads. The fact that EMP is poorly researched and not well understood works in its favor as a scare tactic. Since evidence of EMP’s allegedly lasting impact is purely theoretical, EMP awareness advocates can make outlandish claims regarding the threat that even the smallest nuclear arsenal poses. They can also point to allegations made by the official EMP Commission, ignoring the fact that many outside experts dispute its findings. The Niagara conference’s emphasis on strategic and policy considerations shows that alarmist predictions about EMP attacks serve as fodder for promotion of a larger nuclear weapons stockpile, for missile defense, and for preventive attacks. Despite the effort that conservatives have devoted to this cause, it appears to have gained little traction in the mainstream media. The New York Times, the Washington Post, CNN, Fox News, and other major television news organizations declined to cover the EMPACT conference. Indeed, even the neoconservative Weekly Standard, which seems perpetually on the lookout for ways to plug purported existential threats to the homeland, stayed away from Niagara. One Standard editor said in an interview with the author, “I don't go for that EMP stuff. Kind of more interested in dangerous scenarios that might actually happen.” [12] Nevertheless, the presence of Huckabee and Gingrich at the conference indicates that some major Republican Party politicians see EMP either as a splendid political opportunity, or as their latest conservative litmus test.  

ENVIRONMENT

No Extinction

Environmental collapse won’t cause extinction

Easterbrook, 03 (Gregg, Senior Editor of the New Republic, July 2003, “We're All Gonna Die!,” Wired Magazine, http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/11.07/doomsday.html, Hensel)

If we're talking about doomsday - the end of human civilization - many scenarios simply don't measure up. A single nuclear bomb ignited by terrorists, for example, would be awful beyond words, but life would go on. People and machines might converge in ways that you and I would find ghastly, but from the standpoint of the future, they would probably represent an adaptation. Environmental collapse might make parts of the globe unpleasant, but considering that the biosphere has survived ice ages, it wouldn't be the final curtain. Depression, which has become 10 times more prevalent in Western nations in the postwar era, might grow so widespread that vast numbers of people would refuse to get out of bed, a possibility that Petranek suggested in a doomsday talk at the Technology Entertainment Design conference in 2002. But Marcel Proust, as miserable as he was, wrote Remembrance of Things Past while lying in bed.

Resilient

The environment’s stronger than Chuck Norris – it’s survived everything
Easterbrook, 95 (Gregg, Senior Editor of the New Republic, 1995, A Moment on Earth, p. 25, Hensel)

In the aftermath of events such as Love Canal or the Exxon Valdez oil spill, every reference to the environment is prefaced with the adjective "fragile." "Fragile environment" has become a welded phrase of the modern lexicon, like "aging hippie" or "fugitive financier." But the notion of a fragile environment is profoundly wrong. Individual animals, plants, and people are distressingly fragile. The environment that contains them is close to indestructible.   The living environment of Earth has survived ice ages; bombardments of cosmic radiation more deadly than atomic fallout; solar radiation more powerful than the worst-case projection for ozone depletion; thousand-year periods of intense volcanism releasing global air pollution far worse than that made by any factory; reversals of the planet's magnetic poles; the rearrangement of continents; transformation of plains into mountain ranges and of seas into plains; fluctuations of ocean currents and the jet stream; 300-foot vacillations in sea levels; shortening and lengthening of the seasons caused by shifts in the planetary axis; collisions of asteroids and comets bearing far more force than man's nuclear arsenals; and the years without summer that followed these impacts.   Yet hearts beat on, and petals unfold still. Were the environment fragile it would have expired many eons before the advent of the industrial affronts of the dreaming ape. Human assaults on the environment, though mischievous, are pinpricks compared to forces of the magnitude nature is accustomed to resisting.

Time Frame

There’s a long time frame

Kay, 01 (Jane, staff writer for the San Francisco Chronicle, July 26, 2001, “Study takes historical peek at plight of ocean ecosystems,” San Francisco Chronicle, http://www.sfgate.com/green/article/Study-takes-historical-peek-at-plight-of-ocean-2895214.php, Hensel)

The collapse of ecosystems often occur over a long period. In one example, when Aleut hunters killed the Alaskan sea otter about 2,500 years ago, the population of their natural prey, the sea urchin, grew larger than its normal size. In turn, the urchins grazed down the kelp forests, important habitat for a whole host of ocean life. Then, when fur traders in the 1800s hunted the otters and sea cows almost to extinction, the kelp forests disappeared and didn't start to regenerate until the federal government protected the sea otters in the 20th century. In California, the diversity of spiny lobsters, sheephead fish and abalone kept down the urchin numbers. At present in Alaska, the kelp beds are declining again in areas where killer whales are preying on sea otters. Biologists think the killer whales switched to otters for food because there are fewer seals and sea lions to eat.

FAMINE

Alt Cause 

Agriculture fails because essential ground nutrients are lost when harvesting crops

Drechsel, Kunze and Penning de Vries 01 [Pay Drechsel, Senior Scientist (Environmental and Soil Science) and IWMI's Subregional Director for West Africa , Dagmar Kunze, FAO Regional Office for Africa (RAF), Frits Penning de Vries, was Principal Researcher and Douglas Merrey was Director for Africa,  “Soil nutrient depletion and population growth in sub-Saharan Africa: A Malthusian nexus?” Population and Environment. New York: Mar 2001. Vol. 22, Iss. 4; pg. 411, proquest]// CG

In comparison with erosion, nutrient leaching appears to be a minor contributor to N and K depletion and is negligible in view of P, but may become substantial with respect to other nutrients such as Mg (Pieri, 1992; Poss & Saragoni, 1992). If we calculate scenarios for upland SSA and assume zero erosion, runoff, and leaching (and avoid related assessment errors), we still get a negative N and K balance on average. The reason is that the amount of nutrients lost with the harvested crop and its residues is not balanced through the current level of inputs (fertilizer, manure). This means although the control of soil erosion is crucial, it can only reduce the speed of nutrient depletion under the current level of inputs, which corresponds with empirical evidence (Drechsel & Penning de Vries, in press).

Limiting and banning exports have made it harder for impoverished countries to afford food

Bradsher and Martin, 08 (Keith Bradsher and Andrew Martin June 30, 2008 [“Hoarding Nations Drive Food Costs Ever Higher” The New York Times http://www.nytimes.com/2008/06/30/business/worldbusiness/30trade.html?_r=1&partner=rssnyt&emc=rss&oref=slogin]// CG

BANGKOK — At least 29 countries have sharply curbed food exports in recent months, to ensure that their own people have enough to eat, at affordable prices. When it comes to rice, India, Vietnam, China and 11 other countries have limited or banned exports. Fifteen countries, including Pakistan and Bolivia, have capped or halted wheat exports. More than a dozen have limited corn exports. Kazakhstan has restricted exports of sunflower seeds. The restrictions are making it harder for impoverished importing countries to afford the food they need. The export limits are forcing some of the most vulnerable people, those who rely on relief agencies, to go hungry. “It’s obvious that these export restrictions fuel the fire of price increases,” said Pascal Lamy, the director general of the World Trade Organization. And by increasing perceptions of shortages, the restrictions have led to hoarding around the world, by farmers, traders and consumers. “People are in a panic, so they are buying more and more — at least, those who have money are buying,” said Conching Vasquez, a 56-year-old rice vendor who sat one recent morning among piles of rice at her large stall in Los Baños, in the Philippines, the world’s largest rice importer. Her customers buy 8,000 pounds of rice a day, up from 5,500 pounds a year ago.

New tech means farmers will always produce more food 

Zubrin 11 (Dr. Robert Zubrin, president of Pioneer Astronautics, Senior Fellow with the Center for Security Policy “WHY IT’S WRONG TO AGREE WITH THE MALTHUSIANS ABOUT ETHANOL” May 13, 2011http://www.ilcorn.org/daily-update/182-why-it-rsquo-s-wrong-to-agree-with-the-malthusians-about-ethanol/)// CG
In an op-ed article printed in the Denver Post May 8, editorial columnist Vince Carroll endorsed the view of population control advocate Lester Brown that the U.S. corn ethanol program is threatening the world’s poor with starvation. This endorsement is especially remarkable in view of the fact that, as the otherwise generally astute Mr. Carroll has correctly noted many times in the past, all of Lester Brown’s many previous limited-resources doomsday predictions have proven wildly incorrect. In fact, Lester Brown is wrong about the alleged famine-inducing potential of the ethanol program for exactly the same reason he has been repeatedly wrong about the alleged famine-inducing potential of population growth. There is not a fixed amount of grain in the world. Farmers produce in response to demand. The more customers, the more grain. Not only that, but the larger the potential market, the greater the motivation for investment in improved techniques. This is why, despite the fact that the world population has indeed doubled since Lester Brown, Paul Ehrlich, and the other population control zealots first published their manifestos during the 1960s, people worldwide are eating much better today than they were then. In the case of America’s corn growing industry, the beneficial effect of a growing market has been especially pronounced, with corn yields per acre in 2010 (165 bushels per acre) being 37 percent higher than they were in 2002 (120 bushels per acres) and more than four times as great as they were in 1960 (40 bushels per acre.) Not only that, but in part because of the impetus of the expanded ethanol program, another doubling of yield is now in sight, as the best farms have pushed yields above 300 bushels per acre. As a result, in 2010, the state of Iowa alone produced more corn than the entire United States did in 1947. Of our entire corn crop, only 2 percent is actually eaten by Americans as corn, or 12 percent if one includes products like corn chips and corn syrup. These advances in productivity do not only benefit the United States. America’s farmers are the vanguard for their counterparts worldwide. New seed strains and other techniques first demonstrated on our most advanced farms, subsequently spread to average farms, and then go global, thereby raising crop yields everywhere. 
FEDERALISM

No Modeling

No international modeling of federalism

Moravcsik, 05 (Andrew, “Dream On America”, Newsweek, 1/31, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/6857387/site/newsweek/)

Not long ago, the American dream was a global fantasy. Not only Americans saw themselves as a beacon unto nations. So did much of the rest of the world. East Europeans tuned into Radio Free Europe. Chinese students erected a replica of the Statue of Liberty in Tiananmen Square.

Not long ago, the American dream was a global fantasy. Not only Americans saw themselves as a beacon unto nations. So did much of the rest of the world. East Europeans tuned into Radio Free Europe. Chinese students erected a replica of the Statue of Liberty in Tiananmen Square. You had only to listen to George W. Bush's Inaugural Address last week (invoking "freedom" and "liberty" 49 times) to appreciate just how deeply Americans still believe in this founding myth. For many in the world, the president's rhetoric confirmed their worst fears of an imperial America relentlessly pursuing its narrow national interests. But the greater danger may be a delusional America—one that believes, despite all evidence to the contrary, that the American Dream lives on, that America remains a model for the world, one whose mission is to spread the word. The gulf between how Americans view themselves and how the world views them was summed up in a poll last week by the BBC. Fully 71 percent of Americans see the United States as a source of good in the world. More than half view Bush's election as positive for global security. Other studies report that 70 percent have faith in their domestic institutions and nearly 80 percent believe "American ideas and customs" should spread globally. Foreigners take an entirely different view: 58 percent in the BBC poll see Bush's re-election as a threat to world peace. Among America's traditional allies, the figure is strikingly higher: 77 percent in Germany, 64 percent in Britain and 82 percent in Turkey. Among the 1.3 billion members of the Islamic world, public support for the United States is measured in single digits. Only Poland, the Philippines and India viewed Bush's second Inaugural positively. Tellingly, the anti-Bushism of the president's first term is giving way to a more general anti-Americanism. A plurality of voters (the average is 70 percent) in each of the 21 countries surveyed by the BBC oppose sending any troops to Iraq, including those in most of the countries that have done so. Only one third, disproportionately in the poorest and most dictatorial countries, would like to see American values spread in their country. Says Doug Miller of GlobeScan, which conducted the BBC report: "President Bush has further isolated America from the world. Unless the administration changes its approach, it will continue to erode America's good name, and hence its ability to effectively influence world affairs." Former Brazilian president Jose Sarney expressed the sentiments of the 78 percent of his countrymen who see America as a threat: "Now that Bush has been re-elected, all I can say is, God bless the rest of the world." The truth is that Americans are living in a dream world. Not only do others not share America's self-regard, they no longer aspire to emulate the country's social and economic achievements. The loss of faith in the American Dream goes beyond this swaggering administration and its war in Iraq. A President Kerry would have had to confront a similar disaffection, for it grows from the success of something America holds dear: the spread of democracy, free markets and international institutions—globalization, in a word. Countries today have dozens of political, economic and social models to choose from. Anti-Americanism is especially virulent in Europe and Latin America, where countries have established their own distinctive ways—none made in America. Futurologist Jeremy Rifkin, in his recent book "The European Dream," hails an emerging European Union based on generous social welfare, cultural diversity and respect for international law—a model that's caught on quickly across the former nations of Eastern Europe and the Baltics. In Asia, the rise of autocratic capitalism in China or Singapore is as much a "model" for development as America's scandal-ridden corporate culture. "First we emulate," one Chinese businessman recently told the board of one U.S. multinational, "then we overtake." Many are tempted to write off the new anti-Americanism as a temporary perturbation, or mere resentment. Blinded by its own myth, America has grown incapable of recognizing its flaws. For there is much about the American Dream to fault. If the rest of the world has lost faith in the American model—political, economic, diplomatic—it's partly for the very good reason that it doesn't work as well anymore. AMERICAN DEMOCRACY: Once upon a time, the U.S. Constitution was a revolutionary document, full of epochal innovations—free elections, judicial review, checks and balances, federalism and, perhaps most important, a Bill of Rights. In the 19th and 20th centuries, countries around the world copied the document, not least in Latin America. So did Germany and Japan after World War II. Today? When nations write a new constitution, as dozens have in the past two decades, they seldom look to the American model. When the soviets withdrew from Central Europe, U.S. constitutional experts rushed in. They got a polite hearing, and were sent home. Jiri Pehe, adviser to former president Vaclav Havel, recalls the Czechs' firm decision to adopt a European-style parliamentary system with strict limits on campaigning. "For Europeans, money talks too much in American democracy. It's very prone to certain kinds of corruption, or at least influence from powerful lobbies," he says. "Europeans would not want to follow that route." They also sought to limit the dominance of television, unlike in American campaigns where, Pehe says, "TV debates and photogenic looks govern election victories." So it is elsewhere. After American planes and bombs freed the country, Kosovo opted for a European constitution. Drafting a post-apartheid constitution, South Africa rejected American-style federalism in favor of a German model, which leaders deemed appropriate for the social-welfare state they hoped to construct. Now fledgling African democracies look to South Africa as their inspiration, says John Stremlau, a former U.S. State Department official who currently heads the international relations department at the University of Witwatersrand in Johannesburg: "We can't rely on the Americans." The new democracies are looking for a constitution written in modern times and reflecting their progressive concerns about racial and social equality, he explains. "To borrow Lincoln's phrase, South Africa is now Africa's 'last great hope'." Much in American law and society troubles the world these days. Nearly all countries reject the United States' right to bear arms as a quirky and dangerous anachronism. They abhor the death penalty and demand broader privacy protections. Above all, once most foreign systems reach a reasonable level of affluence, they follow the Europeans in treating the provision of adequate social welfare is a basic right. All this, says Bruce Ackerman at Yale University Law School, contributes to the growing sense that American law, once the world standard, has become "provincial." The United States' refusal to apply the Geneva Conventions to certain terrorist suspects, to ratify global human-rights treaties such as the innocuous Convention on the Rights of the Child or to endorse the International Criminal Court (coupled with the abuses at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo) only reinforces the conviction that America's Constitution and legal system are out of step with the rest of the world.

FOOD PRICES

Low

Food prices non unique 

Bloomberg 6/7/12 (Rudy Ruitenberg “Global Food Prices Fall Most In 2 Years On Dairy Plunge” Jun 7, 2012 7:31 AM ET http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-07/golbal-food-prices-fell-most-in-2-years-in-may-on-grains.html) // CG 
Global food prices had their biggest drop in more than two years in May as the cost of dairy products slumped on increased supply, easing strain on household budgets. An index of 55 food items tracked by the United Nations’ Food & Agriculture Organization fell 4.2 percent to 203.9 points from 213 points in April, the Rome-based agency reported on its website. That was the biggest percentage drop since March 2010. A stronger U.S. dollar may weaken the effect of falling prices on importers’ food bills, Abdolreza Abbassian, an FAO economist, said by phone from Rome. The U.S. Dollar Index, which tracks the exchange rate against major world currencies, jumped 5.4 percent in May, the biggest monthly gain since September. “The dollar has strengthened tremendously, so if you’re an importing country and you have to pay in dollars, you’re not really getting the full impact of these sliding prices,” Abbassian said. “You’re not getting the full effect.” Meat prices may fall in coming months, mirroring a price correction for dairy, according to Abbassian. The FAO Dairy Price Index slumped 12 percent to 164.1 points, the biggest drop since January 2009, while the meat index slipped 0.5 percent to 178.8 points. “The dairy decline is from a very high level,” Abbassian said. “It’s a delayed correction. It would not surprise me to see the same for meat.” Freight Rates World milk production is forecast to climb 2.7 percent this year to 750.1 million metric tons, accelerating from last year’s 2.3 percent increase, the FAO has forecast. Falling agricultural-commodity prices and “really low” freight rates help food-importing countries, the FAO economist said. Ukrainian consumer prices fell for the first time in more than nine years in May, led by a 0.8 percent month-on-month drop for food and beverages. Turkish inflation last month slowed the most since January 2003 as the central bank tightened lending and food prices slumped. “International prices for most commodities weakened in recent weeks on generally favorable supply prospects amid growing economic uncertainties and a strengthening U.S. dollar,” the FAO wrote. Cereals Drop The FAO Cereals Price Index dropped for a second month, slipping 1.1 percent to 220.9 points. Corn futures fell 12 percent in Chicago last month amid expectations for record world production after U.S. farmers increased planting. Wheat slipped 1.6 percent in Chicago, while soybean futures declined 11 percent. The FAO, in a separate report, raised its outlook for world grain production in 2012-13 to 2.42 billion metric tons from 2.37 billion tons previously. The forecast for the harvest of coarse grains, which includes corn, was lifted to 1.25 billion tons from 1.21 billion tons. “A lot of the prospects of good supplies still hinge on harvest results, which are still a couple of months ahead,” Abbassian said. “We are now in a market where any bad news on weather could move prices up sharply.”

Food prices had the biggest drop in 2 years 

Bloomberg 7/7/12 (“Global Food Prices Fall Most In 2 Years On Dairy Plunge” Jun 7, 2012 7:31 AM ET http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-07/golbal-food-prices-fell-most-in-2-years-in-may-on-grains.html) // CG 
Drops most in 2 years on dairy plunge PARIS — Global food prices had their biggest drop in more than two years in May as the cost of dairy products slumped on increased supply, easing strain on household budgets. An index of 55 food items tracked by the United Nations’ Food and Agriculture Organization fell 4.2 percent to 203.9 points from 213 points in April, the Rome-based agency reported on its website. That was the biggest percentage drop since March 2010. A stronger dollar may weaken the effect of falling prices on importers’ food bills, Abdolreza Abbassian, an FAO economist, said by phone from Rome. The U.S. Dollar Index, which tracks the exchange rate against major world currencies, jumped 5.4 percent in May, the biggest monthly gain since September. “The dollar has strengthened tremendously, so if you’re an importing country and you have to pay in dollars, you’re not really getting the full impact of these sliding prices,” Abbassian said. “You’re not getting the full effect.” Meat prices may fall in coming months, mirroring a price correction for dairy, according to Abbassian. The FAO Dairy Price Index slumped 12 percent to 164.1 points, the biggest drop since January 2009, while the meat index slipped 0.5 percent to 178.8 points. “The dairy decline is from a very high level,” Abbassian said. “It’s a delayed correction. It would not surprise me to see the same for meat.” World milk production is forecast to climb 2.7 percent this year to 750.1 million metric tons, accelerating from last year’s 2.3 percent increase, the FAO has forecast. Falling agricultural-commodity prices and “really low” freight rates help food-importing countries, the FAO economist said. Ukrainian consumer prices fell for the first time in more than nine years in May, led by a 0.8 percent month-on-month drop for food and beverages. Turkish inflation last month slowed the most since January 2003 as the central bank tightened lending and food prices slumped. “International prices for most commodities weakened in recent weeks on generally favorable supply prospects amid growing economic uncertainties and a strengthening U.S. dollar,” the FAO wrote. The FAO Cereals Price Index dropped for a second month, slipping 1.1 percent to 220.9 points. Corn futures fell 12 percent in Chicago last month amid expectations for record world production after U.S. farmers increased planting. Wheat slipped 1.6 percent in Chicago, while soybean futures declined 11 percent. The FAO, in a separate report, raised its outlook for world grain production in 2012-13 to 2.42 billion metric tons from 2.37 billion tons previously. The forecast for the harvest of coarse grains, which includes corn, was lifted to 1.25 billion tons from 1.21 billion tons. “A lot of the prospects of good supplies still hinge on harvest results, which are still a couple of months ahead,” Abbassian said. “We are now in a market where any bad news on weather could move prices up sharply.”

HEGEMONY

Liberal International Norms Solve

Even if the US declines, liberal international norms will survive - solves the impact

IKENBERRY 11 – (May/June issue of Foreign Affairs, G. John, PhD, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University in the Department of Politics and the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, “The Future of the Liberal World Order,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/

articles/67730/g-john-ikenberry/the-future-of-the-liberal-world-order?page=show)

For all these reasons, many observers have concluded that world politics is experiencing not just a changing of the guard but also a transition in the ideas and principles that underlie the global order. The journalist Gideon Rachman, for example, says that a cluster of liberal internationalist ideas -- such as faith in democratization, confidence in free markets, and the acceptability of U.S. military power -- are all being called into question. According to this worldview, the future of international order will be shaped above all by China, which will use its growing power and wealth to push world politics in an illiberal direction. Pointing out that China and other non-Western states have weathered the recent financial crisis better than their Western counterparts, pessimists argue that an authoritarian capitalist alternative to Western neoliberal ideas has already emerged. According to the scholar Stefan Halper, emerging-market states "are learning to combine market economics with traditional autocratic or semiautocratic politics in a process that signals an intellectual rejection of the Western economic model." Today's international order is not really American or Western--even if it initially appeared that way. But this panicked narrative misses a deeper reality: although the United States' position in the global system is changing, the liberal international order is alive and well. The struggle over international order today is not about fundamental principles. China and other emerging great powers do not want to contest the basic rules and principles of the liberal international order; they wish to gain more authority and leadership within it. Indeed, today's power transition represents not the defeat of the liberal order but its ultimate ascendance. Brazil, China, and India have all become more prosperous and capable by operating inside the existing international order -- benefiting from its rules, practices, and institutions, including the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the newly organized G-20. Their economic success and growing influence are tied to the liberal internationalist organization of world politics, and they have deep interests in preserving that system. In the meantime, alternatives to an open and rule-based order have yet to crystallize. Even though the last decade has brought remarkable upheavals in the global system -- the emergence of new powers, bitter disputes among Western allies over the United States' unipolar ambitions, and a global financial crisis and recession -- the liberal international order has no competitors. On the contrary, the rise of non-Western powers and the growth of economic and security interdependence are creating new constituencies for it. To be sure, as wealth and power become less concentrated in the United States' hands, the country will be less able to shape world politics. But the underlying foundations of the liberal international order will survive and thrive. Indeed, now may be the best time for the United States and its democratic partners to update the liberal order for a new era, ensuring that it continues to provide the benefits of security and prosperity that it has provided since the middle of the twentieth century. 

Predictions Fail

Predictions underestimate locking mechanisms to heg

NORRLOF ’10 - an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Toronto (Carla, “ America’s Global Advantage US Hegemony and International Cooperation” p. 1-2)

We have seen erroneous predictions of American decline before. In the 1970s, the combination of high inflation, high interest rates, high unemployment, the Vietnam War, political and military challenges from China and the Soviet Union, and the economic rise of Japan led to eerily similar forecasts. Pessimists then, as today, underestimated the longevity of American power. The main reason the United States has continued to occupy a unique place in the international system is because a sufficient number of major and lesser powers have a strong interest in maintaining America at the top of the hierarchy. To bring America down would take a deliberate, coordinated strategy on the part of others and this is simply not plausible. As much as the United States benefits from the space it has carved out for itself in the current world order, its ability to reap unequal gains will remain unless and until allies start to incur heavy losses under American dominance. Even that, by itself, will not be sufficient to sink American hegemony. A strong alternative to American rule will have to come into view for things to fundamentally change. At present, no credible alternative is in sight. The United States is not invincible but its dominance is currently steady. Those who are inclined to think that American hegemony will persist – at least for a while – tend to dwell on the claim that the United States is providing a range of public goods to the benefit of all at its own expense. This is a chimera. The United States is self-interested, not altruistic. The illusion of benevolence has meant that very little attention has been given to uncovering the mechanism through which the United States gains disproportionately from supplying a large open market, the world’s reserve currency, and a military machine capable of stoking or foiling deadly disputes. This book exposes the mechanism through which the United States reaps unequal gains and shows that the current world system, and the distribution of power that supports it, has built-in stabilizers that strengthen American power following bouts of decline. Although all dominant powers must eventually decline, I will show that the downward progression need not be linear when mutually reinforcing tendencies across various power dimensions are at play. Specifically, I will demonstrate how the United States’ reserve currency status produces disproportionate commercial gains; how commercial power gives added flexibility in monetary affairs; and, finally, how military preponderance creates advantages in both monetary and trade affairs.

INDO-PAK WAR

Cooperation

India and Pakistan are increasing cooperation 
Live Mint 12 (Elizabeth Roche, Live Mint 12 Thu, Jul 5 2012. “India, Pakistan agree to keep dialogue process on track” http://www.livemint.com/2012/07/05122602/India-Pakistan-agree-to-keep.html?h=A1)// CG 

New Delhi: Despite the obvious differences on how to deal with terrorism and on the probe into the 2008 Mumbai terrorist attacks, India and Pakistan on Thursday agreed that progress had been made in their year-old dialogue—resumed after being halted by the November 2008 terrorist attacks in Mumbai that left 166 people dead. Both sides also agreed to keep their dialogue process on track with India’s foreign minister S.M. Krishna expected to travel to Pakistan in the first half of September for discussions with his Pakistani counterpart Hina Rabbani Khar. “While we might not agree on all issues, we do agree that relations between our two countries have to be normalized.” Indian foreign secretary Ranjan Mathai told reporters at the end of the two-day talks with his Pakistani counterpart Jalil Abbas Jilani. “There is a determination on both sides to take forward our dialogue with an open mind and a constructive spirit.” Though the way forward was not easy, “the very fact that both sides are determined to sit across the table and resolve all outstanding issues through a dialogue in a peaceful manner is a positive step in the right direction.” Mathai said. One of the key areas of divergence was terrorism. “I emphasized that terrorism is the biggest threat to peace and security in the region, and that bringing the guilty to justice in the Mumbai terror attacks would be the biggest confidence building measure of all,” Mathai said. He was referring to the three-day rampage by 10 Islamist militants belonging to the Pakistan-based Lashkar-e-Taiba militant group who targeted some prominent Mumbai landmarks in the attack that started on the night of 26 November 2008. The Indian government believes that given the scale of the attacks, the militants had the support of some sections of the Pakistani establishment. India’s arguments have been strengthened by the revelations of Abu Jundal, an alleged handler of the Mumbai attackers, who was arrested last month. India has been pressing Pakistan for a speedy trial of the perpetrators of the Mumbai attacks, but Pakistan has repeatedly stated that India has not given adequate evidence to convict anyone. On Thursday, Mathai said he had discussed the information gleaned from Jundal and shared it with Jilani. Jilani, on his part, said he “strongly” rejected “any insinuation of any involvement of any state agency in acts of terrorism in India”. “We have over the years improved our level of cooperation. And in case there are certain gaps that need to be filled, I think we should fill those gaps in a spirit of cooperation,” Jilani said, adding that terrorism was a common threat facing both India and Pakistan. Mutual recriminations will be counterproductive, he said, adding that India should supply Pakistan with all the evidence it has on the Mumbai attacks and “we will investigate this matter. We will even be willing to offer joint investigation into the whole affair,” Jilani said. Both the foreign secretaries agreed that trade was an area where considerable progress had been made. “I think the forward movement on economic and commercial cooperation between India and Pakistan is really a welcome development. And we see it as a win-win proposition for both the sides. Enhanced economic cooperation contributes to economic growth and development in our two countries which is the primary objective on both sides,” Mathai said. Improved economic ties have been the driver of the current phase of the peace dialogue, with Pakistan announcing that it was looking at normalizing trade with India by expanding the list of items that can be imported from India by more than threefold. Both the countries also opened a new checkpost through which goods can be traded at the Wagah-Attari border crossing. The Pakistani foreign secretary said he and Mathai had also discussed improving contacts between the two regions of Kashmir that India and Pakistan administer. “We have agreed to convene a meeting of the joint working group on cross-line of control confidence building measures and to streamline and strengthen travel and trade arrangements,” he said. In 2008, India and Pakistan operationalized trade between the two regions of Kashmir. But reports say local Kashmiris are seeking a broadening of the trade list, besides demanding adequate banking and communications systems, in the absence of which trade is restricted to basic bartering. Kashmir was also discussed, a joint statement said. The exchange on Kashmir was comprehensive and both the sides agreed to carry on the dialogue to find a peaceful solution to the problem, it said. “I dont’ see both sides arriving at solutions to the issues that are deadlocked—Kashmir and terrorism," said Kalim Bahadur, former professor of South Asian Studies at Jawaharlal Nehru University. “But having a dialogue, keeping a dialogue on track is better than having war or tense relations.”

No Escalation

Indo/Pak war will not go nuclear—no one wants to strike first and fear of US involvement 

Enders ’02 (David Enders the Daily News editor, “Experts say nuclear war still unlikely,”, January 30th 2002, DA: 7/26/10, http://www.michigandaily.com/content/experts-say-nuclear-war-still-unlikely?page=0,0)//CG
University political science Prof. Ashutosh Varshney becomes animated when asked about the likelihood of nuclear war between India and Pakistan. "Odds are close to zero," Varshney said forcefully, standing up to pace a little bit in his office. "The assumption that India and Pakistan cannot manage their nuclear arsenals as well as the U.S.S.R. and U.S. or Russia and China concedes less to the intellect of leaders in both India and Pakistan than would be warranted.” The world"s two youngest nuclear powers first tested weapons in 1998, sparking fear of subcontinental nuclear war a fear Varshney finds ridiculous. "The decision makers are aware of what nuclear weapons are, even if the masses are not," he said. "Watching the evening news, CNN, I think they have vastly overstated the threat of nuclear war," political science Prof. Paul Huth said. Varshney added that there are numerous factors working against the possibility of nuclear war. "India is committed to a no-first-strike policy," Varshney said. "It is virtually impossible for Pakistan to go for a first strike, because the retaliation would be gravely dangerous." Political science Prof. Kenneth Lieberthal, a former special assistant to President Clinton at the National Security Council, agreed. "Usually a country that is in the position that Pakistan is in would not shift to a level that would ensure their total destruction," Lieberthal said, making note of India"s considerably larger nuclear arsenal. "American intervention is another reason not to expect nuclear war," Varshney said. "If anything has happened since September 11, it is that the command control system has strengthened. The trigger is in very safe hands." 

No War

No war or escalation---MAD checks

Economic Times 11 5/17, “No chance of Indo-Pak nuclear war despite 'sabre rattling': Pak nuclear scientist A Q Khan,” http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-05-17/news/29552014_1_nuclear-blackmail-nuclear-secrets-india-and-pakistan, AJ

NEW YORK: Pakistan's disgraced nuclear scientist A Q Khan has said that despite "sabre rattling" between Islamabad and New Delhi, there is no chance of a nuclear war between the two neighbours.  Khan, who has been accused of selling nuclear secrets to Iran, Libya and Syria, wrote in Newsweek magazine that nuclear weapons in both countries had prevented war for the last 40 years. "India doesn't need more than five weapons to hurt us badly, and we wouldn't need more than 10 to return the favour," he said.  "That is why there has been no war between us for the past 40 years."  "India and Pakistan understand the old principle that ensured peace in the Cold War: mutually assured destruction," he said.  "The two (India and Pakistan) can't afford a nuclear war, and despite our sabre rattling, there is no chance of a nuclear war that would send us both back to the Stone Age," he said.  He claimed that Pakistan had to invest in a nuclear programme "to ward off nuclear blackmail from India".  "I would like to make it clear that it was an Indian nuclear explosion in May 1974 that prompted our nuclear program, motivating me to return to Pakistan to help create a credible nuclear deterrent and save my country from Indian nuclear blackmail," he said.  "We are forced to maintain this deterrence until our differences with India are resolved. That would lead to a new era of peace for both countries," Khan wrote.  "I hope I live to see Pakistan and India living harmoniously in the same way as the once bitter enemies Germany and France live today," he said.  Khan blasted various governments in Pakistan as well as "successive incompetent and ignorant rulers" for not engaging in basic development of the country, and raising the people's standard of living.  "We are far worse off now than we were 20, or even 40, years ago when we were subjected to embargoes," he said. 

INVASIVE SPECIES

No Extinction

Invasive species won’t cause extinction—long term effects are increases in biodiversity

Craig 10—Department of Marine Sciences, University of Puerto Rico [Matthew T, “Patter Versus Process: Broadening the View of Marine Invasive Species,” Web, 10/10, Marine Biology, Proquest, 6/21/12]

The patterns observed as results of invasive species often evoke strong emotional responses as in the short term seemingly catastrophic changes occur. However, in taking a broader look at the processes underlying species invasions and their long-term ecological interactions, we see that they may be a fundamental contributor to the generation of new diversity through Briggs' IAS mechanism. Take for example, the Great Trans Arctic Biotic Interchange (Briggs 1995). The opening of the Berring Straight during the Cenozoic allowed for the exchange of hundreds of species between the North Atlantic and the North Pacific Oceans. Among the Atlantic species of molluscs with Pacific ancestors, nearly 47% evolved into distinct species (Vermeij 2005).

Invasive species won’t lead to extinction—marine ecosystems resilient

Craig 10—Department of Marine Sciences, University of Puerto Rico [Matthew T, “Patter Versus Process: Broadening the View of Marine Invasive Species,” Web, 10/10, Marine Biology, Proquest, 6/21/12]

While invasive species undoubtedly have the tendency to alter ecosystems, the resiliency of marine ecosystems allows the invader to be accommodated through small to large shifts in niche occupancy of native species. Rather than cause extinctions, per se, this accommodation increases ecological interactions among species, which over evolutionary time scales may result in ecological speciation. Briggs thus argues that a three-step process, invasion, accommodation, and speciation (the IAS mechanism), provides a plausible mechanism for invasive species to actually cause an increase in biodiversity.

IRAN PROLIFERATION

No Weapons

Iran doesn’t have nuclear weapons

YNET 12 2/24, *Israel World News, “US believes Iran not trying to build nuclear bomb,” http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-4194307,00.html, AJ

LA Times report claims 16 US intelligence agencies agree that while Iran is pursuing nuclear research it has not sought to build weapon, strengthening disagreement with Israel over military strike. A highly classified US intelligence assessment circulated among policymakers early last year largely affirms the view, originally made in 2007. Both reports, known as national intelligence estimates, conclude that Iran halted efforts to develop and build a nuclear warhead in 2003. The LA Times goes on to claim that the most recent report, which represents the consensus of 16 US intelligence agencies, indicates that Iran is pursuing research that could put it in a position to build a weapon, but that it has not sought to do so. And while Iran continues to enrich uranium at low levels, US officials say they have not seen evidence that has caused them to significantly revise that judgment. 

More evidence

Risen & Mazzetti 12 2/25, *JAMES RISEN and **MARK MAZZETTI: The New York Times, “U.S. Agencies See No Move by Iran to Build a Bomb,” http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/12056/1212697-82.stm, AJ

WASHINGTON -- Even as the United Nations' nuclear watchdog said in a new report Friday that Iran has accelerated its uranium enrichment program, American intelligence analysts continue to believe that there is no hard evidence that Iran has decided to build a nuclear bomb.  Recent assessments by American spy agencies are broadly consistent with a 2007 intelligence finding that concluded that Iran had abandoned its nuclear weapons program years earlier, according to current and former American officials. The officials said that assessment was largely reaffirmed in a 2010 National Intelligence Estimate, and that it remains the consensus view of America's 16 intelligence agencies.  At the center of the debate is the murky question of the ultimate ambitions of the leaders in Tehran. There is no dispute among American, Israeli and European intelligence officials that Iran has been enriching nuclear fuel and developing some necessary infrastructure to become a nuclear power. But the Central Intelligence Agency and other intelligence agencies believe that Iran has yet to decide whether to resume a parallel program to design a nuclear warhead -- a program they believe was essentially halted in 2003 and which would be necessary for Iran to build a nuclear bomb. Iranian officials maintain that their nuclear program is for civilian purposes. "I think the Iranians want the capability, but not a stockpile," said Kenneth C. Brill, a former United States ambassador to the International Atomic Energy Agency who also served as director of the intelligence community's National Counterproliferation Center from 2005 until 2009. Added a former intelligence official: "The Indians were a screwdriver turn away from having a bomb for many years. The Iranians are not that close." Iran's efforts to hide its nuclear facilities and to deceive the West about its activities have also intensified doubts. But some American analysts warn that such behavior is not necessarily proof of a weapons program. They say that one mistake the C.I.A. made before the war in Iraq was to assume that because Saddam Hussein resisted weapons inspections --acting as if he were hiding something -- it meant that he had a weapons program. 

Iran doesn’t want nukes

Afrasiabi 7/4 2012, *Kaveh L Afrasiabi, PhD, is the author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy (Westview Press), “Why Iran does not want the bomb,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/NG04Ak04.html, AJ

Waltz is wrong to assume that Iran has been motivated to go fully nuclear as a result of the perceived threat of Israel's arsenal. Contrary to what Waltz says, Iran's leaders have repeatedly pointed to the "uselessness" and "futility" of Israel's arsenal, reflected in the absence of its utility in the various Israeli wars with its Arab neighbors. The idea of "nuclear blackmail" by Israel may be highly important to Arab leaders, but there is no evidence that it figures prominently among the Iranian leadership. For the moment, however, Iran is fairly content with its nuclear progress, which has brought it to the latent breakout capability, per the admission of Hossein Mousavian, a former Iranian nuclear negotiator, and yet without any sign that Iran has any intention of turning that latent power into a nuclear-weapons regime.   One of the reasons Iran is uninterested in going fully nuclear, ignored by Waltz, is that this would trigger a reciprocal nuclearization on the part of Saudi Arabia, Iran's main rival in the region, and thus introduce a costly and structural competition in the Persian Gulf, both draining the precious economic resources and institutionalizing the Iran-Saudi rivalry.   Indeed, that is the nub of the problem in Waltz's article, the fact that it is Israel-centric and overlooks the regional dynamic that at present exists in the Persian Gulf region, by simply making abstract generalizations about the broader Middle East.  

They won’t develop nukes

Heller & Lubell 12 4/25, *Jeffrey Heller and **Maayan Lubell write for Reuters, “Israel's top general says Iran unlikely to make bomb,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/04/25/us-israel-iran-idUSBRE83O0C520120425, AJ

(Reuters) - Israel's military chief said he does not believe Iran will decide to build an atomic bomb and called its leaders "very rational" - comments that clashed with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu's assessment.  Lieutenant-General Benny Gantz's remarks, in an interview published on Wednesday in the left-wing Haaretz newspaper, drew little attention in Israel on its annual remembrance day for fallen soldiers, when political discourse is suspended.  But they will add fuel to an internal debate on the prospects of Iran weaponizing its uranium enrichment program and the wisdom and risks of any Israeli military strike to try to prevent Tehran from becoming a nuclear power.  "Iran is moving step-by-step towards a point where it will be able to decide if it wants to make a nuclear bomb. It has not decided yet whether to go the extra mile," Gantz said.  But, he said, Iranian Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei could opt to produce nuclear weapons should be believe that Iran would not face reprisal.  "In my opinion, he will be making a huge mistake if he does that and I don't think he will want to go the extra mile," Gantz said.  "I think the Iranian leadership is comprised of very rational people. But I agree that such a capability in the hands of Islamic fundamentalists, who at some moments may make different calculations, is a dangerous thing."  Israel, believed to have the Middle East's only nuclear arsenal, has not ruled out military action against Iran should economic sanctions fail to curb its nuclear program, saying all options were on the table.  Only last week, in a speech during Israel's Holocaust remembrance day, Netanyahu said: "Today, the regime in Iran openly calls and determinedly works for our destruction. And it is feverishly working to develop atomic weapons to achieve that goal."  Tehran denies seeking the bomb, saying it is enriching uranium only for peaceful energy purposes and that its nuclear program is a threat to no one.  Speaking on CNN on Tuesday, Netanyahu said he would not want to bet "the security of the world on Iran's rational behavior". A "militant Islamic regime", he said, "can put their ideology before their survival".  The portrayal of Iran as irrational - willing to attack Israel with a nuclear weapon even if it means the destruction of the Islamic Republic in retaliatory strikes - could bolster a case for pre-emptive bombing to take out its atomic facilities.  Netanyahu had already been stung at home by his former spymaster, Meir Dagan, who said that such an Israeli strike on Iran would be a "ridiculous" idea.  Shannon Kile, a nuclear proliferation expert at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, said Gantz's description of Iranian leaders as rational was "quite an interesting turnabout".  "Hopefully, it is going to reduce the incentives for any sort of pre-emptive or preventive military action, at least for the time being," Kile said.  The United States has also not ruled out military action as a last resort. But many allies of Washington, and even some senior U.S. officials, fear such an attack could ignite a broader war and only temporarily halt Iran's nuclear advances.  Gantz's assessment appeared to be in step with the view of the top U.S. military officer, General Martin Dempsey. He said in a CNN interview in February he believed Iran was a "rational actor" and it would be premature to take military action against it.  Israeli political sources said at the time that the remarks by Dempsey - who also suggested Israel's armed forces could not deliver lasting damage to Iranian nuclear sites - had angered Netanyahu. Israeli Defence Minister Ehud Barak raised international concern about a possible Israeli strike several months ago when he spoke about time running out for effective Israeli military action against Iranian nuclear sites buried deep underground.  And Netanyahu, while noting that Iran has made no apparent decision to begin constructing a bomb, has voiced impatience with the pace of nuclear talks that began this month between Tehran and six world powers, the first such negotiations in more than a year.  "Either Iran takes its nuclear program to a civilian footing only, or the world, perhaps us too, will have to do something. We're closer to the end of the discussions than the middle," Gantz said.  However, he also said international pressure on Iran "is beginning to bear fruit, both on the diplomatic level and on the economic sanctions level". 

No proliferation

Cook 12 4/2, *Steven A. Cook is the Hasib J. Sabbagh Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Don't Fear a Nuclear Arms Race in the Middle East,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/04/02/don_t_fear_a_nuclear_arms_race?page=0,0, AJ

The conventional wisdom has it wrong: Iran’s development of a nuclear weapon won’t spur its neighbors to get the bomb. On March 21, Haaretz correspondent Ari Shavit wrote a powerful op-ed in the New York Times that began with this stark and stunning claim: "An Iranian atom bomb will force Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Egypt to acquire their own atom bombs." Indeed, it has become axiomatic among Middle East watchers, nonproliferation experts, Israel's national security establishment, and a wide array of U.S. government officials that Iranian proliferation will lead to a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. President Barack Obama himself, in a speech to the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) last month, said that if Iran went nuclear, it was "almost certain that others in the region would feel compelled to get their own nuclear weapon." Multiple nuclear powers on a hair trigger in the Middle East -- the most volatile region on earth, and one that is undergoing massive political change -- is a nightmare scenario for U.S. and other security planners, who have never before confronted a challenge of such magnitude. But thankfully, all the dire warnings about uncontrolled proliferation are -- if not exactly science fiction -- further from reality than Shavit and Obama indicate. There are very good reasons for the international community to meet the challenge that Iran represents, but Middle Eastern nuclear dominoes are not one of them. Theorists of international politics, when pondering the decision-making process of states confronted by nuclear-armed neighbors, have long raised the fears of asymmetric power relations and potential for nuclear blackmail to explain why these states would be forced to proliferate themselves.  This logic was undoubtedly at work when Pakistan embarked on a nuclear program in 1972 to match India's nuclear development program. Yet for all its tribulations, the present-day Middle East is not the tinderbox that South Asia was in the middle of the 20th century. Pakistan's perception of the threat posed by India -- a state with which it has fought four wars since 1947 -- is far more acute than how either Egypt or Turkey perceive the Iranian challenge. And while Iran is closer to home for the Saudis, the security situation in the Persian Gulf is not as severe as the one along the 1,800-mile Indo-Pakistani border. Most important to understanding why the Middle East will not be a zone of unrestrained proliferation is the significant difference between desiring nukes and the actual capacity to acquire them. Of all three states that Shavit mentioned, the one on virtually everyone's list for possible nuclear proliferation in response to Iran is Turkey. But the Turkish Republic is already under a nuclear umbrella: Ankara safeguards roughly 90 of the United States' finest B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik airbase, near the city of Adana. These weapons are there because Turkey is a NATO member, and Washington's extended deterrence can be expected to at least partially mitigate Turkey's incentives for proliferation.  But even if the Turks wanted their own bomb, they have almost no capacity to develop nuclear weapons technology. Indeed, Turkey does not even possess the capability to deliver the 40 B61 bombs at Incirlik that are allocated to Turkish forces in the event of an attack, according to a report released by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Given the changes in Turkey's foreign policy and its drive for global influence, it is conceivable that it will want to develop a Turkish version of France's force de frappe. However, Ankara would literally be starting from scratch: Turkey has no fissile material, cannot mine or enrich uranium, and does not possess the technology to reprocess spent fuel, all of which are required for nuclear weapons development. This does not mean that Turkey is not interested in nuclear technology. Yet Ankara's efforts, to the extent that they exist beyond the two small-scale facilities in Ankara and Kucukcekmece, are directly related to the country's predicted energy shortfall resulting from the combination of a booming economy and growing population. The Turkish government has announced plans for civilian nuclear power to provide a quarter of Turkey's electricity needs by 2040. But even this three-decade timeline seems overly optimistic given the inchoate nature of Turkey's nuclear research.  The Egyptians are way ahead of the Turks in developing nuclear infrastructure, but don't expect to see the rise of a nuclear power on the Nile anytime soon. Egypt's nuclear program is actually older than India's, and was established only three years after Israel founded its Atomic Energy Commission. The Egyptian Atomic Energy Commission, which Gamal Abdel Nasser established in 1955, was exclusively dedicated to the development of peaceful atomic energy, though there were suspicions to the contrary. The 1956 nuclear cooperation agreement with the Soviet Union transferred to Egypt a 2-megawatt light water reactor that only produced small amounts of plutonium. Even after Mubarak's son Gamal triumphantly declared at the ruling party's 2006 convention that Egypt was going to ramp up its nuclear development program, it is hard to believe that Egyptians ever really took him seriously. Mubarak spent $160 million on consultants to tell him where to build 10 planned nuclear power plants, and selected a location along the Mediterranean for the first one. But each of the power plants comes with a price tag of $1.5 billion -- and this is a country that in the last 15 months has spent approximately $26 billion of its $36 billion foreign currency reserves just to stay afloat.  One has to wonder about the pundits' warning of an Egyptian bomb: Have they even been to Egypt lately? If so, they might have a better grasp of Egypt's ramshackle infrastructure and the dire state of its economy, neither of which can support a nuclear program.  What about Saudi Arabia, then, the Sunni power that is on the tip of most analysts' tongues when it comes to Shiite Iran getting the bomb? Saudi Arabia has the cash to make large-scale investments in nuclear technology. Indeed, the only factor that makes warnings about Saudi proliferation -- such as that delivered by former Ambassador the United States Prince Turki al-Faisal last year -- even remotely credible is the resources the Saudis can muster to buy a nuclear program. Yet, while Riyadh can outfit itself with nuclear facilities with ease, it does not have the capacity to manage them. Mohamed Khilewi, a former Saudi diplomat, claims that the kingdom has been developing a nuclear arsenal to counter Israel since the mid-1970s -- but he offers no substantiated evidence to support these claims.  In fact, the country has no nuclear facilities and no scientific infrastructure to support them. It's possible that Saudi Arabia could import Pakistanis to do the work for them. But while Saudis feel comfortable with Pakistanis piloting some of their warplanes and joining their ground forces, setting up a nuclear program subcontracted with Pakistani know-how -- or even acquiring a nuclear device directly from Islamabad -- poses a range of political risks for the House of Saud. No doubt there would be considerable international opprobrium. Certainly Washington, which implicitly extends its nuclear umbrella to Saudi Arabia, would have a jaundiced view of a nuclear deal between Riyadh and Islamabad. Moreover, it's one thing to hand the keys to an F-15 over to a foreigner, but letting them run your nuclear program is another matter altogether.  The concern about Saudi proliferation stems from fears that the kingdom would be forced to act if both Iran and Israel possessed a nuclear arsenal. "We cannot live in a situation where Iran has nuclear weapons and we don't," an unnamed Saudi official declared to the Guardian on the sidelines of a meeting between Prince Turki al Faisal and NATO officials in June 2011. "It's as simple as that. If Iran develops a nuclear weapon, that will be unacceptable to us and we will have to follow suit."  Yet given the fact that the Saudis have very little nuclear infrastructure to speak of, this kind of statement is little more than posturing designed to force the U.S. hand on Iran. Unlike similar warnings by Israel, which has the capacity to follow through on its threat to attack Iran's nuclear sites, Riyadh's rhetoric about acquiring nuclear weapons is empty. What is amazing is how many people take the Saudis seriously. If Khilewi had been telling the truth, now would seem like a good time for the Riyadh to give Tehran a look at what the royal family has been hiding in the palace basement all these years -- but so far, we have only heard crickets.  Despite its flimsiness, it is hard to ignore the utility of the Middle East's nuclear dominoes theory. For those who advocate a preventive military strike on Iran, it provides a sweeping geopolitical rationale for a dangerous operation. But the evidence doesn't bear this argument out: If Washington decides it has no other option than an attack, it should do so because Iran is a threat in its own right, and not because it belives it will thwart inevitable proliferation in places like Turkey, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia. It won't, for the simple reason that there is no reason to believe these countries represent a proliferation risk in the first place.  

IRAN STRIKES

No Strikes

No Israel strike on Iran---even if it happens, no impact 

CNN 11 12/9, “Israel remains unlikely to strike Iran,” http://globalpublicsquare.blogs.cnn.com/2011/12/09/israeli-remains-unlikely-to-strike-iran/, AJ

Increased international pressure on Iran following last month’s International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) report has reduced the likelihood of any imminent Israeli attack on Iran's nuclear program. The overall risk of an attack occurring before next year's U.S. presidential vote remains low. However, the renewed prospect of unilateral Israeli action has raised concerns about the start of a new conflict at a time of heightened Middle East instability. The IAEA report contained the agency’s strongest warning to date of possible military dimensions to Iran's nuclear program; it suggested that Iran is now close to 'breakout' - the point at which it acquires all the skills and parts needed to build a nuclear weapon quickly. The IAEA suggested that Iran could obtain the crucial missing component (weapons-grade, highly-enriched uranium) fairly readily through further enrichment of its low-grade stockpiles. The issue of a pre-emptive strike returned to Israel’s domestic agenda ahead of the IAEA report. Defence Minister Ehud Barak hinted that Israel might need to take unilateral action; media reports suggested that he was working with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to win cabinet backing for this. The report did little to change the Israeli government's view of the Iran threat. What the report did do was feed into Israeli debates about the timing of any action.  Israeli proponents of an early attack argue that sanctions and covert action have run their course, and that the window of opportunity for an effective attack is closing. Netanyahu and Barak have both said that given recent Iranian moves (including to insulate facilities and defend them from aerial attack), Israel may only have months left to carry out an effective attack on Iranian nuclear facilities. Opponents of this view include former defence and intelligence chiefs, who argue that containment and deterrence methods have not yet been exhausted. For this group, a strike must remain a last resort, given the likelihood that Israel would suffer heavy blowback while gaining possibly no more than a three-year setback to Iran's nuclear capabilities. Increased international pressure on Iran has reduced Israel’s sense of isolation. Before the IAEA report, it saw itself as standing alone in its estimates of Iranian progress towards a deployable nuclear weapon. Israel now sees the West acting with a greater sense of urgency. President Obama yesterday reiterated that the U.S. would work with Israel and others to prevent Iran acquiring a nuclear weapon. The U.S., United Kingdom and Canada responded to the IAEA report by introducing new sanctions on Iran's central bank and oil industry. The EU added a further 39 people and 141 companies to its sanctions list, and is considering an oil embargo. The reinvigorated international campaign has reduced the likelihood of an imminent strike, strengthening the case of those inside Israel favoring delaying action for now. Despite this, Israel's leadership has continued to assert the possibility of taking unilateral action. On December 5, Netanyahu hinted that an attack was still under consideration. It remains possible, but unlikely, that he would order a strike before the U.S. presidential election, gambling on a quick and successful strike with limited consequences, as happened after the 2007 attack on a Syrian nuclear site. The more probable scenario is that he will delay a decision until after November next year. At home, Netanyahu faces possible early general elections in 2012, a social protest movement and threats to his coalition. Thus, even if he decides against an attack, he may maintain his rhetoric about one in order to strengthen his domestic position. This could backfire: Iran is increasingly isolated and preoccupied with its own internal struggles. A strategic misstep by players in Tehran could dramatically escalate the situation, forcing Netanyahu to carry out his threat ahead of schedule. What is clear is that domestic political factors in both Israel and Iran will have a decisive influence on the timing of any Israeli strike.

Israel won’t strike

YNET 12 3/7, *Israel World News, “Think-tank: Israeli attack on Iran unlikely this year,” http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-4199908,00.html, AJ

International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) head John Chipman said an Israeli attack against Iran was unlikely this year, following US assurances this week to Israel that it would not rule out military action. Furthermore, a pre-emptive Israeli strike could backfire because it is likely to push the Tehran regime to accelerate its nuclear ambitions, warned the IISS director-general at the release of its annual “Military Balance” report. “My judgment is that an Israeli attack on Iran of an overt kind is unlikely this year,” Chipman told a news conference on the annual assessment of the global military power balance. Chipman said that in talks this week in Washington, Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu received an assurance from US President Barack Obama. The promise was “in effect, that if Israel took US advice and did not attack prematurely, that when the threat matured, the United States would, if all other options failed, use the military option.” “So my judgment is that it is unlikely that there would be an attack this year.” He added: “Washington has appealed for patience, on the grounds that Iran is not on the verge of producing nuclear weapons, that Israeli air strikes would set back Iran’s program by only a couple of years, and that sanctions are now having a real impact on Iran.” Iran could carry out its threat to close the Strait of Hormuz by mining the key shipping channel and using anti-ship missiles, torpedoes or rockets, Chipman said. “While these capabilities could disrupt shipping temporarily, the US and its allies maintain significant maritime assets in the region and would soon be able to reopen the strait,” he said. 

No military action on Iran---elections

Bennett 12 5/14, *John T. Bennett covers national security and foreign policy for U.S. News & World Report, “Former Officials: 2012 U.S., Israel Attack on Iran Unlikely,” http://www.usnews.com/news/blogs/dotmil/2012/05/14/former-officials-2012-us-israel-attack-on-iran-unlikely, AJ

A U.S. or Israeli military strike on Iran's alleged nuclear weapons facilities is unlikely this year, but could happen as soon as 2013, say several former senior American officials.  Election-year politics and the time-consuming nature of continued multination talks with Tehran will push into next year final deliberations about whether to take out facilities where the defiant Islamic regime is believed to be building atomic weapons, the former--and likely future--U.S. officials say. "There is no chance the U.S. will take military action before the presidential election [in November]," says Stephen Rademaker, assistant secretary of state under George W. Bush now with the Podesta Group.  Addressing the soonest a U.S. or Israeli strike would occur, Nicholas Burns, undersecretary of state under Bush, said bluntly: "It's 2013."  The nature of diplomacy is one reason the former officials believe a pre-emptive attack is unlikely this year. So-called P5+1--the five U.N. Security Council permanent members plus Germany--talks with Iranian officials kicked off last month in Turkey; a second session is set for next week in Baghdad.  "A serious attempt at diplomacy should take us into the summer and the fall," Burns said.  Dennis Ross, a senior U.S. diplomat and presidential adviser under Bush, Bill Clinton, and Barack Obama, warned that leaders in Tehran "flimflam us all the time." Like a professional basketball coach will use his full allotment of time outs in the final minutes to extend a close game, Tehran--like North Korea--often uses diplomatic negotiations as a way to delay military action or the enactment of stiff economic sanctions. 

Iran won’t first strike

Capaccio 12 2/17, *Tony Capaccio writes for Bloomberg Businessweek, “Iran Unlikely to Strike First, U.S. Intelligence Official Says,” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-02-17/iran-unlikely-to-strike-first-u-s-intelligence-official-says.html, AJ

Feb. 16 (Bloomberg) -- The Iranian military is unlikely to intentionally provoke a conflict with the West, the top U.S. military intelligence official said today.  Lieutenant General Ronald Burgess, director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, said Iran probably has the ability to “temporarily close the Strait of Hormuz with its naval forces,” as some Iranian officials have threatened to do if attacked or in response to sanctions on its oil exports by the U.S. and European Union.  “Iran has also threatened to launch missiles against the United States and our allies in the region in response to an attack,” Burgess said in testimony prepared for a hearing today of the Senate Armed Services Committee. “It could also employ its terrorist surrogates worldwide. However, it is unlikely to initiate or intentionally provoke a conflict or launch a preemptive attack.” Iran’s Vice President Mohammad Reza Rahimi said on Dec. 27 that his nation may close the Strait of Hormuz, the passageway for about one-fifth of globally traded oil, if the U.S. and its allies impose stricter economic sanctions in an effort to halt his country’s nuclear research. U.S. officials, including Pentagon spokesman George Little, have said since that threat that they haven’t seen any Iranian moves to close the waterway. “Our view on this is that it’s not terribly new and it’s not terribly impressive,” U.S. State Department spokeswoman Victoria Nuland told reporters in Washington yesterday. The announcement was “hyped” for a domestic audience, she said.  

More evidence

CBS 12 2/16, “General: Iran unlikely to strike unless hit,” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-202_162-57379278/general-iran-unlikely-to-strike-unless-hit/, AJ

Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Defense Intelligence Agency chief Lt. Gen. Ronald Burgess said Iran is unlikely to initiate or intentionally provoke a conflict. His comments came amid growing international fears that Israel would launch military strikes against Iran to thwart its nuclear ambitions and counter recent diplomatic attacks in Thailand, India and Georgia. Israel has accused Iran of trying to kill its diplomats.  Burgess and Director of National Intelligence James Clapper said they do not believe that Israel has decided to strike Iran. On the other side of the Capitol, Defense Secretary Leon Panetta said intelligence shows that Iran is continuing to enrich uranium but that Tehran has not made a decision to proceed with developing a nuclear weapon. The former CIA director said the United States is open to negotiations with Iran to find a diplomatic solution, but he said the U.S. keeps all options on the table to ensure that Tehran does not acquire a nuclear weapon.  Clapper said it's "technically feasible" that Tehran could produce a nuclear weapon in one or two years, if its leaders decide to build one, "but practically not likely."  Their testimony came as many in Congress are pressing the Obama administration to take tough steps against Iran, questioning whether diplomatic and economic sanctions have taken a toll on the regime. This issue of Iran has united Republicans and Democrats, who have clamored for harsh penalties. Last year, the Senate voted 100-0 to impose penalties on Iran's Central Bank, and President Barack Obama signed the sweeping defense bill containing the sanctions on Dec. 31.  Speaking with reporters, House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, said that for the sake of Israel and moderate Arab nations, "We need to take further action."  "We gave the president a lot of tools to use," he said, referring to the Iran Sanctions Act. "He's used some of them, but there are more tools available to the president to try to bring Iran into the world community."  Boehner said it is "totally unacceptable" for Iran to develop nuclear weapons and said he agrees with Obama that "we should take no options off the table."  "There has to be some resolution to this issue," Boehner told reporters. "This issue is escalating. That causes me great concern." 

No war and it won’t escalate---cooperation and no nuclear capability

Gelb 12 2/24, *Leslie H. Gelb: President Emeritus and Board Senior Fellow, “Leslie H. Gelb: The Iran-Washington Conspiracy?” http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/02/24/leslie-h-gelb-the-iran-washington-conspiracy.html, AJ

Tehran and Washington have discovered a surprising common bond: to pretend that they might be heading toward serious negotiations to curb Iran’s nuclear capacity. What’s more, they are pretending for the same reason: to ward off an Israeli attack on Iran. Their moves are barely noticeable—vague diplomatic pronouncements, op-eds, lots of behind-the-scenes orchestration by Russia. They don’t want much attention—just enough to persuade Israel to wait on military action, to buy time. The American line is that the economic sanctions are working and weakening Tehran’s will. Iran’s line is we’re willing to compromise, but we’re not going to be pushovers. Of course, there is no actual collusion between Iran and the United States; they don’t trust each other. But both have reached the conclusion that war is worse than continued uncertainty—at least for the time being, as far as the United States is concerned.  Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov has been driving the process. Moscow is one of Tehran’s last reliable friends, which makes Russia agreeable to Iran, but suspect in the West. Nonetheless, Lavrov has presented Iran with an unpublished, and perhaps vague, step-by-step proposal with reciprocity at each step. The idea is for both sides to move gradually toward Iran’s limiting (not eliminating) its nuclear capacity, plus extensive inspections and the West’s lifting economic sanctions against Iran plus giving security guarantees. U.S. officials and other sources claim a breakthrough occurred in the Russian-Iranian talks last month. The big concessions, they said, were made by Tehran. Iran would hold its uranium enrichment to 5 percent, well below the threshold needed to make nuclear weapons, maintain only one uranium facility, and allow extensive inspections. These diplomatic mumblings were never spelled out in an official document. Instead, they were followed by a general and short letter sent from Saeed Jalili, head of Iran’s Supreme National Security Council. The addressee was EU foreign policy chief Catherine Ashton, posting officer for the P-5+1 (the five permanent members of the U.N. Security Council plus Germany).

Iran couldn’t close the Strait---US military

Queenann 12 1/3, *Gavriel Queenann is a writer for the Israeli National News, http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/151368#.T0hhqXO4LVp, “Is Iran Following in Qaddafi's Footsteps?” AJ

The Strait of Hormuz is 34 miles wide at its narrowest point. Under international maritime law nations may not claim more than 12 miles of coastal waters as their own.  Analysts say any decision by Tehran to close the Strait of Hormuz to foreign vessels of any type would likely be a calculated decision by Iran aimed at testing American will.  The United States Fifth Fleet, based in Bahrain, has said any attempt to close the Strait of Hormuz, through which 40% of the world's oil supplies flow, would be a "an act of war."  In 1981 late Libyan Dictator Muammar Qaddafi attempted to claim the entire Gulf of Sidre as Libyan national waters and began deploying warplanes to harass US warships conducting exercises there. The confrontation ended with two Libyan warplanes shot down after they fired a on a US Navy F-14 Tomcat.  In the spring of 1986, the U.S. Navy deployed three aircraft carrier task force groups, USS America, USS Coral Sea and USS Saratoga from the Sixth Fleet with 225 aircraft and some 30 warships across Qadaffi’s so-called "Line of Death" and into the disputed Gulf of Sidra.  After a day of armed conflict, the operation was terminated after an unknown number of human and materiel losses to the Libyan side and no losses to the American side.  Military analysts note that while Iran has the capacity to close the Strait of Hormuz if unchallenged, the United States has an asymmetrical military advantage that would render keeping the strait closed impossible for Iran were the US to act.  The United States currently has three carrier groups – as well as other elements of the Fifth fleet – In striking range of the Strait of Hormuz. It would also likely have access to the airbases of its Gulf Arab allies, as well as the support of their air forces, were Iran to force the issue.  The threat to close the strategic waterway to military traffic is only the latest of Iran's bombastic threats to rattle the world economy by choking off oil supplies. 

Military will prevail

Entous & Barnes 12 2/24, *ADAM ENTOUS and **JULIAN E. BARNES: Middle East News Writers for WSJ, “U.S. Bulks Up Iran Defenses,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204778604577243640137724400.html, AJ

The Pentagon is beefing up U.S. sea- and land-based defenses in the Persian Gulf to counter any attempt by Iran to close the Strait of Hormuz. The U.S. military has notified Congress of plans to preposition new mine-detection and clearing equipment and expand surveillance capabilities in and around the strait, according to defense officials briefed on the requests, including one submitted earlier this month.  The military also wants to quickly modify weapons systems on ships so they could be used against Iranian fast-attack boats, as well as shore-launched cruise missiles, the defense officials said. The changes put a spotlight on what officials have singled out as potential U.S. shortcomings in the event of conflict with Iran. The head of Central Command, Marine Gen. James Mattis, asked for the equipment upgrades after reviews by war planners last spring and fall exposed "gaps" in U.S. defense capabilities and military preparedness should Tehran close the Strait of Hormuz, officials said.  The Central Command reviews, in particular, have fueled concerns about the U.S. military's ability to respond swiftly should Iran mine the strait, through which nearly 20% of the world's traded oil passes. In addition, U.S. special-operations teams stationed in the United Arab Emirates would take part in any military action in the strait should Iran attempt to close it, defense officials said. A military official said these forces have been working to train elite local forces in Gulf nations including the U.A.E., Bahrain and Kuwait, but added: "They would be used in the event of active operations."  According to defense officials, the Pentagon submitted a request to Congress on Feb. 7 on behalf of Central Command seeking to reallocate $100 million in defense funding to "bridge near-term capability gaps" in the Persian Gulf. The new money comes on top of changes made last summer that provided Central Command with about $200 million for additional upgrades, some of which could be used in areas outside the Persian Gulf, defense officials said. The earlier request, which included money for a torpedo defense system, airborne antimine weapons and new cyber-weapons, was made by defense officials and backed without fanfare by Congress.  That request also included additional deployments of the SeaFox underwater drone, which is launched from a helicopter and uses a warhead to destroy mines. The system was deemed "an urgent operational need" by the U.S. Fifth Fleet, according to Navy officials.  The Pentagon and other U.S. agencies generally submit such reprogramming requests when they can't wait until the next fiscal year. The Pentagon started making some adjustments as early as a year ago, but those didn't require reprogramming. The Pentagon told Congress that some of the new money would be used to modify existing weapons systems to be used against seaborne threats in the Persian Gulf and, specifically, the Strait of Hormuz. Antitank weapons are being reconfigured for use against swarms of these boats that could threaten U.S. warships, the Pentagon told Congress. Similarly, rapid-fire machine guns designed to shoot down missiles are being tested for use against small boats.  Pentagon war planners believe the addition of smaller-caliber guns would quickly make U.S. destroyers, which were designed mainly to fight other large ships, more effective against the Iranian craft.  "We are using capabilities we already have in a different way," a senior defense official said. 

Navy will crush them

Johnson 12 2/14, *Robert Johnson is a writer for the Business Insider specializing in the Military & Defense, “Iran Has Prepared Suicide Boats And Is Shadowing The USS Abraham Lincoln Through The Strait Of Hormuz,” http://articles.businessinsider.com/2012-02-14/news/31057574_1_suicide-attack-hormuz-strait, AJ

It's getting difficult to distinguish between bluster, rhetoric, and potential conflict in the Strait of Hormuz anymore. Perhaps the only thing that's certain is tensions continue to climb, and there appears to be no resolution in sight.  The BBC's Jonathan Beale was aboard the U.S. aircraft carrier Abraham Lincoln today as it made its way through the Strait of Hormuz and reports that Iranian vessels skirted within two miles of the convoy.  The Lincoln is part of Carrier Strike Group Nine, that consists of the flagship USS Abraham Lincoln, embarked Carrier Air Wing 2, San Diego-based guided-missile cruiser USS Cape St. George, and the embarked Destroyer Squadron 9. While it's unlikely the convoy was in any immediate danger, the announcement by the commander of U.S. naval forces in the Persian Gulf this week must have been on most sailors' minds.  Speaking at a press conference Sunday, Vice Adm. Mark I. Fox said that Iran has increased its number of subs and attack craft in the area, and packed small attack boats with explosives for use in suicide attacks.  It was a suicide attack from a small craft that blew a hole in the USS Cole at a Yemeni port in 2000, killing 17 American sailors.  Though the International Institute For Strategic Studies (IISS) backs up Fox's comments, the British think-tank says there is no way Iran can actually close the Strait of Hormuz.  With just six poorly equipped corvettes, IISS says it's nearly impossible for the Iranians to compete with the U.S. Navy. Their reports says that in the event of attack, however, Iran would employ mines, torpedoes, rockets and anti-ship missiles while trying to avoid direct conflict with U.S. ships. 

More evidence

Huff Post 11 12/18, “Iran: Strait Of Hormuz, Key Oil Supply Route, Easily Closed,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/12/28/iran-strait-of-hormuz_n_1172321.html, AJ
"This is not just an important issue for security and stability in the region, but is an economic lifeline for countries in the Gulf, to include Iran," Pentagon press secretary George Little said. "Interference with the transit or passage of vessels through the Strait of Hormuz will not be tolerated." Separately, Bahrain-based U.S. Navy 5th Fleet spokeswoman Lt. Rebecca Rebarich said the Navy is "always ready to counter malevolent actions to ensure freedom of navigation." Rebarich declined to say whether the U.S. force had adjusted its presence or readiness in the Gulf in response to Iran's comments, but said the Navy "maintains a robust presence in the region to deter or counter destabilizing activities, while safeguarding the region's vital links to the international community."  

KOREAN WAR

No War

No Korean war

Asian Correspondent 10 12/9, “Tensions high in Koreas, but all-out war unlikely,” http://asiancorrespondent.com/43494/tensions-high-in-koreas-but-all-out-war-unlikely/, AJ

Two weeks after North Korea shelled a South Korean island, the rivals are still trading threats of attacks and counterattacks. Tensions remain at their highest in more than a decade, and though neither side is backing down, all-out war is unlikely. “The fact that both North and South are having to prove themselves militarily and conduct live-fire tests very close to each other’s borders just increases the likelihood that there could be an errant shell or just a war of nerves that could lead to crossing the line once again,” said Peter Beck, a research fellow at Keio University in Tokyo. “Now that the North has done it once, it’s not going to surprise me if they do it again.”  Still, the doomsday scenario of all-out war across the world’s most militarized border is unlikely, he and other experts said.  South Korea’s moves to bolster its military readiness since the attack reduce the risk of the outbreak of a full-fledged war, said Daniel Pinkston, a Seoul-based analyst with the International Crisis Group think tank.  North Korea is rich in manpower but poor in hardware and, he said, it knows that “further provocation will come at a cost.” The North’s game has always been to provoke just enough to be able to extract what it needs from the South and the rest of the world.  Since 2003, Pyongyang had been engaged in negotiations with five other nations to dismantle its nuclear program in exchange for fuel oil and other concessions.  After backing out of that deal last year, North Korea — struggling to feed its people, slapped with sanctions — has been looking for a way back to the negotiating table. Seoul and Washington, however, say giving into Pyongyang’s ploys would only reward bad behavior and have resisted restarting the talks.  Complicating matters is that North Korea is handling a sensitive transfer of power from leader Kim Jong Il to his young, untested son. While that uncertainly may make North Korea more unpredictable, it also means it craves stability more than ever.  

MIDDLE EAST INSTABILITY

Inevitable

Middle east war is inevitable for four reasons-lack of hope government policies, power vacuum and no intervention 

Perthes 10 (Volker Perthes, Chairman and Director of Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, the German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Berlin “Is Middle East War Inevitable?” 7/28/10http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/perthes6/English/)// CG 
Fuad Siniora, Lebanon’s former prime minister, is a thoughtful man with deep experience in Middle Eastern politics. So when he speaks of “trains with no drivers that seem to be on a collision course,” as he recently did at a private meeting in Berlin, interested parties should probably prepare for unwanted developments. Of course, no one in the region is calling for war. But a pre-war mood is growing. Four factors, none of them new but each destabilizing on its own, are compounding one another: lack of hope, dangerous governmental policies, a regional power vacuum, and the absence of active external mediation. It may be reassuring that most Palestinians and Israelis still favor a two-state solution. It is less reassuring that most Israelis and a large majority of Palestinians have lost hope that such a solution will ever materialize. Add to this that by September, the partial settlement freeze, which Israel’s government has accepted, will expire, and that the period set by the Arab League for the so-called proximity talks between the Palestinians and Israelis, which have not seriously begun, will also be over. Serious direct negotiations are unlikely to begin without a freeze on settlement building, which Israel’s Prime Minister Netanyahu is unlikely to announce or implement, given resistance within his coalition government. Syria, which until the end of 2008 was engaged in its own Turkish-mediated proximity talks with Israel, does not expect a resumption of talks with Israel anytime soon. This may be one reason why Syrian President Bashar al-Assad mentions war as an option, as he recently did in Madrid.Moreover, Israelis and people close to Hezbollah in Lebanon are talking about “another round,” while many pundits in the Middle East believe that a limited war could unblock a stagnant political situation. Their point of reference is the 1973 war, which helped to bring about peace between Egypt and Israel. But the wars that followed, and the latest wars in the region – the Lebanon war of 2006 and the Gaza war of December 2008/January 2009 – do not support this reckless theory. Iran, whose influence in the Levant is not so much the cause of unresolved problems in the Middle East as the result of them, continues to defy the imposition of new sanctions by the United Nations Security Council. Iranian rulers have as little trust in the West as the West has in them, and they continue to increase international suspicion by their words and actions. Repeated calls by Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad about Israel’s eventual disappearance play into the hands of those in Israel who argue that Iran’s nuclear program must be ended militarily.Some of the Middle East’s most important players are increasing the risks of confrontation because they have either lost a proper feeling for their regional and international environment, or seek to increase their own political power through provocation and brinkmanship. Netanyahu’s short-sighted reluctance to give up settlements and occupied territory threatens Israel’s long-term interest to reach a fair settlement with the Palestinians. In its deadly assault on the Gaza flotilla in May, Netanyahu’s government demonstrated a kind of political autism in its inability to realize that even Israel’s best friends no longer wish to accept the humanitarian consequences of the Gaza blockade. In the Arab world, there is currently no dominant power able to project stability beyond its own national borders. It will take time before Iraq will play a regional role again. The Saudi reform agenda mainly concerns domestic issues. Egypt’s political stagnation has reduced its regional influence. Qatar over-estimates its own strength.The only regional power in the Middle East today is Iran, but it is not a stabilizing force. The Arab states are aware of this. Much as they dislike it, they are also fearful of a war between Israel or the United States and Iran, knowing that they would have little influence over events. Indeed, intra-regional dynamics in the Middle East today are driven by three states, none of which is Arab: Israel, Iran, and, increasingly, Turkey. In recent years, Turkey tried to mediate between Israel and Syria, Israel and Hamas, opposing factions in Lebanon, and lately between Iran and the five permanent members of the UN Security Council plus Germany.Turkey should continue to play this role. But the Turkish government has increasingly allowed itself to be dragged into Middle East conflicts, rather than functioning as an honest broker.The Obama administration has had a strong start with respect to the Middle East. But a year and a half after his inauguration, Obama’s “outstretched hand” to Iran has turned into a fist, and his attempts to encourage Israeli-Palestinian negotiations seem stuck. Domestic issues are likely to preoccupy Obama and his team at least up until the mid-term elections this November, thus precluding active diplomacy during the critical months ahead. And the European Union? There has not been much active crisis-prevention diplomacy from Brussels or from Europe’s national capitals. None of the leading EU states’ foreign ministers seems even to have made an attempt to mediate between Europe’s two closest Mediterranean partners, Israel and Turkey.Twenty years ago, in the weeks that preceded Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, many observers saw signs of a looming crisis. But Arab and Western players somehow managed to convince themselves that things would not get out of hand.That crisis, and others before and since, showed that tensions in the Middle East rarely dissolve with the passage of time. Sometimes they are resolved through active diplomatic intervention by regional or international players. And sometimes they are released violently.

Middle Eastern countries have incentives to not escalate instability 

Maloney and Takeyh 7 [Susan Maloney and Ray Takeyh, 6/28/2007. Senior fellow for Middle East Policy at the Saban Center for Middle East Studies at the Brookings Institution and senior fellow for Middle East Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. “Why the Iraq War Won’t Engulf the Mideast,” International Herald Tribune, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/0628iraq_maloney.aspx].// CG 
Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq. The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq. Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict. Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries. In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom. Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.
NANOTECH

No Impact

Scientific cooperation is inevitable and solves nanotech 

Potocnik, 06 (Janez, European Commissioner for Science and Research, 1AC Article, 3/7/2006. “Between cooperation and Competition - Science and Research as a Transatlantic Bridge Builder”, http://www.iterfan.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=139&Itemid=2)//CG 

Cooperation shortens the path leading from science to innovation and from knowledge to solutions in areas such as nanotech, biotech, environment, climate and cybersecurity. In all these areas, and in many more, we share information, knowledge, practices and results. In nanotechnology, for example, the Commission works together with the National Science Foundation to exchange information and organise seminars and workshops. Coordinated calls for joint EU-US research proposals have been launched since 1999, to draw on the best expertise on both side of the Atlantic. We work together because we realise that it is in the interest of both Europe and the US to do so. And often, of course, it is also in the interest of many other countries around the globe, whether they are directly involved in the cooperation, or not. But – of course – we also cooperate simply because that is what scientists do. Naturally, spontaneously and, often, effectively. Scientists are, by the mere nature of their work, mobile and outward looking. Research does not know of any national frontiers and scientists simply work where and with those that offer the best opportunities. But perhaps even more important for our transatlantic links is the dynamism and creativity that competition brings. Competition is part of our natural disposition as social individuals, and also an imperative of the societies we live in. Whether it’s the market share of our companies that we have at heart, or the wellbeing of our people, or the next breakthrough in science and technology, or - indeed, all of the above - competition is the name of the game. We compete because we know that today’s discoveries will most probably underpin tomorrow’s economic achievements. And we compete because – in the US as much as in Europe – we draw healthy stimuli and encouragement from comparing our respective figures. Numbers of science and engineering graduates, researchers as percentage of the workforce, figures for R&D investment, numbers of publications and patents and so on... This mix of cooperation and competition is a key engine of progress. That’s how we discover and advance. How we set and reach objectives, improve performances and achieve results. By finding the right mix or the right balance between cooperation and competition. Be it between individuals, organisations, economies or societies. And isn’t this also what scientists spontaneously do? They compete for excellence, for recognition, for results and for funds. They strive to be the first to publish or to patent. But they also learn from one another. They compare and exchange and they join forces aiming for common achievements. The same is true for companies and other organisations, for which a balanced mix of cooperation and competition is often the key to performance and achievement.

NAVAL POWER

Alt Cause

Debt is a massive alt cause

Bencivenga, 10 [Jim Bencivenga is a former teacher and Monitor staffer, “Will US naval power sink?”http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2010/1025/Will-US-naval-power-sink, 
That's a mistake, because our commitment to naval power today will affect America's standing in the world – and its ability to contain an increasingly aggressive China – for the next half century. Yet this commitment is on shaky ground given the out-of-control national debt. And the ruling party has few hands on deck to meet this national challenge. One gauge of a great power's military stature is the readiness of its fleet versus that of its likely foes. Deterring an aggressive China According to a 2009 Pentagon report, China has an estimated 260 naval vessels, all concentrated in East Asia. The United States has 288 battle-force ships with 11 carrier task forces and dozens of nuclear submarines as the crown jewels. The US fleet patrols worldwide. China's fleet has been concentrated in its home waters, but its range is rapidly extending to as far as the Middle East. "China seeks domination of the South China Sea to be the dominant power in much of the Eastern Hemisphere," defense expert Robert D. Kaplan has written. As Mr. Kaplan notes, the South China Sea is a vital route for much of Asia's commercial traffic and energy needs. The US and other nations consider it an international passageway. China calls it a "core interest." To maintain naval strength, reduce debt To keep the US blue-water fleet the best in the world costs billions. A debtor nation eventually cuts defense spending, and big-ticket items like new ships are the first to go. That is why maritime defense is the sleeper issue of these elections. The party that reduces national debt can maintain naval strength. The party that doesn't allows US naval prominence to sink.

Institutional alt causes outweigh 

Cropsey 10 - Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, Washington, DC He served as Naval Officer from 1985 to 2004 and as deputy senior under secretary of the Navy in the administrations of Ronald Reagan and George H. Bush. (Seth, “The US Navy in Distress,” Strategic Analysis Vol. 34 No. 1, January 2010, pgs 35-45, http://www.hudson.org/files/publications/Cropsey_US_Navy_In_Distress.pdf)//aberg

In February 2009, the Ticonderoga-class guided missile cruiser U.S.S. Port Royal ran aground about a half mile south of the Honolulu airport. The Navy’s investigation found that the ship’s navigational gear was broken and that the ship’s fathometer wasn’t functioning. In simple terms the bridge didn’t know where the ship was. The investigation subsequently discovered that the commanding officer was exhausted, sleep-deprived, and that sailors who were nominally assigned to stand watch against such incidents were assigned elsewhere in the ship to cover manning shortages. Two months later the Navy’s iron-willed Board of Inspection and Survey determined that problems with corrosion, steering, surface ships’ firefighting systems, and anchoring were widespread throughout the Navy. Asked by Defense News to comment on these findings five former commanding officers agreed that smaller crews, reduced budgets, and fewer real-life training opportunities for over-worked crews were important causes for this catalogue of affliction. It’s hardly a surprise. The Navy reported last year that 11,300 sailors were supporting ground forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. Reduced budgets, efforts to save money by cutting the size of crews, schemes to take up the slack with shore services, and all manner of ‘labor-saving’ devices parallel and reflect the Navy’s increasingly distressed fortunes since the end of the Cold War. The US Navy has not been as small as it is today since the administration of William Howard Taft when the Royal Navy filled the international role that America’s naval forces eventually inherited and currently possess. As suggested by the past two decades of declining navy procurement, the rising cost of ships, hints from the Pentagon’s Quadrennial Review now underway that previous goals for fleet size are open to question, and the public’s focus on the nation’s land wars in the Middle East, chances are that US naval shrinkage will continue. The likelihood of a much diminished navy coincides in time with every current prediction of large global strategic change in the foreseeable future. Among National Intelligence Council estimates, Joint Operating Environment forecasts, the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessment’s studies, the UK Defence Ministry’s Development, Concepts, and Doctrine Centre as well as similar predictive efforts undertaken by French and German national security experts, there is a general consensus. Proliferation, resource scarcity, environmental change, the emergence of new international power centres including non-state actors, significant changes in relative US power, failed states, and demographic change point to an increasingly unstable future and challenging international strategic environment. The common denominator in managing these problems is maritime power: force that can be applied to the shore from the sea, used to protect against missile-borne as well as stealthier ocean-borne Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), marshaled to alleviate the causes of massive immigration, and displayed to reassure allies and dissuade enemies. Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have sucked the oxygen out of any serious effort to understand the connection between the large changes that strategic planners see in the future, Americans’ expectations that they will retain their ability to wield global influence, the Navy’s role in maintaining such influence, and the US fleet’s slow evanescence. No attempt to connect fleet shape and size to the unfolding strategic environment exists as a referent for public debate. Indeed, civilian and military leadership maintains in the face of growing demand for ships to defend against relatively low threats – like piracy – as well as very dangerous ones – like the possibility of smuggled WMD reaching our shores – that ‘capability’ rather than number of ships is key to accurately measuring our naval power. With very few exceptions political leaders in both parties do not ask fundamental questions. What role does naval power have in preserving America’s position as the world’s great power in the middle of a fluid and troubling strategic environment? Even with Congress and administration support how can the nation’s current maritime strategy achieve its own goals, to say nothing of the global objectives that Theodore Roosevelt saw so clearly? The cooperative arrangements with foreign navies envisioned by the Navy’s current maritime strategy may perhaps moderate problems of failing states and terror. But is this enough to manage other challenges? Is the Navy’s current organization capable of addressing both conventional and asymmetric threats? Can today’s highly structured and inflexible system for designing and building ships adapt quickly and cost-effectively to changes in the strategic environment? What, for example, do globalization, the growing dependence of the United States on sea-borne transit for strategic resources and minerals, and the likelihood of more dislocations such as continue from Somali piracy mean for the future of US national security? 
Multiple alt causes – leadership contention, submarine warfare, and UAVs

Bennett 10 – (John T. “Gates: U.S. Must Rethink Expensive Warships, Carriers, EFV” May 3, 2010 http://www.defensenews.com/article/20100503/DEFSECT03/5030302/Gates-U-S-Must-Rethink-Expensive-Warships-Carriers-EFV)//aberg
Pentagon and naval officials must decide whether to keep buying multibillion-dollar warships, since the Navy's shipbuilding budget is unlikely to grow amid economic uncertainty and two wars, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said May 3. Gates raised eyebrows at a Navy League-sponsored conference in National Harbor, Md., by questioning, among other things, whether the United States will need 11 carrier strike groups when no other nation has more than one. "At the end of the day, we have to ask whether the nation can really afford a Navy that relies on $3 [billion] to $6 billion destroyers, $7 billion submarines and $11 billion carriers." the secretary said. "Mark my words, the Navy and Marine Corps must be willing to reexamine and question basic assumptions in light of evolving technologies, new threats and budget realities. "We simply cannot afford to perpetuate a status quo that heaps more and more expensive technologies onto fewer and fewer platforms - thereby risking a situation where some of our greatest capital expenditures go toward weapons and ships that could potentially become wasting assets," he said to a silent luncheon crowd. Gates sent a shot across the bow of the Marine Corps' troubled Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV) program, saying it is time to "take a hard look" at the kind of platform needed for ship-to-shore maneuvers, "and how many." He also said Pentagon officials must question where the U.S. military might be ordered to carry out an amphibious insertion under enemy fire. Gates noted that the U.S. Navy is the world's best-equipped and most lethal, and can position more fighter jets at sea than the "rest of the world combined." But he also said that no other nation is interested in matching the Navy in a ship-for-ship arms race. Instead, foes - big and small alike - will attempt to blunt America's at-sea advantage "at the low end," using things like long-range ballistic cruise missiles. "The U.S. will also face increasingly sophisticated underwater combat systems - including numbers of stealthy subs - all of which could end the operational sanctuary our Navy has enjoyed in the Western Pacific for the better part of six decades," Gates said. These new tactics and systems possessed by potential foes mean U.S. naval forces must "have the widest flexibility" to deal with a wide variety of enemy tactics and potential kinds of conflicts, Gates said. This "altered landscape" also will require "more innovative strategies" and "joint approaches." On the latter, he plugged the Air Force-Navy "air-sea battle" concept. The secretary also used a large chunk of his speech to call for additional resources for capabilities that can "see and strike deep" into hostile areas. He said the Pentagon plans to increase funding for long-range unmanned aircraft and ISR platforms. He said additional resources are needed to carry out a planned increase of ships for missile defense missions. Submarines' expanded roles Gates signaled submarines will be asked to do more in coming years. Pentagon brass see a "submarine force with expanded roles that is prepared to conduct more missions deep inside an enemy's battle network. "We will also have to increase submarine strike capability and look at smaller and unmanned underwater platforms," Gates said.

Multiple alt causes to decline – training, bureaucracy, lack of interest, and aegis decline

Ewing 10 – Staff Writer for Navy Times, (Phillip, “Study says Aegis radar systems on the decline,” July5, 2010 http://www.navytimes.com/news/2010/07/navy_aegis_070510w/)//aberg

The advanced radar systems aboard cruisers and destroyers are in their worst shape ever, according to an independent probe into Navy readiness, raising questions about the surface fleet’s ability to take on its high-profile new mission next year defending Europe from ballistic missiles. Poor training, impenetrable bureaucracy and cultural resignation have caused a spike in the number of technical problems and a dip in the operational performance of the Aegis system, considered the crown jewel of the U.S. surface force, according to members of a “fleet review panel” tasked with assessing the surface fleet. And if that’s the situation with Aegis — which includes warships’ iconic, hexagonal SPY-1 radar arrays — the panel wondered what that could mean for other, lower-profile equipment. “The SPY radar has historically been the best supported system in the surface Navy, and coincidentally supports one of the most critical Navy missions today: ballistic-missile defense. Yet SPY manpower, parts, training and performance are in decline.” If that’s the case, the report said, “it can be assumed that less important systems could well be in worse material condition.” The panel was convened last September by Adm. John Harvey, head of Fleet Forces Command. The seven-member panel, which was chaired by retired Vice Adm. Phillip Balisle and included two serving admirals, produced a comprehensive indictment of Navy decision-making since the late 1990s: Admirals’ preoccupation with saving money, which prompted them to cut crews and “streamline” training and maintenance, led to a force that can’t keep ships in fighting shape. The panel’s report was obtained by Navy Times. Navy officials in the Pentagon deferred questions about Aegis problems to Naval Sea Systems Command, which had not responded as of late last week. The mighty Aegis has fallen Although sailors and other observers have said before that cuts in crew sizes hurt readiness, Balisle’s report is the first to detail so many problems with Aegis, widely considered the world’s finest seagoing radar and combat system. It is so powerful and adaptable, in fact, the Obama administration is banking on it to become a permanent BMD shield for Europe next year, taking the place of ground-based sensors and weapons as U.S. warships make standing patrols in the Mediterranean. But the report said Aegis, like the rest of the fleet, has become a victim of personnel cuts and the Navy’s labyrinthine internal organization. Casualty reports are up 41 percent from fiscal 2004, and those requiring technical assistance are up 45 percent. Over the same period, SPY radar performance, as observed by the Board of Inspection and Survey, has steadily worsened for cruisers and destroyers. The report includes a sample of eight cruisers visited in the past several months by InSurv, whose scores on Aegis readiness form a distinct downward trend. The best performers were Cape St. George and Lake Erie, each of which got the maximum score of 1.0, which earns a rating of “satisfactory”; Cowpens and Chosin, with scores between 0.8 and 1.0, also earned “sat.” The worst were Monterey, Chancellorsville, San Jacinto and Normandy, all of which got grades that would have earned them ratings of “degraded” or “unsat.” What’s causing it? The panel cited many reasons: • There aren’t enough qualified people in the right jobs: 39 of 58 destroyers have a second class fire controlman in a first class SPY maintenance billet. Seven of 22 cruisers don’t even have enough sailors to meet the minimum number of authorized billets. • Sailors aren’t fully trained on maintaining the radars. • It’s too much work navigating the Navy bureaucracy to order replacement parts, and, as such, crews have grown to accept “degradation,” Balisle’s panel found. For example, ships are not ordering replacement voltage regulators, the report said, which SPY radars need to help manage their prodigious power consumption. Crews aren’t ordering them because technicians can’t get the money to buy spares, so commanders are knowingly taking a risk in operating their systems without replacements. “The technicians can’t get the money to buy spare parts,” the report said. “They haven’t been trained to the requirement. They can’t go to their supervisor because, in the case of the DDGs, they likely are the supervisor. They can’t repair the radar through no fault of their own, but over time, the nonresponsiveness of the Navy system, the acceptance of the SPY degradation by the Navy system and their seniors, officers and chiefs alike, will breed [if not already] a culture that tolerates poor system performance. “The fact that requests for technical assistance are up Navy-wide suggests there is a diminished self-sufficiency in the surface force. Sailors are losing their sense of ownership of their equipment and are more apt to want others to fix it.” Naval expert A.D. Baker III, a retired Office of Naval Intelligence analyst and longtime editor of “Combat Fleets of the World,” called the Balisle findings “utterly damning.” “The Aegis readiness shortfall is just one of a vast number of problems related to pushing people too far and not giving them the training or funding resources to carry out their duties properly,” Baker said. He said the report’s findings showed the Defense Department’s priorities for European BMD had been misplaced. “This will significantly affect our putative BMD capability. The [Pentagon’s] money is going to missile development and procurement, not to maintenance of the detection and tracking system — without which the best missiles in the world won’t be of much use.” Balisle’s report has few specific recommendations for improving the health of Aegis, although it would likely benefit from the review panel’s broader suggestions for adding more sailors to sea and shore assignments. The panel does call for Big Navy to create a “SPY Readiness Program” and to “restore all aspects of SPY performance as a matter of priority, to include manning, training, equipping and maintenance.” The Balisle commission does warn of the dangers of an “it’s not my problem” ethos in the surface force, which it said will make the Navy’s troubles, from Aegis to corrosion, all the more difficult to fix: “From the most senior officers to the most junior petty officer, the culture reveals itself in personal attitudes ranging from resignation to frustration to toleration. The downward spiral of the culture is seen throughout the ship, in the longstanding acceptance of poor housekeeping, preservation and corrosion control. Over time, the ignored standard now becomes the norm. Sailors watching their commanding officer, department head, division officer and chief petty officer step over running rust, peeling non-skid or severe structure damage long enough associate this activity as the standard.”

Doesn’t Solve

Naval capability fails---doesn’t solve terrorism

Dunn 6 4/19, *Philip Dunn writes for phys.org, “US Navy’s Fleet increasingly Irrelevant in Fight against Terrorism and Rogue States,” http://phys.org/news64672001.html, AJ

One of the oldest maxims in warfare is the military always prepares to fight the last war. When looking at the bulk of the US Navy, nothing could be truer.  For the navy, the problem is even worse than for other services. Not because the navy has bad planners, but because of the high unit cost and long lead time to build new forces. Consider this: just to get an aircraft carrier afloat might take twenty years from ordering to shakedown cruise. These floating airports cost billions of dollars, and once started can’t be stopped. In the water they have a service life of more than 20 years, huge crews and extensive overhauls to maintain them up to date with the latest technology. They burn money like their jets burn aviation gas – by the tanker full. The current US navy has 12 aircraft carriers (CV, CVN), 18 nuclear armed ballistic missile subs (SSBN), 50 attack subs (SSN) and a host of cruisers, destroyers, frigates, landing and command ships – about 350 ships in all. It’s hard to see the need for this enormously expensive blue water fleet. Designed to duel a Soviet blue-water fleet that no longer exists, who is it going to fight? Worse, terrorists and 3rd world countries have routinely done serious damage to these billion dollar high-tech missile magnets. In 2000, a couple of guys in a low-tech speedboat full of explosives nearly sank the destroyer USS Cole at dock in Aden killing 17 sailors in the process. In 1987, an Iraqi Mirage F1 put two Exocet AM39 sea-skimming ship killers in to the frigate USS Stark with complete impunity. The then US-ally Sadam Hussien had the pilot beheaded for his error – the Iraqi pilot thought he was targeting an Iranian tanker. During the Falklands war the British learned first hand how vulnerable ships were. Argentinean’s flying French made Mirages armed with Exocets sank a frigate – the Sheffield - and a large containership – Atlantic Conveyor. They even lost several ships to unguided 500lb bombs dropped by US made A4 Skyhawks. Admirals at the navy are not stupid – already plans are on the drawing board for new types of ships better equipped to deal with a changing threat environment. Radars and antimissile systems are at the top of the list for major improvements. Stealth to protect against radars has also been improved in the wake of a new generation of water skimming supersonic antiship missiles. But the basic cheap-missile vs. expensive, slow and vulnerable-ship logic remains. Conventionally configured, one Sunburn could turn an Arliegh Burke-class destroyer in a smoldering, sinking pile of scrap. This missile is found Russian on “Sovremennyy” destroyers (eight missiles each) and on “Tarantul” (Tarantula) III patrol ships (four missiles each). China recently bought 2 Sunburn armed destroyers to give its Pacific Fleet an edge in any conflict with the US. These new missiles are the primary reason carriers and capital ships try to stay at least 100 miles from the shore and other ships – there is no known defense against them once launched. The navy’s worst nightmare would be to have to deal with several Sunburn-armed subs which could easily get within strike range of a carrier task force before being detected.  

Empirics

The impact is empirically denied and their evidence reflects a flawed understanding of how to measure the aggregate of US naval power

Hoffman, 08 [Frank G. Hoffman, Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Research Institute, From Preponderance to Partnership: American Maritime Power in the 21st Century, http://www.cnas.org/node/529

One of the most important national security challenges facing the next president of the United States will be preserving America’s maritime power. The U.S. Navy has been cut in half since the 1980s, shrinking steadily from 594 to today’s 280 ships. The fleet size has been cut by 60 ships during the Bush administration alone, despite significantly increased Pentagon budgets. Several naval analysts and commentators, including the observant Robert Kaplan, have argued that America’s present naval fleet constitutes an “elegant decline” or outright neglect. A former Reagan administration naval official contends that our current maritime policy and investment levels are “verging towards unilateral naval disarmament.” This is something of an overstatement. The American naval fleet is still substantially larger than any other, and has unmatched global reach and endurance. The U.S. Navy’s aggregate tonnage is the equivalent of the next 17 international navies, of which 14 are U.S. allies, and our power projection capabilities retain a 4:1 advantage in missiles. Looking simply at overall naval ship totals may not be the most accurate measure of naval power, but it is an historical standard of measurement. By that criterion, the U.S. Navy has not been this size since World War I, when Britain’s Royal Navy was the guarantor of the global commons. 

High Now

Chinese navy has weaknesses---US can take them down

O'Rourke 6/14 2012, *Ronald O'Rourke: Specialist in Naval Affairs, “China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy Capabilities—Background and Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33153.pdf, AJ

Although China’s naval modernization effort has substantially improved China’s naval capabilities in recent years, observers believe China’s navy continues to exhibit limitations or weaknesses in several areas, including capabilities for sustained operations by larger formations in distant waters,12 joint operations with other parts of China’s military,13 C4ISR systems, anti-air warfare (AAW), antisubmarine warfare (ASW), MCM, a dependence on foreign suppliers for certain key ship components,14 and a lack of operational experience in combat situations.15 The sufficiency of a country’s naval capabilities is best assessed against that navy’s intended missions. Although China’s navy has limitations and weaknesses, it may nevertheless be sufficient for performing certain missions of interest to Chinese leaders. As China’s navy reduces its weaknesses and limitations, it may become sufficient to perform a wider array of potential missions. “The Navy and Air Force are positioned to do well [in forthcoming DOD budgets]—but I imagine business as usual for them won’t be an option either,” [an administration official] said, noting unmanned aircraft will need to be a prominent feature for both. The Navy needs to “get serious” about unmanned combat air vehicles “if they want to keep carriers relevant” and the Air Force “needs to rethink whether the [service’s planned new] long-range bomber will be manned,” the official said.127 The Navy is also developing a number of new sensor and weapon technologies that might be of value in countering Chinese maritime anti-access capabilities, such as an electromagnetic rail gun (EMRG) whose potential missions include air and missile defense, and high-power free electron lasers (FELs) and solid state lasers (SSLs), whose potential missions also include air and missile defense.128 Submarines will deploy and operate in conjunction with a family of unmanned vehicles and sensors by 2025 to sustain the undersea dominance that is a clear U.S. asymmetric advantage. Large-displacement unmanned underwater vehicles (UUVs) will deploy from ships, shore, or Virginia-class submarine payload tubes to conduct surveillance missions. With their range and endurance, large UUVs could travel deep into an adversary’s A2/AD envelope to deploy strike missiles, electronic warfare decoys, or mines. Smaller UUVs will be used by submarines to extend the reach of their organic sensors, and will operate in conjunction with unattended sensors that can be deployed from surface combatants, submarines, and P-8A patrol aircraft. The resulting undersea network will create a more complete and persistent “common operational picture” of the underwater environment when and where we need it. This will be essential to finding and engaging adversary submarines, potentially the most dangerous A2/AD capability. At present, the Navy is developing very capable and elegant anti-ballistic intercept missiles that allow its ships to defensively engage with precision at long ranges. The Fleet also has less-elegant, close-in missile- and weapons-capabilities. What is potentially missing is an intermediate-range naval gun capability that increases engagement opportunities and adds both density and depth to layered defenses. Within the Navy, there are a total of 106 MK 45 5-inch 54/62-caliber guns that can be linked via warship sensors for shared battle-network awareness and cooperative-engagement capability—one that is currently unused. 

US navy is unmatched

SWJ 8 12/15, *Small Wars Journal, “American Maritime Power in the 21st Century,” http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/american-maritime-power-in-the-21st-century, AJ

Several naval analysts and commentators, including the observant Robert Kaplan, have argued that America's present naval fleet constitutes an "elegant decline" or outright neglect. A former Reagan administration naval official contends that our current maritime policy and investment levels are "verging towards unilateral naval disarmament." This is something of an overstatement. The American naval fleet is still substantially larger than any other, and has unmatched global reach and endurance. The U.S. Navy's aggregate tonnage is the equivalent of the next 17 international navies, of which 14 are U.S. allies, and our power projection capabilities retain a 4:1 advantage in missiles. Looking simply at overall naval ship totals may not be the most accurate measure of naval power, but it is an historical standard of measurement. By that criterion, the U.S. Navy has not been this size since World War I, when Britain's Royal Navy was the guarantor of the global commons.

US naval power is high and unchallenged---your authors are wrong

Farley 7 10/23, *Robert Farley is an assistant professor at the University of Kentucky’s Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce and a contributor to PRA’s Right Web, “The False Decline of the U.S. Navy,” The American Prospect, http://prospect.org/article/false-decline-us-navy, AJ

Over at The Atlantic, Robert Kaplan is convinced the U.S. Navy is in decline. Too bad his argument ignores the Navy's true strategic strength and capabilities. We live in strange times. While the United States is responsible for close to 50 percent of aggregate world military expenditure, and maintains close alliances with almost all of the other major military powers, a community of defense analysts continues to insist that we need to spend more. In the November issue of The Atlantic, Robert Kaplan asserts that United States hegemony is under the threat of “elegant decline,” and points to what conventional analysts might suggest is the most secure element of American power; the United States Navy. Despite the fact that the U.S. Navy remains several orders of magnitude more powerful than its nearest rival, Kaplan says that we must beware; if we allow the size of our Navy to further decline, we risk repeating the experience of the United Kingdom in the years before World War I. Unfortunately, since no actual evidence of U.S. naval decline exists, Kaplan is forced to rely on obfuscation, distortion, and tendentious historical analogies to make his case.  The centerpiece of Kaplan’s argument is a comparison of the current U.S. Navy to the British Royal Navy at the end of the 19th century. The decline of the Royal Navy heralded the collapse of British hegemony, and the decline of the U.S. Navy threatens a similar fate for the United States. The only problem with this argument is that similarities between the 21st century United States and the 19th century United Kingdom are more imagined than real. It’s true that the relative strength of the Royal Navy declined at the end of the 19th century, but this was due entirely the rise of the United States and Germany. But the absolute strength of the Royal Navy increased in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, as the United Kingdom strove to maintain naval dominance over two countries that possessed larger economies and larger industrial bases than that of Great Britain. In other words, the position of the Royal Navy declined because the position of the United Kingdom declined; in spite of this decline, the Royal Navy continued to dominate the seas against all comers until 1941. Britain’s relative economic decline preceded its naval decline, although the efforts to keep up with Germany, the United States, and later Japan did serious damage to the British economy. The United States faces a situation which is in no way similar.  Returning to the present, Kaplan takes note of the growth of several foreign navies, including the Indian, Chinese, and Japanese. He points out that the Japanese Navy has a large number of destroyers and a growing number of submarines. He warns that India “may soon have the world’s third largest navy” without giving any indication of why that matters. Most serious of all, he describes the threat of a growing Chinese Navy and claims that, just as the Battle of Wounded Knee opened a new age for American imperialism, the conquest of Taiwan could transform China into an expansionist, imperial power. The curious historical analogies aside, Kaplan is careful to make no direct comparisons between the growing navies of foreign countries and the actual strength of the United States Navy. There’s a good reason for this oversight; there is no comparison between the U.S. Navy and any navy afloat today.  The United States Navy currently operates eleven aircraft carriers. The oldest and least capable is faster, one third larger, and carries three times the aircraft of Admiral Kuznetsov, the largest carrier in the Russian Navy. Unlike China’s only aircraft carrier, the former Russian Varyag, American carriers have engines and are capable of self-propulsion. The only carrier in Indian service is fifty years old and a quarter the size of its American counterparts. No navy besides the United States' has more than one aircraft carrier capable of flying modern fixed wing aircraft. The United States enjoys similar dominance in surface combat vessels and submarines, operating twenty-two cruisers, fifty destroyers, fifty-five nuclear attack submarines, and ten amphibious assault ships (vessels roughly equivalent to most foreign aircraft carriers). In every category the U.S. Navy combines presumptive numerical superiority with a significant ship-to-ship advantage over any foreign navy.  This situation is unlikely to change anytime soon. The French Navy and the Royal Navy will each expand to two aircraft carriers over the next decade. The most ambitious plans ascribed to the People’s Liberation Army Navy call for no more than three aircraft carriers by 2020, and even that strains credulity, given China’s inexperience with carrier operations and the construction of large military vessels. While a crash construction program might conceivably give the Chinese the ability to achieve local dominance (at great cost and for a short time), the United States Navy will continue to dominate the world’s oceans and littorals for at least the next fifty years.  In order to try to show that the U.S. Navy is insufficient in the face of future threats, Kaplan argues that we on are our way to “a 150 ship navy” that will be overwhelmed by the demands of warfighting and global economic maintenance. He suggests that the “1,000 Ship Navy” proposal, an international plan to streamline cooperation between the world’s navies on maritime maintenance issues such as piracy, interdiction of drug and human smuggling, and disaster relief, is an effort at “elegant decline,” and declares that the dominance of the United States Navy cannot be maintained through collaboration with others.  It’s true that a 600 ship navy can do more than the current 250-plus ship force of the current U.S. Navy, but Kaplan’s playing a game of bait and switch. The Navy has fewer ships than it did two decades ago, but the ships it has are far more capable than those of the 1980s. Because of the collapse of its competitors, the Navy is relatively more capable of fighting and winning wars now than it was during the Reagan administration. Broadly speaking, navies have two missions; warfighting, and maritime maintenance. Kaplan wants to confuse the maritime maintenance mission (which can be done in collaboration with others) with the warfighting mission (which need not be). A navy can require the cooperation of others for the maintenance mission, while still possessing utter military superiority over any one navy or any plausible combination of navies on the high seas.  Indeed, this is the situation that the United States Navy currently enjoys. It cannot be everywhere all at once, and does require the cooperation of regional navies for fighting piracy and smuggling. At the same time, the U.S. Navy can destroy any (and probably all, at the same time) naval challengers. To conflate these two missions is equal parts silly and dishonest. The Navy has arrived at an ideal compromise between the two, keeping its fighting supremacy while leading and facilitating cooperation around the world on maritime issues.  This compromise has allowed the Navy to build positive relationships with the navies of the world, a fact that Kaplan ignores. While asserting the dangers posed by a variety of foreign navies, Kaplan makes a distortion depressingly common to those who warn of the decline of American hegemony; he forgets that the United States has allies. While Kaplan can plausibly argue that growth in Russian or Chinese naval strength threatens the United States, the same cannot reasonably be said of Japan, India, France, or the United Kingdom. With the exception of China and Russia, all of the most powerful navies in the world belong to American allies. United States cooperation with the navies of NATO, India, and Japan has tightened, rather than waned in the last ten years, and the United States also retains warm relations with third tier navies such as those of South Korea, Australia, and Malaysia. In any conceivable naval confrontation the United States will have friends, just as the Royal Navy had friends in 1914 and 1941.  Robert Kaplan wants to warn the American people of the dangers of impending naval decline. Unfortunately, he’s almost entirely wrong on the facts. While the reach of the United States Navy may have declined in an absolute sense, its capacity to fight and win naval wars has, if anything, increased since the end of the Cold War. That the United States continues to embed itself in a deep set of cooperative arrangements with other naval powers only reinforces the dominance of the U.S. Navy on the high seas. Analysts who want to argue for greater U.S. military spending are best advised to concentrate on the fiascos in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

SQ Solves

Squo solves the Navy, emerging threats, hegemony, and the economy---AirSea Battle

O'Rourke 6/14 2012, *Ronald O'Rourke: Specialist in Naval Affairs, “China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy Capabilities—Background and Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33153.pdf, AJ

DOD has been developing a new Air-Sea Battle (ASB) concept that is intended to increase the joint operating effectiveness U.S. naval and Air Force units, particularly in operations for countering anti-access forces. The ASB development effort was announced in the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review. DOD has established an Air-Sea Battle Office to guide the implementation of the concept.110 Although DOD officials state that the ASB concept is not directed at any particular adversary, many observers believe it is focused to a large degree, if not principally, on countering Chinese and Iranian anti-access forces. Appreciating the need to address the growing challenge posed by the emerging A2/AD environment, the Secretary of Defense directed the Department of the Air Force and the Department of the Navy to develop an Air-Sea Battle Concept. In response, the services designed an operational concept, focused on the ways and means necessary to neutralize current and anticipated A2/AD threats, to ensure our Joint force maintains the ability to project power and protect U.S. national interests. The Air-Sea Battle Concept centers on networked, integrated, attack-in-depth to disrupt, destroy and defeat (NIA-D3) A2/AD threats. This approach exploits and improves upon the advantage U.S. forces have across the air, maritime, land, space and cyberspace domains, and is essential to defeat increasingly capable intelligence gathering systems and sophisticated weapons systems used by adversaries employing A2/AD systems. Offensive and defensive tasks in Air-Sea Battle are tightly coordinated in real time by networks able to command and control air and naval forces in a contested environment. The air and naval forces are organized by mission and networked to conduct integrated operations across all domains. The concept organizes these integrated tasks into three lines of effort, wherein air and naval forces attack-in-depth to disrupt the adversary’s intelligence collection and command and control used to employ A2/AD weapons systems; destroy or neutralize A2/AD weapons systems within effective range of U.S. forces; and defeat an adversary’s employed weapons to preserve essential U.S. Joint forces and their enablers. Through NIA-D3, air and naval forces achieve integrated effects across multiple domains, using multiple paths to increase the resilience, agility, speed and effectiveness of the force. Air-Sea Battle is a limited operational concept designed to address an adversary’s A2/AD capabilities. It is not a concept aimed at any particular potential adversary, nor a campaign plan designed to accomplish a specific national objective. Instead, it is a concept that will spark innovation and development of the means to support future operations. The Air-Sea Battle Concept identifies the actions needed to defeat A2/AD threats and the materiel and non-materiel solutions required to execute those actions. Regardless of anticipated advancements in A2/AD threats, implementation of the Air-Sea Battle Concept will ensure the U.S. can gain access and project power in defense of U.S. interests and those of our allies and partners.171 With Air-Sea Battle, we are reinvigorating the historic partnership between our two departments to protect the freedom of the commons and ensure operational access for the Joint Force. Air-Sea Battle provides the concepts, capabilities and investments needed to overcome the challenges posed by emerging threats to access like ballistic and cruise missiles, advanced submarines and fighters, electronic warfare and mines. By better countering these military threats, Air-Sea Battle will improve the credibility and effectiveness of the entire Joint force as a key element of Joint Operational Access Concept implementation directed in the new defense guidance. Air-Sea Battle relies on highly integrated and tightly coordinated operations across warfighting domains—for example, using cyber methodologies to defeat threats to aircraft, or using aircraft to defeat threats on and under the sea. This level of integration requires that the Navy and the Air Force not only restore and institutionalize their close interdependence in the field but also support Joint efforts to better integrate the processes they use to develop, manage and prepare forces for deployment. Those processes, in turn, must translate into effective organizational, operational and acquisition strategies. Clearly, for U.S. military forces to continue protecting the freedom of international waters, skies and cyberspace we must build on our collective service histories and shared values to foster a more permanent and well-institutionalized partnership between the departments. Air-Sea Battle does exactly that. Preserving U.S. global freedom of action is increasingly important; American interests remain expansive, even as American resources become more constrained. Autocratic states and groups seeking to subvert the prevailing political and economic order are already leveraging their geographic advantages to employ armed coercion and political action to counter American presence and power projection, as well as to disrupt free access to key areas in the air and maritime commons. As these revisionist strategies advance, America’s friends will increasingly seek the security and stability provided by comprehensive U.S. national power. If America appears unable or unwilling to counter an adversary’s anti-access military capabilities, its friends and allies may find U.S. security assurances less credible, leading some of them to seek accommodation with aggressors or alternate means of self- defense, including weapons of mass destruction. Either course of action could lead to dangerous regional security competitions. Meanwhile, downward pressure on U.S. national defense spending complicates defense planning and weapon system recapitalization. Through the Air-Sea Battle concept and its mandate for improved Air Force and Navy integration, we aim to help address these challenges. These examples typify past Air Force and Navy integration efforts, which tended to be episodic and ad hoc. Once the specific threat abated, the partnership dissolved almost as quickly as it had formed. Today, however, we face a range of increasingly complex threats that demand a more enduring, more deeply institutionalized approach. Air-Sea Battle mitigates access challenges by moving beyond simply de-conflicting operations in each warfighting domain, toward creating the level of domain integration necessary to defeat increasingly varied and sophisticated threats. As these historical examples illustrate, this integration needs to occur in the field—but it also needs to occur institutionally in our service efforts to organize, train and equip the current and future force. The imperative behind Air-Sea Battle, as we have argued, stems from the importance of our nation’s military capacity for protecting allies and partners as well as ensuring freedom of access to key areas of international air, sea, space and cyberspace. Our military’s power projection ability also allows U.S. statesmen to better manage the risks and uncertainties associated with changes in the distribution of power, especially when those changes empower states who challenge important international norms. Free access to the ungoverned “commons” of air, maritime, cyberspace and space is the foundation of the global marketplace. More than two billion passengers and more than 35 percent of international trade by value transit international airspace annually. Ninety percent of global trade by volume travels by sea, and 25 percent of that, approximately 50,000 vessels a year, travels through a 1.7-mile-wide sliver of ocean at the Strait of Malacca. Financial traders around the world conduct secure banking transactions involving more than $4 trillion per day using intercontinental communications traveling through underwater cables and precise timing signals from the space-based Global Positioning System. Interconnected systems of trade, finance, information and security enable global prosperity and have helped lift almost a billion people out of poverty since World War II. But this interconnectedness also makes the global economy more susceptible to disruption. The fragility of chokepoints in air, space, cyberspace and on the sea enable an increasing number of entities, states and non-state actors alike to disrupt the global economy with small numbers of well-placed, precise attacks. Today, for example, Iran regularly threatens transit access through the Strait of Hormuz in response to international sanctions. Moreover, these strategies and the weapons that support them are also no longer the exclusive province of large states. Pirates, terrorists and insurgents are increasingly able to disrupt free transit in the air, on land and at sea. The United States must be prepared to respond to these contingencies, to defend U.S. interests abroad and to preserve the freedom and security of the global commons in this rapidly changing environment. When the Soviet Union dissolved, so did the predictability that guided U.S. force development and force posture for decades. Our predecessors recognized, however, that new adversaries would inevitably rise to challenge our national interests. They developed an improved model of expeditionary warfare demonstrated in Desert Storm, one that capitalized on and sustained American freedom of action. Thanks to their foresight and effort, the U.S. military today can surge aircraft, ships, troops and supplies from locations within the United States and across the globe to any region of concern. If conflict erupts and if called on by the U.S. national leadership, the U.S. military can seize air, maritime and space superiority, and exploit that advantage in follow-on operations. Air-Sea Battle is designed to sustain America’s freedom of action in the face of these developments. Although Air-Sea Battle aims to create a more credible fighting force, our vision should not be mistaken for a one-dimensional combat plan against specific adversaries. Air-Sea Battle’s purpose is to guide our services’ efforts to organize, train and equip our forces by describing how to ensure freedom of action for the entire Joint Force. Operational plans building on the Air-Sea Battle concept will not be developed in the Pentagon but by the combatant commanders themselves. Our focus is on how to provide combatant commanders the capabilities needed to gain and maintain access as part of their plans. The first steps to implement Air-Sea Battle are already underway here at the Pentagon. In our FY 2012 and FY 2013 budgets we increased investment in the systems and capabilities we need to defeat access threats. We also established a new Air-Sea Battle Office to improve integration and inter-service communication. Institutionalizing these arrangements is a key to fostering persistent and sustainable progress in Air-Sea Battle implementation and to engender the “culture of change” highlighted in the new strategic guidance to the Department of Defense. Much as AirLand Battle and its “31 Initiatives” influenced a generation of airmen and soldiers, we want Air-Sea Battle to shape a new generation of airmen and sailors. Active collaboration between our services will reveal untapped synergies in key areas such as intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance; electronic warfare; command and control; and building and sustaining fruitful international partnerships with U.S. allies, partners and friends. “Networked”: By establishing resilient communications networks and reinforcing the links between people and organizations, air and naval forces will maintain decision advantage and effective cross-domain operations despite an adversary’s anti-access and area-denial efforts. • “Integrated”: Air and naval forces will tightly coordinate their operations across each domain to defeat anti-access and area-denial threats. This will require new models for command and control to allow, for example, cyber or undersea operations to defeat air defense systems or air attacks to eliminate submarine or mine threats. Air and naval force integration will also capitalize on multiple attack pathways to increase combat efficiency and hold targets at risk that would otherwise be immune from attack. • “Attack-in-Depth”: In traditional attrition models of warfare, forces attack the outer layer of an enemy’s defenses and deliberately fight their way in. In contrast, under Air- Sea Battle, forces will attack adversary systems wherever needed to gain access to contested areas needed to achieve operational objectives. Using “Networked, Integrated Attack-in-Depth”, American air and naval forces will conduct operations along three main lines of effort: • Disrupt. This category includes offensive operations to deceive or deny adversary battle networks, particularly intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) and command and control (C2) systems. This reduces the effective density of adversary anti-access systems by forcing attacks against false targets, causing adversary hesitation in the face of poor information, and preventing the cueing of adversary ships, missiles, electronic warfare systems and aircraft. •Destroy. Offensive operations to neutralize adversary weapon delivery platforms such as ships, submarines, aircraft and missile launchers fall into this category. This also prevents the adversary from extending the range of the denied area, and reduces the density of anti-access and area-denial attacks. • Defeat. Defensive operations to protect joint forces and their enablers from weapons launched by an adversary are important to the Air-Sea Battle concept. Our efforts to disrupt the enemy’s C2 and ISR will reduce the density of attacks to enhance the effectiveness of our defensive systems. The Air-Sea Battle operational concept will guide our efforts to train and prepare air and naval forces for combat. We already train together and share joint doctrine. Under Air-Sea Battle, we will take “jointness” to a new level, working together to establish more integrated exercises against more realistic threats. Our people will practice coordinated operations combining stealthy submarines, stealthy aircraft and remotely piloted vehicles. We will learn to deliver full-motion video directly from Air Force remotely piloted aircraft to Navy ships transiting high-threat regions. We will coordinate between Air Force and Navy operations centers to create seamless and resilient command and control networks. We will learn how to integrate naval forces into airfield defense, and we will train our Air Force aircrews to defend ships at sea. To identify and exploit these synergies, commanders will promulgate promising ideas across the services, and we will incorporate them into our budgeting, acquisition, and development of doctrine and tactics. These efforts will sustain American military credibility, enhance the expeditionary credibility of ground forces and bolster international trust in critical areas where U.S. power projection capabilities underpin regional stability and security. We will also use Air-Sea Battle to guide collaborative efforts to develop and modernize our air and naval forces. We have historically built magnificent platforms and capabilities tailored to service-specific requirements, with the Air Force focusing on prevailing in the air and space, and the Navy in the maritime domains. However, modern technology has blurred the historical distinction between the services’ traditional realms. Having a strong Air Force no longer guarantees control of the air, and having a strong Navy no longer guarantees control of the seas. Our respective warfighting domains have become intertwined such that the ability to control and exploit one increasingly depends on control in the others. We have already begun this collaboration with our work on the Global Hawk and Broad Area Maritime Surveillance aircraft, the F-35 Lightning II, and a range of sensor, network and weapon systems. Even without Air-Sea Battle, the Air Force and Navy would surely have tried to answer the anti-access and area-denial challenge. But they would have done so through separate acquisition programs, tactics and procedure development, and organizational changes. Discrete Navy and Air Force partnerships might have formed, but the result would have been an array of competing efforts with little cohesion, pursued energetically but inefficiently. These traditional approaches will not work anymore. Constrained defense budgets, aging hardware and accelerating anti-access and area-denial threats demand a more effective model of developing and fielding capabilities. We cannot simply buy our way out of this predicament by investing in new technologies. To meet the demands of the President’s strategic direction to the Department of Defense and respond to the evolving security environment, we must break bureaucratic chains, set aside parochialism and get down to the business of collaboratively developing power projection capabilities for this new era. While pursuing Air-Sea Battle seems like common sense, the way ahead will be challenging. Some within the Pentagon may view our initiatives as existential threats to core service identities and beliefs, heritages and traditions. We do not see it that way. Rather than threatening service identities, we see Air-Sea Battle as strengthening them. Nobody does sea control like the U.S. Navy, and the Air Force should collaborate with the Navy to enhance American sea power. Similarly, no one does air and space control like the U.S. Air Force, and the Navy should partner with its sister service to enhance those capabilities; all within a larger joint and combined power projection context. In a changing world that demands continued U.S. leadership, Air-Sea Battle is an essential part of sustaining America’s military freedom of action and ability to project power. We will institutionalize our development of doctrine, organization, training, personnel, leadership and facilities, and ensure that Air-Sea Battle survives contact with the skeptics and entrenched bureaucracy. Air-Sea Battle is not a silver-bullet solution to our security challenges, but it is a critical line of effort that we must pursue to sustain America’s military advantage, and with it, our security and prosperity.172 An April 2012 press report that provides a historical account of the ASB concept states: “In truth, the Air Sea Battle Concept is the culmination of a strategy fight that began nearly two decades ago inside the Pentagon and U.S. government at large over how to deal with a single actor: the People’s Republic of China.”173 A November 10, 2011, press report states: Military officials from the three services told reporters during a [November 9, 2011, DOD] background briefing that the concept is not directed at a single country. But they did not answer when asked what country other than China has developed advanced anti-access arms. A senior Obama administration official was more blunt, saying the new concept is a significant milestone signaling a new Cold War-style approach to China. “Air Sea Battle is to China what the [U.S. Navy’s mid-1980s] maritime strategy was to the Soviet Union,” the official said. During the Cold War, U.S. naval forces around the world used a strategy of global presence and shows of force to deter Moscow’s advances. “It is a very forward-deployed, assertive strategy that says we will not sit back and be punished,” the senior official said. “We will initiate.” The concept, according to defense officials, grew out of concerns that China’s new precision- strike weapons threaten freedom of navigation in strategic waterways and other global commons. Defense officials familiar with the concept said among the ideas under consideration are: • Building a new long-range bomber. • Conducting joint submarine and stealth aircraft operations. • New jointly operated, long-range unmanned strike aircraft with up to 1,000-mile ranges. • Using Air Force forces to protect naval bases and deployed naval forces. • Conducting joint Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force strikes inside China. •
Using Air Force aircraft to deploy sea mines. • Joint Air Force and Navy attacks against Chinese anti-satellite missiles inside China. Increasing the mobility of satellites to make attacks more difficult. Launching joint Navy and Air Force cyber-attacks on Chinese anti-access forces.174  

More evidence---AirSea battle solves

Forbes 12 3/8, *Rep. J. Randy Forbes, R-Va., is chairman of the House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee and founder and co-chairman of the Congressional China Caucus, “America’s Pacific Air-Sea Battle Vision,” http://thediplomat.com/2012/03/08/americas-pacific-air-sea-battle-vision/, AJ

The U.S. must stop taking an “instant pudding” view of military planning. The Air-Sea Battle plan is the best hope to ensure security in the Pacific. In the late summer of 2011, U.S. Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta signed the Air-Sea Battle (ASB) operational concept into effect, and shortly thereafter stood up the Air-Sea Battle Office at the Pentagon to help implement its core tenets.  This effort, according to Gen. Norton A. Schwartz, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and Adm. Jonathan W. Greenert, Chief of Naval Operations, will help the services better organize, train, and equip themselves to provide U.S. Combatant Commanders with the capabilities necessary to maintain operational access in sophisticated anti-access/area-denial (A2/AD) environments. This will be of particular importance in the western Pacific Ocean, where China is building its own A2/AD capabilities in an effort to deny the U.S. entry in its near-seas. Throughout the last six decades, America’s military strength has helped preserve a relatively stable geo-strategic environment in the Asia-Pacific. However, in the past decade China has rapidly modernized its military, including another double digit military increase next year, with aspirations of supplanting the U.S. position. If present trends continue, the regional balance of power could tilt in Beijing’s favor as it is increasingly able to deter U.S. forces from entering the region, coerce neighboring states, or – should conflict ensue – win a rapid victory. In response, the United States must work to simultaneously sustain a level of credible deterrence in the region while reassuring allies, including Japan, the Republic of Korea, the Philippines, Australia, and strategic partners like Singapore. Air-Sea Battle is now at the center of this effort.  In short, the Air-Sea Battle Office aims to define initiatives to develop the capabilities and integration necessary to help Combatant Commanders conduct integrated, cross-domain operations in A2/AD environments. According to Schwartz and Greenert, Air-Sea Battle seeks to use “Networked, Integrated Attack-in-Depth” to “disrupt, destroy, and defeat” (NIA-D3) adversary capabilities. More specifically, the joint force (integrated air, ground, and naval forces) armed with resilient communications (networked) aims to strike at multiple nodes of an enemy’s system (attack-in-depth) along three lines of effort. If we can consider these lines in terms of an enemy archer, one could choose to blind the archer (disrupt), kill the archer (destroy), or stop his arrow (defeat). Balanced capabilities geared towards executing all three will be required.  

Naval superiority is high

Schanz 11 October 2011, *Marc V. Schanz: Senior Editor, Air Force Magazine, “AirSea Battle's Turbulent Year,” http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2011/October%202011/1011airsea.aspx, AJ

AirSea Battle, the operational concept recently assembled by the Air Force and Navy, is an ambitious effort with great implications for how the air and sea services plan for, equip, and prepare to fight future high-intensity conflicts. ASB is born out of a need for the US military to address perceived threats and strategic concerns across the globe, in environments far different from the two largely "low intensity" wars fought over the last decade. At its core, a finalized AirSea Battle concept will protect America’s ability to project power and secure areas of the "global commons"—the sea and air lanes vital to the nation’s interests—while relying heavily on air and sea superiority.  "Over the last several decades, the US military has developed and maintained an unrivaled ability to establish and maintain air superiority and sea control," said Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Norton A. Schwartz in an address at the National Defense University in December 2010. The US has been so successful in projecting expeditionary power, both from long distances and from forward bases, that its ability to do so has been largely unchallenged, Schwartz added. Despite the lack of information, there is some evidence USAF and the Navy are already coordinating their exercise and experimentation plans to match up with ASB concepts. The Air Force’s Joint Expeditionary Force Experiment franchise, a series of live, virtual, and constructed experiments run by the Air Force Command and Control Integration Center, plans on focusing on AirSea Battle concepts with the Navy in Fiscal 2012.  

AT: Budget Cuts

Doesn’t affect naval power

Rumbaugh 12 1/6, *Russell Rumbaugh is co-director of the Stimson Center's Budgeting for Foreign Affairs and Defense program. The Stimson Center is a nonprofit organization that seeks to strengthen institutions for peace and security, build regional security and reduce weapons of mass destruction and transnational threats. Rumbaugh is a former Democratic staff member on the Senate Budget Committee, “Obama's defense cuts are too timid,” http://www.cnn.com/2012/01/06/opinion/rumbaugh-defense-cutbacks/index.html, AJ

The biggest change is a smaller Army — reports suggest troop numbers down to levels last seen in the late 1990s. This change is justified by the strategy's de-emphasis of stability operations like Iraq and Afghanistan and renewed focus on Asia, where naval and air forces are the main tool. If the strategy's blueprint is followed, we could see a fundamental change to our force structure and military posture—more airpower and naval, and fewer ground forces. These statements don't sound like an overhaul in the Defense Department is imminent to reflect this new strategy. Rather, the administration will more likely make some marginal changes to meet the new budget realities. The Army will still prepare to fight high-intensity land campaigns. The Air Force will still prepare to achieve air superiority. The Navy will still prepare to maintain a presence on the seas. And the Marines will still prepare to land on the beaches. We may be at an inflection point, as the president said, but it is unlikely that inflection will affect the Pentagon that much. 

OBESITY

Author Indict

Obesity is a tiny health risk – their evidence is biased exaggeration

CCF 8 (Center for Consumer Freedom, “CDC Must Retract Obesity Deaths Study”, http://www.consumerfreedom.com/article_detail.cfm/article/161?nd=1)

In the past few years, the federal government has waged an all out war to scare Americans about our so-called "obesity epidemic." The Surgeon General says it's just as dangerous as the threat of terrorism. A leading Harvard expert compares obesity to a massive tsunami heading toward American shores. The director of the CDC called it worse than the Black Death.  Unfortunately, trial lawyers who see dollar signs where the rest of us see dinner have seized on the CDC's 400,000 deaths number to justify their frivolous crusades.  Now word comes from experts within the CDC that excess weight is about one-fifteenth as dangerous as previously thought, and has a lower death toll than diseases like septicemia and nephritis. Each death is of course tragic. But has anyone heard of the septicemia "epidemic" or the nephritis "tsunami"?  It turns out that the 70 million Americans who are technically “overweight” have no increased mortality risk. The real problems occur only among the small percentage of Americans with a Body Mass Index of 35 or more. To put that in perspective, "fat actress" Kirstie Alley and "fat adult actress" Anna Nicole Smith both had a BMI of 31 -- before they lost weight.  Shortly after the 400,000 study was published, Science magazine reported on a storm within CDC's headquarters. Many top researchers warned a political agenda to exaggerate the risk of obesity had trumped scientific concerns. Debate was suppressed, and at least one agency expert said he feared speaking out would cost him his job.  An internal investigation was launched soon thereafter. The CDC buried a summary of its findings on their website, and requests for the full report have gone unfulfilled. But the overview does acknowledge, "the fundamental scientific problem centers around the limitations in both the data and the methodology."  In January the CDC disclosed that a small mathematical error had artificially raised their 400,000 estimate by 35,000 deaths. Some admission. If NASA operated this way, Neal Armstrong would be landing on Pluto about now.  What's the difference between the original 400,000 statistic and the updated 26,000 figure? Primarily, it's that the new study uses more recent data. The 400,000 number took data from as long ago as 1948 and didn't adjust for improved medical care. Those who were able to complete high-school math and noted this problem months ago can claim some measure of vindication.  Unbelievably, the CDC had the more recent data readily available on its own computers. The CDC collects that data. Why didn't they use it? No one is saying.  Now a CDC scientist who co-authored the original 400,000 deaths estimate admits the new number is "a step forward." Yet the agency's official position is that it will take no position. The CDC proclaims the science is too new, debates about methodology "detract from the real issue," and we shouldn't focus so much on obesity deaths anyway. Funny. It didn't have any of these quibbles when it announced the 400,000 number and said obesity would soon become the number one cause of preventable death.  It's said that a lie can travel halfway round the world while the truth is putting on its shoes. Well, the truth about obesity is finally lacing up. And that's bad news for trial lawyers pursuing obesity lawsuits against food and beverage companies as well as the self-appointed diet dictators seeking extra taxes on foods they don't like. 

Err Neg – there’s no scientific evidence for their claims

Basham and Luik 6 (Patrick, Director – Democracy Institute, and John, Health Policy Writer, “Four Big, Fat Myths”, The Telegraph, 11-26, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/1535176/Four-big,-fat-myths.html)

Yet the obesity epidemic is a myth manufactured by public health officials in concert with assorted academics and special-interest lobbyists. These crusaders preach a sermon consisting of four obesity myths: that we and our children are fat; that being fat is a certain recipe for early death; that our fatness stems from the manufacturing and marketing practices of the food industry (hence Ofcom's recently announced ban on junk food advertising to children); and that we will lengthen our lives if only we eat less and lose weight. The trouble is, there is no scientific evidence to support these myths. Let's start with the myth of an epidemic of childhood obesity. The just-published Health Survey for England, 2004 does not show a significant increase in the weight of children in recent years. The Department of Health report found that from 1995 to 2003 there was only a one-pound increase in children's average weight. Nor is there any evidence in claims that overweight and obese children are destined to become overweight and obese adults. The Thousand Families Study has researched 1,000 Newcastle families since 1954. Researchers have found little connection between overweight children and adult obesity. In the study, four out of five obese people became obese as adults, not as children. There is not even any compelling scientific evidence to support the Government's claim that childhood obesity results in long-term health problems and lowers one's life expectancy. In fact, the opposite may be true: we could be in danger of creating a generation of children obsessed with their weight with the consequent risk of eating disorders that really do threaten their health. Statistics on the numbers of children with eating disorders are hard to come by, but in the US it is estimated that 10 per cent of high school pupils suffer from them. Recent studies show adults' attempts to control children's eating habits result in children eating more rather than less. Parental finger wagging increases the likelihood that children develop body-image problems as well as eating disorders.
No Impact

Obesity doesn’t cause mass death – their studies are wrong

Lalasz 5 (Robert, Senior Editor, “Will Rising Childhood Obesity Decrease U.S. Life Expectancy?”, Population Reference Bureau, May, http://www.prb.org/Articles/2005/WillRisingChildhoodObesityDecreaseUSLifeExpectancy.aspx?p=1)

Demographers Debate the Limits to Life Expectancy But other demographers say the Olshansky team's study simplifies the complex interplay of factors that have fueled 20th century gains in life expectancy in the United States and other developed countries. These analysts also characterize the study as part of a demographic paradigm—assuming a biological limit to life expectancy—that trends since 1950 have cast into doubt. "It's a Malthusian example of belief in the fixity of nature," says Samuel Preston, professor of demography at the University of Pennsylvania and the author of a rejoinder to the Olshansky study in the same issue of the New England Journal of Medicine. "Their notion is that we wear out and die and there's nothing to be done about it. The fact is that we have been very successful at postponing death at older ages, and other countries have been even more successful. It's obvious that we should expect the life expectancy [82] that Japan has achieved." "Many demographers now accept that the biological maximum is not so well set," adds Christine Himes, a sociologist at Syracuse University. "The [survival] curves are now being pushed out—more people are living past 100, and more past 110. There may be some maximum, but it's pretty far out there, past 120." Preston makes three additional points in defending conventional life expectancy projections: that decreases in the rate of death at older ages in the United States have been constant since 1950, that extrapolating from past trends has provided the best forecasts, and that conventional projections have already incorporated the recent rise in obesity rates. "We should do what we can to reduce levels of obesity," Preston says. "But there are no long-term studies of the effect of childhood obesity on long-term mortality. And the claim this is going to offset all the factors working to increase life expectancy and result in a reduction of life expectancy is inaccurate." Such factors, he says, might include genetic engineering, a continuing decline in the rates of infectious diseases and smoking, and changes in public behavior, such as increasing condom use among groups hit hardest by HIV/AIDS. Olshansky, however, argues that future medical advances will principally benefit older people and only incrementally boost life expectancy. "We've squeezed about as much longevity per person at younger ages through science as we can," he says. "Child obesity will influence early-age mortality, and therein lies the difference. Any time you get one of these pulse events—war, influenza, obesity, AIDS—it affects early-age mortality disproportionately." Others dispute the Olshansky study's methods. "Some people have tried to forecast the future of mortality by getting best guesses for each cause and then trying to assemble them into an overall projection, but that method has never worked very well," says Richard Suzman, associate director of behavioral and social research at the National Institute on Aging. "The mix of factors at play is too large, and there's too much interrelation among them." And Himes, who studies the effects of obesity on health and functioning in later life, says the study has no empirical analysis of the specific effects of childhood obesity. "Olshansky's approach is pretty simplistic—you can't just extrapolate from current death rates by obesity status," she says. "Those rates aren't just based on obesity alone, but on other factors as well." The new CDC study has also raised questions about Olshansky's conclusions. While it says that obesity killed almost 112,000 people in the United States in 2002, it also concludes that being merely overweight (having a BMI of 25-30) is associated with a lower rate of mortality than that of underweight people, especially after age 70. But Olshansky is unconvinced that obesity is less of a danger, pointing out that many recent studies point out what he calls a "startling" rise in diabetes rates.

Status Quo Solves

The Let’s Move initiative is helping to solve obesity

The New York Time 2012 (Lets Move, She Said – And We Did http://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/02/13/lets-move-she-said-and-we-have/)
During the first spring of the Obama presidency, the First Lady broke ground on a White House vegetable garden. Then, in February 2010, she announced the Let’s Move initiative, a campaign to change the way America’s children eat and exercise, with the goal of ending childhood obesity in a generation. In the years since, what has Michelle Obama’s work accomplished, besides (and I can say this from experience) the harvesting of some delicious lettuce, green beans and honey? The answer is: a lot. One of the most important results has been increasing public awareness of the importance of obesity. In 2008, over two-thirds of adults and a third of adolescents and children in the United States were obese or overweight. Although most Americans already saw obesity as a major problem, a majority opposed increasing federal spending to combat it. This attitude has begun to change. By 2011, a Pew survey found that most Americans believe the government should play a significant role in reducing obesity among children. Today, 80 percent of Americans acknowledge that childhood obesity is a serious problem. Mrs. Obama’s campaign has also led to improvements in the access to and content of school meals — which are where many children get the bulk of their calories and nutrition. In late 2010, the lame-duck Congress passed the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act which, for the first time in 30 years, increased funding for school breakfasts and lunches above the inflation rate. The act also gives the Agriculture Department authority to set health standards for all foods sold on school property — including those in vending machines. Best of all, it reduced government paperwork to establish eligibility for free or reduced-price school meals, ensuring that tens of thousands more children will get healthy food they need.

OCEANS
Author Indict

Your authors are paid off and don’t use good data – oceans are resilient

Ridley, 10 (Matt, PhD, Zoology, visiting professor at Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory, June 15, 2010, “Threat From Ocean Acidification Greatly Exaggerated,” http://www.thegwpf.org/the-observatory/1106-matt-ridley-threat-from-ocean-acidification-greatly-exaggerated.html, Hensel)
Lest my critics still accuse me of cherry-picking studies, let me refer them also to the results of Hendrikset al. (2010, Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 86:157). Far from being a cherry-picked study, this is a massive meta-analysis. The authors observed that ‘warnings that ocean acidification is a major threat to marine biodiversity are largely based on the analysis of predicted changes in ocean chemical fields’ rather than empirical data. So they constructed a database of 372 studies in which the responses of 44 different marine species to ocean acidification induced by equilibrating seawater with CO2-enriched air had been actually measured. They found that only a minority of studies demonstrated ‘significant responses to acidification’ and there was no significant mean effect even in these studies. They concluded that the world's marine biota are ‘more resistant to ocean acidification than suggested by pessimistic predictions identifying ocean acidification as a major threat to marine biodiversity’ and that ocean acidification ‘may not be the widespread problem conjured into the 21st century…Biological processes can provide homeostasis against changes in pH in bulk waters of the range predicted during the 21st century.’ This important paper alone contradicts Hoegh-Gudlberg’s assertion that ‘the vast bulk of scientific evidence shows that calcifiers… are being heavily impacted already’.  In conclusion, I rest my case. My five critics have not only failed to contradict, but have explicitly confirmed the truth of every single one of my factual statements. We differ only in how we interpret the facts. It is hardly surprising that my opinion is not shared by five scientists whose research grants depend on funding agencies being persuaded that there will be a severe and rapid impact of carbon dioxide emissions on coral reefs in coming decades. I merely report accurately that the latest empirical and theoretical research suggests that the likely impact has been exaggerated.

Resilient

Oceans are resilient – BP oil spill proves

National Geographic, 11 (Brian Handwerk – staff writer, April 19, 2011, “Gulf Oil Spill Anniversary: Resilience Amid Unknowns,” http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2011/04/110420-gulf-oil-spill-anniversary-year-later-science-nation-environment/, Hensel)

On the first anniversary of the Gulf oil spill, scientists caution that it could take years to understand the full scope of the disaster. But many are encouraged because the damage could have been far worse—and nature is already showing signs of resilience. On April 20, 2010, a massive explosion rocked the Transocean oil rig Deepwater Horizon, a state-of-the art mobile offshore drilling platform at work on a well in the Gulf of Mexico. Eleven workers were killed by the blast and survivors had just minutes to flee an inferno that would soon burn and sink the rig. The accident unleashed a torrent of oil that began roaring from an underground Macondo reservoir into the Gulf waters. During the first few frantic days of the BP crisis that became the worst oil spill in U.S. history, experts had a hard time determining what was happening—much less what the spill's ultimate environmental and economic consequences might be. As people around the world fixated on oil spewing from a pipe 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) beneath the Gulf's surface, scientists clambered to discern just how much was gushing out. Estimates climbed from 1,000 barrels a day to 12,000 barrels to 62,000 barrels a day. Even less certain was how the damaged wellhead would finally be plugged—and for a while, people feared the leak could continue for years. Authorities finally capped it in July. A spill that started with the tragic loss of life soon wrought major environmental devastation over huge region of the Gulf. Disturbing images appeared daily of oiled wildlife, iridescent surface slicks, overwhelmed cleanup workers, fouled beaches, burning oil fires, and blackened wetlands. The damage from nearly five million barrels of oil was very real, yet many expert predictions missed their marks. Hurricanes didn't drive enormous quantities of oil ashore, giant dead zones didn't materialize, and oil didn't round the tip of Florida to rocket up the East Coast via the Gulf Stream. Fisheries now appear poised to rebound instead of suffering the barren years or decades some feared. And Mother Nature had her own surprises in store, showcasing an ability to fight back against the spill and, later, to bounce back from the damage—at least in the short-term.
Oceans are resilient – they absorb CO2
RedOrbit, 08 (RedOrbit, citing Steve Rintoul, PhD in Physical Oceanography, Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation fellow, November 24, 2008, “Southern Ocean Resilient Against Global Warming,” http://www.redorbit.com/news/science/1602528/southern_ocean_resilient_against_global_warming/, Hensel)
A recent study has found that the Southern Ocean has proved more resilient to global warming than previously thought and remains a major store of mankind's planet-warming carbon dioxide.  Oceans act as a brake on climate change by absorbing large portions of the extra CO2 released by mankind through burning fossil fuels or deforestation and experts say the Southern Ocean is the largest of these "carbon sinks."  Researchers in the past have suggested the vast ocean between Australia and Antarctica was losing its potency because climate change had affected its currents and increased powerful westerly winds.  The analysis between ship-based measurements of the ocean since the 1960s and more recent data from hundreds of robotic floats shows the Southern Ocean has maintained its ability to soak up excess carbon despite changes to currents and wind speeds.  "It's a positive thing. It's one thing it looks like we don't have to worry about as much as we thought," said Steve Rintoul of the Center for Australian Weather and Climate Research, part of a team researchers that also included scientists from the Institute for Marine Research at the University of Kiel in Germany. The new data as well as previous studies showed the Southern Ocean was becoming warmer, and also fresher, Rintoul said. The study was published this week in Nature Geoscience.  The data on salinity and temperature allowed the team to measure the density of seawater and how that density changed from one place to another in relation to how fast water was moving between two places.  "By looking at the density we could say something about the way the major currents were or were not changing.  "And this was the surprise. We found that the currents had not changed. They had shifted their position, they'd shifted closer to Antarctica but not become stronger or weaker."

Oceans are resilient

ITOPF, 10 (International Tanker Owners Federation Ltd., February 2010, “Recovery,” http://www.itopf.com/marine-spills/effects/recovery/, Hensel)
Marine organisms have varying degrees of natural resilience to changes in their habitats. The natural adaptations of populations of animals and plants to cope with environmental stress, combined with their breeding strategies, provide important mechanisms for coping with the daily and seasonal fluctuations in their habitats and for recovering from predation and other stochastic events.  Some natural phenomena can be highly destructive. The short-term power of hurricanes and tsunamis can easily be appreciated, as can the damage they cause. The cyclical El Niño phenomenon has major long-term consequences for marine organisms, seabirds and marine mammals throughout the entire Pacific Ocean. Organisms suffer under such onslaughts, but after what is often severe disruption and widespread mortality, the marine populations re-establish themselves over a period of time and this process constitutes natural recovery.  An important reproductive strategy for many marine organisms is the production of vast numbers of eggs and larvae which are released into the plankton and are widely distributed by currents. This mechanism has evolved to take maximum advantage of available space and resources in marine habitats and to deal with e.g. predation. In some cases, only one or two individuals in a million actually survive through to adulthood.  A less common reproductive strategy that is generally restricted to long-lived species that do not reach sexual maturity for many years is to produce relatively few, well-developed, offspring. These species are better adapted to stable habitats and environments and as a result, their populations are likely to take much longer to recover from the pressures of localised mortality e.g. the effects of an oil spill.  Whilst there may be considerable debate over what constitutes recovery, there is a widespread acceptance that natural variability in systems makes getting back to the exact pre-spill condition unlikely, and most current definitions of recovery focus on the re-establishment of a community of plants and animals which are characteristic of the habitat and are functioning normally in terms of biodiversity and productivity. 
Forests solve oceans
Swanson, 09 (Kent, 2009, “10 Steps to a Healthy Ocean: Protecting our Oceans from Pollution,” Practical Environmentalist, http://www.practicalenvironmentalist.com/gardening/10-steps-to-a-healthy-ocean-protecting-our-oceans-from-pollution.htm, Hensel)
Biosystems are nature’s utilities – they desalinate water, absorb carbon, liberate nutrients from the ground, and provide other services free of charge. The plants and animals that make up these systems are often treated as commodities, but killing the goose that lays golden eggs will only put food on the table for a day. Protecting biosystems can pay dividends for years to come. Forests are an essential buffer for the oceans. Old growth trees neutralize the pH of rain and absorb harmful chemicals before they reach the ocean. Trees that grow in estuaries and along riverways are especially important, but those areas also face increased development pressure and they are easy for loggers to access. Shoreline habitat is being destroyed to build giant shrimp farms and resort hotels. Luckily, there are now sustainable forestry and aquaculture options available. Sustainable logging allows limited harvesting of resources without destroying the natural processes that we benefit from. The next time you buy lumber or land, do some research and check for certifications of sustainability. 

OIL DEPENDENCE/SHOCKS

No Dependence – UQ

US is decreasing foreign oil dependence

Seeking Alpha 12 5/25, “A Surprising And Promising Trend In The U.S. Economy: Sharply Declining Oil Imports,” http://seekingalpha.com/article/617371-a-surprising-and-promising-trend-in-the-u-s-economy-sharply-declining-oil-imports, AJ

We've all been hearing about all kinds of ominous developments, and certainly the last few weeks have not been fertile ground for optimism. I was, therefore, surprised on going through energy statistics when I discovered the powerful trend that has recently emerged in the United States economy: Oil imports are going down at a steady pace. In fact, oil imports have plummeted. Net imports of oil and refined products (total imports of crude and refined products minus exports of crude and refined products) have declined from 12.363 million barrels per day in January and February 2006 to 7.784 million barrels per day in the same two months of 2012. While net import figures are not available for more recent time periods, other data suggests that the trend is continuing. During this same time period, net imports from Canada have actually been increasing from 2.227 million barrels per day in 2006 to 2.639 barrels per day in 2012. As a result, net imports from the rest of the world ex Canada have been cut almost in half from 10.336 million barrels per day in 2006 to 5.567 million barrels per day in 2012.  There are a few complicated moving parts behind these numbers. There has been a huge increase (roughly a tripling) in the export of refined products from the United States. Apparently what has happened is that, as domestic demand for gasoline and distillate has declined, the U.S. refinery industry has more refinery capacity than is necessary for the U.S. market and is now refining crude oil in order to supply refined products to the export market. While total imports are down somewhat, net imports are down much more because of the large increase in exports of refined products.  Behind this trend are several key developments. Domestic oil production has increased more than 1 million barrels per day during this time period (this increase in domestic oil production is an important part of the increased real GDP during this time period). In addition, despite the fact that real GDP has increased, domestic consumption of petroleum and petroleum products has decreased by more than 3 million barrels per day during the same time period. This appears to be partly due to increased production of ethanol (which displaces gasoline), increased vehicle mileage (as more fuel efficient new cars enter the market), less driving, relatively warm winters, and some displacement of oil by natural gas in the heating and transportation markets. These trends seem to be continuing and, while we still import a tremendous amount of oil, the strategic and economic vulnerability of the United States to the world oil market may be on the decline. What are the implications of this development for investors and for the country in general? First of all, it may produce a change in the nature of the business cycle. In the past, virtually every recession coincided with a run up in oil prices. Higher oil prices sucked dollars out of the U.S. economy and, at the same, created inflationary pressures which led to monetary tightening just as consumers had less money to spend because of higher gasoline prices. While U.S. gasoline prices will still be driven by world oil prices, a price increase will not suck as much money out of the domestic economy and will lead, instead, to a shifting around of wealth and economic activity within the United States (and its very economically integrated neighbor, Canada). Secondly, national security policy may be subject to a change in emphasis. To the degree that the United States is less vulnerable to an interruption in oil imports, we may see the use of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve as a price stabilizer rather than a true strategic backstop. In addition, the United States may pursue other goals in Middle Eastern policy with more determination. Of course, other countries are importing more and more oil all the time and we may come to a point at which China becomes a major player in the Middle East. Fourth and most importantly, I think that the trend illustrates the beginnings of a long-term displacement of petroleum by natural gas in the transportation market which will probably start in the more advanced economies. Natural gas has already displaced some 500,000 barrels of oil per month in the transportation market. This is a proverbial "drop in the bucket", but the trend is steady and powerful and companies like Clean Energy Fuels (CLNE) are poised to take advantage of the trend as it accelerates. Each economic recovery and expansion emphasizes certain sectors of the economy - tech in the 1990s, housing in the 2000s. It is likely that a renaissance in the U.S. energy industry will be an important part of any further leg up in the U.S. economy. Picking winners and losers within the industry is still difficult although the majors, including Exxon (XOM) and Conoco (COP), look very cheap at these price levels.  

No Economy Impact

No impact on the economy

Khadduri, 11 (Walid, MEES Consultant, former Middle East Economic Survey Editor-in-Chief, August 23, 2011, “Walid Khadduri: The impact of rising oil prices on the economies of importing nations,” Al Arabiya News, http://english.alarabiya.net/views/2011/08/23/163590.html, Hensel)

What is the impact of oil price shocks on the economies of importing nations? At first glance, there appears to be large-scale and extremely adverse repercussions for rising oil prices. However, a study published this month by researchers in the IMF Working Paper group suggests a different picture altogether (it is worth mentioning that the IMF has not endorsed its findings.) The study (Tobias N. Rasmussen & Agustin Roitman, "Oil Shocks in a Global Perspective: Are They Really That Bad?", IMF Working Paper, August 2011) mentions that “Using a comprehensive global dataset […] we find that the impact of higher oil prices on oil-importing economies is generally small: a 25 percent increase in oil prices typically causes GDP to fall by about half of one percent or less.” The study elaborates on this by stating that this impact differs from one country to another, depending on the size of oil-imports, as “oil price shocks are not always costly for oil-importing countries: although higher oil prices increase the import bill, there are partly offsetting increases in external receipts [represented in new and additional expenditures borne by both oil-exporting and oil-importing countries]”. In other words, the more oil prices increase, benefiting exporting countries, the more these new revenues are recycled, for example through the growth in demand for new services, labor, and commodity imports. The researchers argue that the series of oil price rallies (in 1983, 1996, 2005, and 2009) have played an important role in recessions in the United States. However, Rasmussen and Roitman state at the same time that significant changes in the U.S. economy in the previous period (the appearance of combined elements, such as improvements in monetary policy, the institution of a labor market more flexible than before and a relatively smaller usage of oil in the U.S. economy) has greatly mitigated the negative effects of oil prices on the U.S. economy. A 10 percent rise in oil prices before 1984, for instance, used to lower the U.S. GDP by about 0.7 percent over two to three years, while this figure started shrinking to no more than 0.25 percent after 1984, owing to these accumulated economic changes. This means that while oil price shocks continue to adversely impact the U.S. economy, the latter has managed, as a result of the changes that transpired following the first shock in the seventies, to overcome these shocks, and subsequently, the impact of oil price shocks has become extremely limited compared to previous periods.

Prefer our evidence – our studies are the most accurate and comprehensive
Khadduri, 11 (Walid, MEES Consultant, former Middle East Economic Survey Editor-in-Chief, August 23, 2011, “Walid Khadduri: The impact of rising oil prices on the economies of importing nations,” Al Arabiya News, http://english.alarabiya.net/views/2011/08/23/163590.html, Hensel)

The significance of this study lies in its investigation of the impact of rising oil prices worldwide, especially in developing countries, in contrast with the limited focus on the United States or the Western industrialized countries in other similar available literature. Thus, the researchers draft a comprehensive global portrait of the intertwined relationship between crude oil prices on the one hand, and economic production and international trade on the other. They thus conclude that “the results show that these correlations have, across the world, usually been positive. High oil prices have generally coincided with good times for the world economy, especially in recent years.”

No War

No oil war

Eland 11 12/21, *Ivan Eland is Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, “No War for Oil: US Dependency and the Middle East,” http://original.antiwar.com/eland/2011/12/20/no-war-for-oil-us-dependency-and-the-middle-east/, AJ

The one prominent issue that both American political parties can seemingly agree on is that the U.S. should be less dependent on foreign oil. And Santa Claus has apparently listened and granted their wish. The United States is in the midst of a mini-oil boom, which has reversed, at least temporarily, the country’s increasing dependence on foreign sources of oil. Oil extracted from shale deposits in North Dakota, Montana, and Texas has reversed years of decreasing American oil production, leading to increased domestic extraction and thus reducing dependence on overseas oil from 60 percent of U.S. consumption in 2005 to a little less than half now. Add to this the exports from Canada of oil from tar sands for refining in U.S. refineries (some of which will come through the future Keystone pipeline), and the United States will be, for the first time since 1949, a net exporter of petroleum products, such as jet fuel, gasoline, diesel fuel, and heating oil. Shouldn’t the two parties pat themselves on the back? After all, under their stewardship, aren’t we reducing dependence on the terrorist nations and dictatorships of the Persian Gulf? Not really. Dependence on foreign oil is not the problem that conventional wisdom makes it out to be. As a corollary, all the wars we have fought over oil — for example, two with Iraq and the threat of such with Iran — have been largely unnecessary and immensely expensive.  Of the less than half of U.S. petroleum consumed that is imported, about half of that comes from the Western Hemisphere. Only about 18 percent of imports originate from the Persian Gulf. But it would not matter much if the United States produced 100 percent of what it consumed or whether it all came from the Persian Gulf, because the price at the pump is determined by the worldwide oil market. If more oil is put on market from anywhere around the globe, the price will go down; similarly, if oil production is cut anywhere in the world and not offset by increases elsewhere, the price will go up. Thus, this American mini-boom will not likely make much of a difference in what the U.S. consumer pays for gasoline, diesel fuel, or heating oil.  But at least we don’t have to buy as much oil or petroleum products from Persian Gulf autocracies or terrorist-sponsoring nations, right? Maybe so, but it doesn’t reduce our imports from those nations that much. Also, if the United States is now a net exporter of petroleum products, shouldn’t we stanch this flow and buy from the Persian Gulf even less? No.  Even if nations such as Iran and Saudi Arabia didn’t sell to the United States (come to think of it, the U.S. hasn’t bought oil from Iran in decades), they would simply sell to other, more than willing buyers. The rapidly growing countries in the developing world — such as China and India — care a lot less about the political nature of the countries supplying their oil than do the United States and Europe. So embargoes, boycotts, and efforts at becoming oil-independent have little effect. Supplies just reorder around obstacles in the world market.  But didn’t world oil production peak in 2006, as the International Energy Agency concluded probably occurred? Doesn’t this condemn the world to fighting more future wars over dwindling petroleum resources? No. First of all, “experts” have been repeatedly predicting the depletion of the world’s oil reserves since the late 1800s, but it never seems to happen. New technologies and periodic higher prices make previously uneconomic deposits viable — such as the tar sands and shale oil that have recently become economic — thus sustaining world production. Second, academic research has indicated that conflicts are much more likely over allocation of money received from abundant natural resources (for example, fighting in Nigeria over who gets proceeds from oil exports) than conflict over scarce resources that can be priced in a market. That is, it is cheaper to pay the market price than to go to war.  So if that is true — and it has been true since the classical economists discovered in the late 1700s that empire didn’t pay — then why has the U.S. military, over the years, essentially become an oil-protection force? Could it be that the U.S. is not aggressively employing military power to ensure that it has oil supplies — as the Imperial Japanese did before and during World War II —  but is instead using the threat of armed force to keep a thumb on the oil lifelines of other nations (for example, China)? 

South American and SPR Solve

South America and the SPR solve the impact

Singh, 12 (Michael, managing director of the Washington Institute, January 3, 2012, “The real Iranian threat in the Gulf,” Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/01/03/the_real_iranian_threat_in_the_gulf?hidecomments=yes, Hensel)

Iran's bellicose rhetoric and Gulf wargames in recent days have given rise to the question of whether Tehran could close the Strait of Hormuz. As many analysts have observed, the answer is no -- not for a meaningful period of time. Less frequently addressed, however, is whether Iran would even try. The answer to that question is also "no" -- even the attempt would have devastating strategic consequences for Iran. The presumable target of an Iranian effort to close the Strait would be the United States. However, while we would of course be affected by any resulting rise in global oil prices, the U.S. gets little of our petroleum from the Gulf. The U.S. imports only about 49 percent of the petroleum we consume, and over half of those imports come from the Western Hemisphere. Less than 25 percent of U.S. imports came from all the Gulf countries combined in October 2011 -- far less than is available in the U.S. Strategic Petroleum Reserve, were Gulf supplies to be interrupted.

SQ Solves

Squo solves---clean tech industry solves the economy, offshoring, competitiveness, environmental problems, and oil dependence

Hall 6/20 2012, *Chad Hall is a founder and vice president of sales at Ioxus, Inc., focusing on European sales. He also writes for Environmental & Energy Management News, “Cleantech Industry Powers US Economy with Job Creation,” http://www.environmentalleader.com/2012/06/20/cleantech-industry-powers-us-economy-with-job-creation/, AJ

Green technology not only helps to sustain the environment, but it also helps to sustain the US economy by providing new jobs. A Brookings Institution report estimates that between 2008 and 2011, the number of green jobs in the US grew 260 percent from 750,000 to 2.7 million. Much of this job creation stems from the increased awareness of, and demand for, green technology by the consuming public. With an increased focus on job creation during this election year, one particular sector has seen ongoing growth: manufacturing. According to the US Bureau of Labor Statistics’ April 2012 Employment Situation Summary, the manufacturing industry added 489,000 jobs in the US since January 2010. With the high demand for green technology and sustainable energy solutions comes the growth of jobs in the cleantech manufacturing industry. The Brookings Institution also reports more jobs in the green technology and renewable energy industries than in the fossil fuel sector, with 26 percent of cleantech jobs being in manufacturing. An increase in job creation will directly impact the domestic economy and job market—so long as we make manufacturing advancements in the US and create and sustain the jobs. Developing and manufacturing energy storage technology domestically results in national profit from cost savings, environmental benefits, increased job availability and national competitive advantage. According to a recent report by the US Small Business Administration, small businesses outperformed large companies in net job creation by about 75 percent from 1992-2010. This growth coupled with the nation’s entrepreneurial spirit contributes to the United States’ competitive advantage by innovating, creating jobs and stimulating economic recovery. Another study by the US Small Business Administration finds small businesses responsible for much of the green technology innovation. Small businesses hold 14 percent of all US green technology patents. Given the job creation by small businesses coupled with the innovation within the green technology space, it only makes sense that opportunities with small businesses in green technologies will abound. In addition to creating new jobs in the clean technology manufacturing space, we’re also witnessing increases in American companies reshoring and bringing jobs back home. While offshoring was once popular due to the reduced operational costs in overseas markets, reshoring has a growing appeal due to such factors as high fuel prices raising shipping and transport costs. A survey conducted by engineering professor and supply-chain expert, David Simchi-Levi of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, found that 39 percent of U.S. manufacturers were contemplating moving some of their manufacturing operations back to the US. By reshoring various business operations and not just manufacturing jobs, companies not only help the American job market, but also gain better quality control. There is value and pride in having a product labeled as both a green technology and “made in America.” Domestic manufacturing of clean technology improves a company’s image with both internal and external stakeholders, creating pride among employees and a strong reputation with the public and customers. Not only that, but it taps into a sense of patriotism for having impacted the U.S. economy by producing more exports and more domestic jobs. If the US fails to take the initiative to design and manufacture innovations in renewable energy, we will miss out, and our foreign competitors will reap the benefits. We will move from a dependency on foreign oil to a dependency on foreign energy storage. President Obama echoed this sentiment in his State of the Union address in January, proposing tax incentives for companies bringing their operations back to the U.S. and tax penalties for those who do not. He declared, “It’s time to stop rewarding businesses that ship jobs overseas, and start rewarding companies that create jobs right here in America.” Cleantech manufacturing provides the necessary support to increase the nation’s renewable energy output. Cost-efficiency, savings and a greater number of jobs are great perks resulting from the growth of the cleantech industry, but the main goal of clean technology remains the widespread adoption of renewable energy applications for a cleaner, more sustainable environment.

OVERPOPULATION

No Escalation

Population growth solves itself through innovation

Mulligan 9 (Casey B., Prof. of Economics @ UChicago, September 23, http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/09/23/the-more-the-merrier-population-growth-promotes-innovation/) 

A recent study reiterated the conclusion that population growth ought to be controlled in order to combat global warming, and other world problems. I beg to differ. The authors of studies like these have exaggerated the benefits of population control, because they ignore some of the significant economic benefits of large populations.   Stuart Isett for The New York Times Rush hour in a Shanghai subway. The director-general of Unicef has been quoted as saying, “Family planning could bring more benefits to more people at less cost than any other single technology now available to the human race.” And one of the benefits of reduced population, it is claimed, is reduced carbon emissions and therefore mitigation of climate change.  This statement takes technology for granted, yet technology itself depends on population.  Especially important among the sources of technical progress — discoveries — are trial and error, and incentives. Reasonable people can disagree about the relative importance of these two, but both are stimulated by population.  The more people on earth, the greater the chance that one of them has an idea of how to improve alternative energies, or to mitigate the climate effects of carbon emissions. It takes only one person to have an idea that can benefit many.  Plus, the more people on earth, the larger are the markets for new innovations.  Thus, even if the brilliant innovators would be born regardless of population control, their incentives to devote effort toward finding new discoveries and bringing them to the marketplace depend on the size of that marketplace. And it’s clear that incentives matter for innovative activity: That’s why we have a patent system that helps innovators obtain financial rewards for their inventions. Not surprisingly, research has shown that market size stimulates innovative activity, as in the case of pharmaceutical research that is especially intense for conditions that have more victims.  It may take a long time for population growth to either give birth to an inventor brilliant enough, or motivate enough incentives, to have an impact on the climate. But that’s not a reason to turn to population control, because it also takes a long time for population control’s impact to be noticeable.  Although the calculations are inherently uncertain, the value of the additional innovation stimulated by additional population may be significant. In my academic work I have calculated that the value, to the entire marketplace through this channel, of an additional person may be on the same order of magnitude of the value that person places on his own life.  For example, a person who can earn $2 million in his own lifetime may, by his presence in the worldwide marketplace, stimulate innovative activity that is worth a few hundred thousand dollars.  The role of technical change has been repeatedly underestimated. For example, someone a century ago who claimed that the earth could have enough food to support nine billion people (population control advocates now think that the earth’s population can easily get there) would have been considered crazy. But with today’s technology it is easy to see how many billions can be fed. Some of the important solutions to climate change will also come from technological progress. 

No Impact

Overpopulation doesn’t lead to war or starvation, and causes technological growth

Lekgotla 10 (Staff, March 28, http://lekgotlamedianews.co.za/web/2010/03/overpopulation-in-fact-more-africans-means-more-innovation-and-growth/)

Entrepreneur, philanthropist and visionary Mo Ibrahim believe Africa’s increasing population will serve as a blessing, not a curse, when it comes to the rising numbers of people on the continent. Numerous economists agree. With an increased population come greater number of consumers, producers and innovative minds. While the common response by many to population increases is concern, particularly over the availability of resources such as food and fresh water, a variety of experts believe there is no overpopulation threat to the continent. On the contrary many, like Kathleen Kasun in the US, say Africa’s threat is not an increase in the number of her people, but rather the levels of freedom the continent’s children can enjoy. In her widely cited work, The Myths of Overpopulation, Kasun notes that as it is, Africa is the world’s least population continent. Starvation and hunger have been caused by failed economic policy and governments that undermine liberty, as opposed to the notion that there is a need to reduce the number of Africans in order to help Africa. Indian-born Nobel Prize winner Amartya Sen famously pointed out that no democracy has ever experienced a famine, a sure indicator of the relationship between free institutions and national wellbeing. Kasun notes that problems commonly blamed on “overpopulation” are the result of bad economic policy. “For example, Western journalists blamed the Ethiopian famine on “overpopulation,” but that was simply not true. The Ethiopian government caused it by confiscating the food stocks of traders and farmers and exporting them to buy arms. That country’s leftist regime, not its population, caused the tragedy.” “In fact, Africa, beset with problems often blamed on “overpopulation,” has only one-fifth the population density of Europe, and has an unexploited food-raising potential that could feed twice the present population of the world, according to estimates by Roger Revelle of Harvard and the University of San Diego. Economists writing for the International Monetary Fund in 1994 said that African economic problems result from excessive government spending, high taxes on farmers, inflation, restrictions on trade, too much government ownership, and overregulation of private economic activity. There was no mention of overpopulation.” Kasun adds that as the “most war-torn continent on earth (Africa) is also one of the least densely populated, with about half as many people per square mile as in the world as a whole.” 

Population growth is unrelated to war or warming

Brockway 9 (Sandi, Freelance Writer, January 25, http://www.transitiontownsca.org/profiles/blogs/10-reasons-to-rethink)

Population growth is not the driving force behind environmental degradation. Blaming environmental degradation on overpopulation lets the real culprits off the hook. The richest fifth of the world's people consume 66 times as many resources as the poorest fifth. The U.S., with a low fertility rate, is the largest emitter of greenhouse gases responsible for global warming.  5. Population pressure is not a root cause of political insecurity and conflict.  Especially since 9/11, conflict in the Middle East has been linked to a 'youth bulge' of too many young men whose numbers supposedly make them prone to violence. Blaming population pressure for instability takes the onus off powerful actors and political choices. 

UQ – Birth Rates Low

Birth rates low – we’re just experiencing the lag

Lekgotla 10 (Staff, July 23, http://lekgotlamedianews.co.za/web/2010/07/dont-blame-the-babies/)

The disaster du jour was the threat of overpopulation. So, it was with interest that I read a column recently on the environmentalist website, Grist, which referred to overpopulation as a “green myth” and “dangerous nonsense”. The author, Fred Pearce, also remembers “being scared” by “the population bomb… 40 years ago as a schoolkid”, but notes that, since then, the total fertility rate for the planet’s average woman has dropped by more than half. This, he says, “is a stunning change” but not one we often hear about because “it doesn’t fit the doomsday agenda”. What fascinates me about this admission is that I said the same thing fifteen years ago when I wrote Exploding Population Myths for publication by The Free Market Foundation. Pearce says that there is a lag in birth rates and that “the huge numbers of young women born during the baby boom years… remain fertile.” But as they age birth rates are going to drop at an even faster pace. Pearce is correct. In addition he says, as I argued in 1995, much of the world’s population increase isn’t the result of high birth rates but because there has been a huge decline in death rates. One environmentalist of the day, in a scathing report on my book, admitted that death rates may well be down, but condemned me because I didn’t have a solution to “the problem”. I admit I didn’t, and I still don’t. I have trouble seeing lower death rates as a problem. Robert Walker, of the doomsday-oriented Population Institute, has attacked Pearce’s essay by, among other things, suggesting that hunger is the result of too many babies being born. In a television debate, after the launch of Exploding Population Myths, I said that many of the problems attributed to population growth were caused by “bureaucrats not babies, by politicians not people.” My term was not meant to imply that politicians are not people, but that political controls resulted in the problems attributed to population growth. Since 1995, there have been several compelling cases to illustrate this

OZONE

Alt Cause

Nitrous oxide depletes the ozone layer

Science Daily 9 8/27, “Nitrous Oxide Now Top Ozone-Depleting Emission,” http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/08/090827141344.htm, AJ

Nitrous oxide has now become the largest ozone-depleting substance emitted through human activities, and is expected to remain the largest throughout the 21st century, NOAA scientists say in a new study. For the first time, this study has evaluated nitrous oxide emissions from human activities in terms of their potential impact on Earth's ozone layer. As chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), which have been phased out by international agreement, ebb in the atmosphere, nitrous oxide will remain a significant ozone-destroyer, the study found. Today, nitrous oxide emissions from human activities are more than twice as high as the next leading ozone-depleting gas. Nitrous oxide is emitted from natural sources and as a byproduct of agricultural fertilization and other industrial processes. Calculating the effect on the ozone layer now and in the future, NOAA researchers found that emissions of nitrous oxide from human activities erode the ozone layer and will continue to do so for many decades. The study, authored by A.R. Ravishankara, J.S. Daniel and Robert W. Portmann of the NOAA Earth System Research Laboratory (ESRL) chemical sciences division, appears online today in the journal Science. ESRL tracks the thickness of the ozone layer, as well as the burden of ozone-depleting compounds in the atmosphere. It maintains a large portion of the world air sampling and measurement network. NOAA scientists also conduct fundamental studies of the atmosphere and atmospheric processes to improve understanding of ozone depletion and of the potential for recovery the ozone layer. "The dramatic reduction in CFCs over the last 20 years is an environmental success story. But manmade nitrous oxide is now the elephant in the room among ozone-depleting substances," said Ravishankara, lead author of the study and director of the ESRL Chemical Sciences Division in Boulder, Colo. The ozone layer serves to shield plants, animals and people from excessive ultraviolet light from the sun. Thinning of the ozone layer allows more ultraviolet light to reach the Earth's surface where it can damage crops and aquatic life and harm human health. Though the role of nitrous oxide in ozone depletion has been known for several decades, the new study is the first to explicitly calculate that role using the same measures that have been applied to CFCs, halons and other chlorine- and bromine-containing ozone-depleting substances. With CFCs and certain other ozone-depleting gases coming in check as a result of the 1987 Montreal Protocol, the international treaty that phased out ozone-destroying compounds, manmade nitrous oxide is becoming an increasingly larger fraction of the emissions of ozone-depleting substances. Nitrous oxide is not regulated by the Montreal Protocol. Nitrous oxide is also a greenhouse gas, so reducing its emission from manmade sources would be good for both the ozone layer and climate, the scientists said. In addition to soil fertilization, nitrous oxide is emitted from livestock manure, sewage treatment, combustion and certain other industrial processes. Dentists use it as a sedative (so-called "laughing gas"). In nature, bacteria in soil and the oceans break down nitrogen-containing compounds, releasing nitrous oxide. About one-third of global nitrous oxide emissions are from human activities. Nitrous oxide, like CFCs, is stable when emitted at ground level, but breaks down when it reaches the stratosphere to form other gases, called nitrogen oxides, that trigger ozone-destroying reactions. 

Recovering Now

Ozone recovering now

Woollacott 10 9/20, *Emma Woollacott is a writer at TG Daily: Technology, Science, Entertainment, and Business News, “Ozone layer is recovering, says UN,” http://www.tgdaily.com/sustainability-features/51619-ozone-layer-is-recovering-says-un, AJ

The ozone layer is regenerating, and could be back up to strength by the middle of the century, according to a UN report. It concludes that international efforts such as the Montreal Protocol are successfully protecting the ozone layer, which protects life on Earth from harmful levels of ultraviolet rays.  The report, titled Scientific Assessment of Ozone Depletion 2010, was written and reviewed by around 300 scientists and is the first comprehensive update in four years.  The Montreal Protocol, it says, is working. "It has protected the stratospheric ozone layer from much higher levels of depletion by phasing out production and consumption of ozone depleting substances," says the report. Almost 100 substances once used in refrigerators, aerosols and other products have been phased out.  "Without the Montreal Protocol and its associated Vienna Convention atmospheric levels of ozone-depleting substances could have increased tenfold by 2050," said Achim Steiner, UN under-secretary general and UNEP executive director.  "This in turn could have led to up to 20 million more cases of skin cancer and 130 million more cases of eye cataracts, not to speak of damage to human immune systems, wildlife and agriculture."  Given that many substances that deplete the ozone layer are also potent greenhouse gases, the report says that the Montreal Protocol has "provided substantial co-benefits by reducing climate change."  In 2010, the Protocol led to a reduction of ozone-depleting substances that was five times larger than the 2008-2012 reduction resulting from the Kyoto Protocol, the greenhouse emissions reduction treaty.  The report says that an important challenge which still remains is to examine the complex linkages between ozone and climate change.  Changes in climate are expected to have an increasing influence on stratospheric ozone in the coming decades, it says. The changes derive mainly from the emissions of long-lived greenhouse gases, mainly carbon dioxide, associated with human activities.  

More evidence

Crow 11 5/16, *James Mitchell Crow is a science writer for Nature News and PhD in Chemistry from The Australian National University, “First signs of ozone-hole recovery spotted,” http://www.nature.com/news/2011/110516/full/news.2011.293.html, AJ

The hole in the ozone layer over Antarctica is starting to heal, say researchers in Australia. The team is the first to detect a recovery in baseline average springtime ozone levels in the region, 22 years after the Montreal Protocol to ban chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and related ozone-destroying chemicals came into force.  Each spring, those chlorine- and bromine-releasing chemicals eat a hole in the ozone layer above the Antarctic. Thanks to the Montreal agreement, levels of anthropogenic ozone depleters detected in the region's stratosphere have been falling since around the turn of the millennium. However, detecting any corresponding ozone recovery has been difficult.  That difficulty is down to significant natural variations in average Antarctic stratospheric springtime ozone levels from year to year, which mean that the hole can be small one year and large the next. Scientists did not expect to be able to detect the gradual recovery of ozone for decades, masked as it is by these dramatic swings. The team's breakthrough was in showing that annual swings in average springtime ozone levels are linked to changes in a particular pattern of stratospheric weather known as dynamical forcing. In years in which this phenomenon is strong during the winter, more cold air is trapped above the pole. As a result, there are more ice crystals in the atmosphere. These crystals form the surface on which chlorine destroys ozone, catalysed by sunlight returning to the Antarctic during the spring.  "I think this is the first convincing observationally-derived evidence of the ozone rebound," says Adrian McDonald, an atmospheric scientist at the University of Canterbury in Christchurch, New Zealand. "It's the first where the statistical significance is high enough, and you can see the pattern well enough, that you feel comfortable in believing it."  Salby's results reveal a fast decline in ozone levels until the late 1990s, then a slow rebound that closely matches what theoretical calculations had predicted, says David Karoly, a climate scientist at the University of Melbourne, Australia. "It is the sort of result that was expected, but is the first to provide detection of an increase in Antarctic ozone levels," he says.  Adding weight to Salby's argument, the increase in ozone levels revealed by the calculations closely mirror the decrease in the levels of anthropogenic chlorine in the region. "For now, they agree pretty well," says Salby. "My feeling is that as time goes on we will start to see other influences on the systematic evolution of ozone level beside chlorine." One such influence is likely to be the increasing concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Salby's data reveal that average springtime Antarctic ozone levels have already recovered by 15% since the late 1990s. However, projecting forward, natural weather-related fluctuations mean that even as late as 2085, ozone will still drop below 1980 levels for at least one year in every ten.  A complicating factor in that prediction is the influence of climate change, says Karoly. "Even when CFCs are removed, ozone levels will be different in the future than they were in the 1960s, because of changes in temperature in the stratosphere."  It's a relationship that goes both ways, however. "In the past four or five years it has become very clear that the ozone hole seems to have held back climate change over Antarctica," says McDonald. Ozone absorbs sunlight, so less ozone means the stratosphere heats up less. This has caused a change in circulation patterns around the Antarctic, which has trapped more cold air over the pole. As the ozone hole recovers, its future impact on Antarctic climate, and so on melting ice caps and global sea-level rise, is under debate.  "Some people are saying that, once the ozone hole totally recovers, because it has so far had a braking effect, maybe when that brake gets taken off then we'll have rapid change over the Antarctic. But there are many complexities in the system, and so other people are saying that it might not have very much effect. That is definitely work to be done by the climate-science community."  In the more immediate term, the strong correlation between winter weather patterns and springtime ozone levels means that the intensity of the ozone hole can now be forecast, says Salby. That is important because, at the end of each spring, the ozone-depleted air is released across the mid-latitudes of the southern hemisphere, affecting major population centres during the summer months by allowing increased levels of ultraviolet light to reach Earth's surface.  "If you know what the stratospheric forcing is during the winter, you can predict rather accurately the ozone level for the following spring," says Salby.     

PEAK OIL

Author Indict

Your authors are terrible – no peak oil

Williams, 03 (Bob, former Executive Editor of Oil & Gas Journal, citing Thomas Ahlbrandt, world energy project chief, US Geological Survey, citing Sarah Emerson, Managing Director of Energy Security Analysis, Inc.,  July 14, 2003, “Debate over peak-oil issue boiling over, with major implications for industry, society,” Oil & Gas Journal, ProQuest, Hensel)

A number of prominent energy consultants, economists, and petroleum scientist have taken issue with the notion that the world awaits an imminent peak in oil production. Thomas Ahlbrandt, world energy project chief with the US Geological Survey in Denver, objects to the concept underlying the Hubbert curve. "Is there an imminent oil peak? The short answer is no," he said. "I believe in the plateau concept, which reconciles the need for additional resources within the constraints of infrastructure and capital investment. “The symmetric rise and fall of oil production is not technically supportable, as Hubber, Laherrere, and others have published, although generally not recognized by (Colin) Campbell, (Kenneth) Deffeyes, and others who have been making draconian end-of-civilization claims since 1989 and every year since. Why is there no accountability for these failed forecasts either by Hubbert or disciples such as Campbell, Laherrere, etc.?" Instead, Ahlbrandt and others point to even mature areas such as the UK North Sea, which in the past 20 years has repeatedly defied forecasts of a bell-curve-style decline (Figs. 6-7). And peak-oil critics also noted the surge in discoveries in areas deemed critical for future supply, such as the deepwater Gulf of Mexico (Fig. 8). Sarah Emerson, managing director, Energy Security Analysis Inc., Wakefield, Mass., is one of many energy economists who contend that the Hubbert modelers disregard the roles of oil supply, demand, and prices as well political and regulatory impacts. "I do not believe the peak in global oil production is imminent," she told OGJ.” The geologists who present the resource scarcity argument tend to ignore changes in the economic context. For example, foreign investment laws can change in countries with large reserves and limited access to capital or technology. This means places where we never expected development (or expected slow development) suddenly open up. A list of the countries who have opened up to foreign investment is an impressive who's who of producers: Russia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Venezuela, now Iraq, and maybe even someday Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. New-found access to capital and technology requires a total reappraisal of resource development." She contends that the global oil industry and market is "incredibly dynamic, constantly changing as it responds to regulation and innovation. "The Hubbert curve analysis is far too static to stand as a guiding assessment of the future of global oil supply. As with any 'model' results, it should be one input into a broader, more comprehensive market analysis."

Long Time Frame

Peak oil’s not happening any time soon

Voice of America, 09 (citing Michael Economides, professor at the Cullen College of Engineering, University of Houston, October 27, 2009, “Is the World Running Out of Oil?,” http://www.voanews.com/content/a-13-2008-03-05-voa7-66810217/374196.html, Hensel)

Some analysts maintain that after large oil fields are explored, it becomes harder and more expensive to drill deeper for increasingly smaller amounts of oil. But chemical and bio-molecular engineer Michael Economides of the University of Houston says oil will not run out anytime soon. "The first time that people said we were running out of oil was in 1866, four years after the first purposeful well was drilled in Pennsylvania. The whole concept that we are running out of oil has been repeated on at least six major occasions in the last 150-some years. Peak will happen," says Economides. "But my calculations suggest that peak oil may happen around 2040, perhaps 2050. And then after that, it will linger on for decades -- perhaps two, three centuries. We are still going to be producing commercial quantities of oil." Technology to the Rescue? Economides says technology and new drilling techniques have extended the world's known oil reserves. As a result, many experts say estimates for oil reserves have been rising, with this year's global reserves estimated at one-and-a-third trillion barrels. "The introduction of modern geo-sciences has probably added 20 percent [more oil] to the United States' reserves. Fifteen years ago, it was a good strike if we drilled ten wells and one well was good. Today, seven out of ten drilled wells are commercial successes. All of that is because of technology," says Economides. "We have gone below 10-thousand feet of water, which would have been unthinkable 15 years ago. So all of these things extend reserves and world production capacity." 

No Peak Oil

Technology and human ingenuity solve

The Telegraph, 12 (Garry White – staff writer, April 1, 2012, “Peak oil doomsayers ignore human ingenuity,” The Telegraph, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/commodities/9179202/Peak-oil-doomsayers-ignore-human-ingenuity.html, Hensel)

Many peak oil disciples use the theory to paint pictures of doomsday scenarios. As oil production falls and it gets scarcer the cost will rise and rise with disastrous consequences for the global economy and everyone’s wealth. There will be a time where energy will get so expensive that all but the very richest will not be able to travel as the cost becomes prohibitive. We will be less mobile and localised with food sourcing and manufacturing. A globalised world will end, advocates argue. However, theories of a looming resource crunch have stalked popular imaginations for centuries - and technology has always rolled back any looming apocalypse. In the seminal 1798 pamphlet entitled An Essay on the Principle of Population, Reverend Thomas Malthus argued that population growth would have to stop as the world would no longer feed its fast-growing population. However, this Malthusian catastrophe has not happened because of the technology developed and applied in the “green revolution”. The 20th Century green revolution saw a series of developments that boosted intensive farming techniques, irrigation and the use of high-yielding crops. So, it was a technology-led process the stopped Malthusians in their tracks – or kicked the can further into the future. But technology and human ingenuity have always been one step ahead. A similar process is happening in energy. There has been a revolution in power production over the last decade, one that has been driven by engineering and science. The proliferation of hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, means that the US will be the world’s second largest gas producer by 2035, with its output dwarfed only by Russia, according to the International Energy Agency. The US currently has record low gas prices because the new technology has created a glut of natural gas. It’s not just new technologies in gas production that are taking up the slack from oil, but new developments in wind, solar and tidal generation are also providing alternatives. Once again, new technology is providing the solution we need, albeit at a slow pace. However, oil prices have continued to rise and, with Brent crude prices staying above $100 a barrel since January 2011 (bar a few days around October when it dipped to $95). But this is more to do with supply issues from the Middle East and worries about a conflict with Iran. The price is also supported by the money-printing activities of central banks as they increase liquidity in the system. Because oil is a finite resource, peak oil theory has to be true. New oil is difficult to find, being located in the frozen arctic regions or deep under the oceans, which guarantees the price will remain elevated. However, as with the green revolution and agriculture, so an energy revolution is already underway with shale gas - a technology that was virtually unheard of a decade ago in the vanguard. Vast amounts of money are being spent on developing next-generation biofuels, hydrogen cells and even thorium molten salt reactors, which are nuclear reactors that produce less radioactive material than those that use uranium as a fuel. So, in the end, it is likely that human ingenuity will prevail.
Peak Oil theory is just wrong – 5 warrants and indicts your authors

Asia Times, 08 (Ismael Hossein-Zadeh, June 25, 2008, “Are they really oil wars?,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/JF25Dj05.html, Hensel)

Peak Oil theory is based on a number of assumptions and omissions that make it less than reliable. To begin with, it discounts or disregards the fact that energy-saving technologies have drastically improved (and will continue to further improve) the efficiency of oil consumption. Evidence shows that, for example, "over a period of five years (1994-99), US GDP expanded over 20% while oil usage rose by only 9%. Before the 1973 oil shock, the ratio was about one to one." [4] Second, Peak Oil theory pays scant attention to the drastically enabling new technologies that have made (and will continue to make) possible discovery and extraction of oil reserves that were inaccessible only a short time ago. One of the results of the more efficient means of research and development has been a far higher success rate in finding new oil fields. The success rate has risen in 20 years from less than 70% to over 80%. Computers have helped to reduce the number of dry holes. Horizontal drilling has boosted extraction. Another important development has been deep-water offshore drilling, which the new technologies now permit. Good examples are the North Sea, the Gulf of Mexico, and more recently, the promising offshore oil fields of West Africa. [5] Third, Peak Oil theory also pays short shrift to what is sometimes called non-conventional oil. These include Canada's giant reserves of extra-heavy bitumen that can be processed to produce conventional oil. Although this was originally considered cost inefficient, experts working in this area now claim that they have brought down the cost from over US$20 a barrel to $8 per barrel. Similar developments are taking place in Venezuela. It is thanks to developments like these that since 1970, world oil reserves have more than doubled, despite the extraction of hundreds of millions of barrels. [6] Fourth, Peak Oil thesis pays insufficient attention to energy sources other than oil. These include solar, wind, non-food bio-fuel, and nuclear energies. They also include natural gas. Gas is now about 25% of energy demand worldwide. It is estimated that by 2050 it will be the main source of energy in the world. A number of American, European, and Japanese firms are investing heavily in developing fuel cells for cars and other vehicles that would significantly reduce gasoline consumption. [7] Fifth, proponents of Peak Oil tend to exaggerate the impact of the increased oil demand coming from China and India on both the amount and the price of oil in global markets. The alleged disparity between supply and demand is said to be due to the rapidly growing demand coming from China and India. But that rapid growth in demand is largely offset by a number of counterbalancing factors. These include slower growth in US demand due to its slower economic growth, efficient energy utilization in industrially advanced countries, and increases in oil production by members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries, Russia, and others. Finally, and perhaps more importantly, claims of "peaked and dwindling" oil are refuted by the available facts and figures on global oil supply. Statistical evidence shows that there is absolutely no supply-demand imbalance in global oil markets. Contrary to the claims of the proponents of Peak Oil and champions of war and militarism, the current oil price shocks are a direct consequence of the destabilizing wars and geopolitical insecurity in the Middle East, not oil shortages. These include not only the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, but also the threat of a looming war against Iran. The record of soaring oil prices shows that anytime there is a renewed US military threat against Iran, fuel prices move up several notches. 

RESOURCE WARS

Alt Cause – Governance

Governance is the root cause of resource conflicts

Victor, 07 (David G., Ph.D. in political science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, professor at the Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California, San Diego, November/December 2007, “What Resource Wars?,” The National Interest, Issue 92; pg. 48, Hensel)

Rising energy prices and mounting concerns about environmental depletion have animated fears that the world may be headed for a spate of "resource wars"- hot conflicts triggered by a struggle to grab valuable resources. Such fears come in many stripes, but the threat industry has sounded the alarm bells especially loudly in three areas. First is the rise of China, which is poorly endowed with many of the resources it needs-such as oil, gas, timber and most minerals-and has already "gone out" to the world with the goal of securing what it wants. Violent conflicts may follow as the country shunts others aside. A second potential path down the road to resource wars starts with all the money now flowing into poorly governed but resource-rich countries. Money can fund civil wars and other hostilities, even leaking into the hands of terrorists. And third is global climate change, which could multiply stresses on natural resources and trigger water wars, catalyze the spread of disease or bring about mass migrations. Most of this is bunk, and nearly all of it has focused on the wrong lessons for policy. Classic resource wars are good material for Hollywood screenwriters. They rarely occur in the real world. To be sure, resource money can magnify and prolong some conflicts, but the root causes of those hostilities usually lie elsewhere. Fixing them requires focusing on the underlying institutions that govern how resources are used and largely determine whether stress explodes into violence. When conflicts do arise, the weak link isn't a dearth in resources but a dearth in governance.

The cause for conflicts over resources lies elsewhere

Victor, 07 (David G., Ph.D. in political science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, professor at the Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California, San Diego, November/December 2007, “What Resource Wars?,” The National Interest, Issue 92; pg. 48, Hensel)

While there are many reasons to fear global warming, the risk that such dangers could cause violent conflict ranks extremely low on the list because it is highly unlikely to materialize. Despite decades of warnings about water wars, what is striking is that water wars don't happen-usually because countries that share water resources have a lot more at stake and armed conflict rarely fixes the problem. Some analysts have pointed to conflicts over resources, including water and valuable land, as a cause in the Rwandan genocide, for example. Recently, the UN secretary-general suggested that climate change was already exacerbating the conflicts in Sudan. But none of these supposed causal chains stay linked under close scrutiny-the conflicts over resources are usually symptomatic of deeper failures in governance and other primal forces for conflicts, such as ethnic tensions, income inequalities and other unsettled grievances. Climate is just one of many factors that contribute to tension. The same is true for scenarios of climate refugees, where the moniker "climate" conveniently obscures the deeper causal forces.

Complex factors make solving resource wars impossible – they empirically don’t happen anyway

Victor, 07 (David G., Ph.D. in political science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, professor at the Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California, San Diego, November/December 2007, “What Resource Wars?,” The National Interest, Issue 92; pg. 48, Hensel)

If resource wars are actually rare-and when they do exist, they are part of a complex of causal factors-then much of the conventional wisdom about resource policies needs fresh scrutiny. A full-blown new strategy is beyond this modest essay, but here in the United States, at least three lines of new thinking are needed. First, the United States needs to think differently about the demands that countries with exploding growth are making on the world's resources. It must keep their rise in perspective, as their need for resources is still, on a per capita basis, much smaller than typical Western appetites. And what matters most is that the United States must focus on how to accommodate these countries' peaceful rise and their inevitable need for resources. Applied to China, this means getting the Chinese government to view efficient markets as the best way to obtain resources-not only because such an approach leads to correct pricing (which encourages energy efficiency as resources become more dear), but also because it transforms all essential resources into commodities, which makes their particular physical location less important than the overall functioning of the commodity market. All that will, in turn, make resource wars even less likely because it will create common interests among all the countries with the greatest demand for resources. It will transform the resource problem from a zero-sum struggle to the common task of managing markets. Most policymakers agree with such general statements, but the actual practice of U.S. policy has largely undercut this goal. Saber-rattling about CNOOC'S attempt to buy Unocal-along with similar fear-mongering around foreign control of ports and new rules that seem designed to trigger reviews by the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States when foreigners try to buy American-owned assets-sends the signal that going out will also be the American approach, rather than letting markets function freely. Likewise, one of the most important actions in the oil market is to engage China and other emerging countries fully in the International Energy Agency-which is the world's only institution for managing the oil commodity markets in times of crisis-yet despite wide bipartisan consensus on that goal, nearly nothing is ever done to execute such a policy. Getting China to source commodities through markets rather than mercantilism will be relatively easy because Chinese policymakers, as well as the leadership of state enterprises that invest in natural resource projects, already increasingly think that way. The sweep of history points against classic resource wars. Whereas colonialism created long, oppressive and often war-prone supply chains for resources such as oil and rubber, most resources today are fungible commodities. That means it is almost always cheaper and more reliable to buy them in markets.

Author Indict

Your lit base is rigged to come to the conclusion that scarcity leads to conflict – prefer our evidence

Victor, 08 (David G. Victor, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Science and Technology professor of law at Stanford Law School and the director of the Program on Energy and Sustainable Development. He is also a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations 1-2-08 Smoke and Mirrors The National Interest)

Nearly all of the vast literature that Homer-Dixon applauds suffers from the affliction of severe selection bias and failure to assign proper weights to causal factors. Put a microscope on any big conflict looking for resources, and you’re sure to find exactly what you’re looking for. Nobody doubts that causation is complex; the dispute is on the central forces. And to Klare’s point about methodology, my article focuses narrowly on hot conflict—that is, “war”—because the best way to get causation right usually requires starting narrowly. However, technological change and economic shifts away from resource-intensive industries and the globalization of most resources into commodities implies that a broader version of my hypothesis probably also holds—natural resources matter less and thus are less important for conflict, except where lootable resources coincide with exceptionally poor governance.

Causes Cooperation

Countries will negotiate over resources, not fight

Goldstone, 02 (Jack A., Virginia E. and John T. Hazel Jr. Professor at the George Mason School of Public Policy, Fall 2002, “Population and Security: How Demographic Change Can Lead to Violent Conflict,” Journal of International Affairs, Fall 2002, vol. 56, no. 1, http://www.efiko.org/material/Population%20and%20Security-%20How%20demographic%20Change%20can%20Lead%20to%20Violent%20Conflict%20Jack%20A.%20Goldstone.pdf, Hensel)

Should we therefore dismiss the environment as a cause of conflict? No, although I believe we can be free of the fear that environmental decay will unleash wars and revolutions across the globe. Rather, what research has shown is that although environmental issues do cause international and domestic conflicts, they are of the kind that are generally settled by negotiation and compromise and do not lead to taking up arms. The reason for that is straightforward. Where the problem faced by two groups, or two nations, is over the degradation or depletion of an environmental resource, war neither solves the problem (it cannot make more of the resource) nor is it an economically efficient way to redistribute the resource (the costs of war almost invariably far outweigh the cost of gaining alternative resources or paying more for a share of the resource). For example, if two nations have a conflict over sharing river water—such as India and Bangladesh over the Ganges, xi Israel and Jordan over the river Jordan xii or Hungary and Slovakia over the Danube xiii—they may threaten violence but in fact are most likely to produce non-violent resolution through negotiation or arbitration rather than war (and indeed all of these conflicts led to treaties or international arbitration xiv).

Empirics

Empirics prove – no resource wars

Salehyan, 07 (Idean, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of North Texas, August 14, 2007, “The New Myth About Climate Change,” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2007/08/13/the_new_myth_about_climate_change, Hensel)

These claims generally boil down to an argument about resource scarcity. Desertification, sea-level rise, more-frequent severe weather events, an increased geographical range of tropical disease, and shortages of freshwater will lead to violence over scarce necessities. Friction between haves and have-nots will increase, and governments will be hard-pressed to provide even the most basic services. In some scenarios, mass migration will ensue, whether due to desertification, natural disasters, and rising sea levels, or as a consequence of resource wars. Environmental refugees will in turn spark political violence in receiving areas, and countries in the global North will erect ever higher barriers to keep culturally unwelcome and hungry foreigners out. The number of failed states, meanwhile, will increase as governments collapse in the face of resource wars and weakened state capabilities, and transnational terrorists and criminal networks will move in. International wars over depleted water and energy supplies will also intensify. The basic need for survival will supplant nationalism, religion, or ideology as the fundamental root of conflict. Dire scenarios like these may sound convincing, but they are misleading. Even worse, they are irresponsible, for they shift liability for wars and human rights abuses away from oppressive, corrupt governments. Additionally, focusing on climate change as a security threat that requires a military response diverts attention away from prudent adaptation mechanisms and new technologies that can prevent the worst catastrophes. First, aside from a few anecdotes, there is little systematic empirical evidence that resource scarcity and changing environmental conditions lead to conflict. In fact, several studies have shown that an abundance of natural resources is more likely to contribute to conflict. Moreover, even as the planet has warmed, the number of civil wars and insurgencies has decreased dramatically. Data collected by researchers at Uppsala University and the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo shows a steep decline in the number of armed conflicts around the world. Between 1989 and 2002, some 100 armed conflicts came to an end, including the wars in Mozambique, Nicaragua, and Cambodia. If global warming causes conflict, we should not be witnessing this downward trend. Furthermore, if famine and drought led to the crisis in Darfur, why have scores of environmental catastrophes failed to set off armed conflict elsewhere? For instance, the U.N. World Food Programme warns that 5 million people in Malawi have been experiencing chronic food shortages for several years. But famine-wracked Malawi has yet to experience a major civil war. Similarly, the Asian tsunami in 2004 killed hundreds of thousands of people, generated millions of environmental refugees, and led to severe shortages of shelter, food, clean water, and electricity. Yet the tsunami, one of the most extreme catastrophes in recent history, did not lead to an outbreak of resource wars. Clearly then, there is much more to armed conflict than resource scarcity and natural disasters.

No conflict over resources – for every example to prove resource wars exist there are several examples that disprove it.

Dalby, 06 (Simon, Dept. Of Geography, Carleton University, 2006 "Security and environment linkages revisited" in Globalisation and Environmental Challenges: Reconceptualising Security in the 21st Century, www.ntu.edu.sg/idss/publications/SSIS/SSIS001.pdf)

In parallel with the focus on human security as a necessity in the face of both natural and artificial forms of vulnerability, recent literature has emphasised the opportunities that environmental management presents for political cooperation between states and other political actors, on both largescale infrastructure projects as well as more traditional matters of wildlife and new concerns with biodiversity preservation (Matthew/Halle/Switzer 2002). Simultaneously, the discussion on water wars, and in particular the key finding the shared resources frequently stimulate cooperation rather than conflict, shifted focus from conflict to the possibilities of environmental action as a mode of peacemaking. Both at the international level in terms of environmental diplomacy and institution building, there is considerable evidence of cooperative action on the part of many states (Conca/Dabelko 2002). Case studies from many parts of the world suggest that cooperation and diplomatic arrangements can facilitate peaceful responses to the environmental difficulties in contrast to the pessimism of the 1990’s where the focus was on the potential for conflicts. One recent example of the attempts to resolve difficulties in the case of Lake Victoria suggests a dramatic alternative to the resource war scenarios. The need to curtail over-fishing in the lake and the importance of remediation has encouraged cooperation; scarcities leading to conflict arguments have not been common in the region, and they have not influenced policy prescriptions (Canter/Ndegwa 2002). Many conflicts over the allocations of water use rights continue around the world but most of them are within states and international disputes simply do not have a history of leading to wars.

Human Adaption Solves

Adaptions in the market solve the impact – this card smokes your authors’ methods

National Post, 08 (National Post, April 26, 2008, “Don't panic,” National Post, Factiva, Hensel)

The trouble with doom-and-gloom predictions -- whether they be about oil shortages, food scarcity, water wars or population explosions --is that most are based on the linear extrapolation of short-term trends. If, say, rice prices rise, alarmists assume they will keep rising indefinitely at the same rate -- and then produce scary-looking graphs that show trend lines veering up into the wild-eyed blue yonder. But history shows that human adaptation invariably intervenes --especially in parts of the world that have the benefit of a market economy. Scarcity drives innovations that pull the world back from the brink. Consumers take high prices as their cue to consume less; producers take the same cue to produce more. A new equilibrium is reached, just as college microeconomics textbooks -would predict. That's why we aren't losing any sleep over the latest predictions from Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce chief economist Jeffrey Rubin, which were fronted prominently on Friday's National Post. New inventions, new oil discoveries and improvements in existing technologies will conspire to spare us Mr. Rubin's parade of horribles, which include $2.25-a-litre gasoline and tens of thousands of job losses in the auto-making sector. In a report entitled The Age of Scarcity, released on Thursday, Mr. Rubin predicts that by 2012, demand for oil, gas and diesel in the rest of the world will exceed that in OECD countries. As developing nations get richer, they will begin competing with the current industrialized world for diminishing resources. This will drive up the cost of everything from energy to food to computer components. Mr. Rubin predicts this will lead to the biggest economic disruption in North America since the 1973 oil crisis. But that same historical comparison suggests a reason Canadians should be suspicious of this ominous forecast: While the oil shortages of the 1970s displaced millions of assembly-line workers and led to a temporary slowdown of the North American economy, the adaptations they spurred ultimately made industry more efficient and ordinary people more prosperous. North American manufacturing is far more productive and energy-efficient now than it was 30 years ago, as well as producing far less pollution. (Many Canadians under 30, who have been reared on a constant diet of dire environmental claims, may have trouble believing this, but despite the rapid growth of our economy in the last three decades, smog is actually less toxic and our waters less polluted than in 1970.) In an interview with the National Post, Mr. Rubin fell into a common trap: He assumed growth is a zero-sum game, whereby someone must lose ground every time someone else gains it. "I think there will be fewer people on the road in North America in five years than there is right now," Mr. Rubin said on Thursday. "For everybody who's about to get on the road by buying a new Tata or a Chery car in the developing world, someone's going to have to get off the road in this part of the world. There's just not enough gasoline to go around." Anyone tempted to buy into this line of thinking would do well to remember the famous bet between Paul R. Ehrlich, author of the apocalyptic 1968 book The Population Bomb, and economist Julian Simon. Mr. Erlich predicted that by the late 1970s, the world would begin to run out of oil and metals, and that "wide-scale famine caused by declining food production" would cause hundreds of millions of deaths annually. Mr. Simon, on the other hand contended, that "natural resources are not finite in any serious way; they are created by the intellect of man, an always renewable resource." In 1980, he bet Mr. Ehrlich $1,000 that by 1990 a basket of any five commodities of his choosing would cost less than it had 10 years earlier. By the end-is-nigh thinking embraced by Mr. Ehrlich (and, to a lesser extent, Mr. Rubin), he should have won easily. Instead, Mr. Simon won. The five commodities chosen were, after inflation, 40% cheaper in 1990 than they had been a decade before. The same pattern is beginning to unfold in 2008. In just a few short months, rising prices for fuel have prompted the sort of market-driven energy efficiencies and environmental solutions that the green movement has failed to achieve through years of hectoring, regulating and legislating. Full-sized SUV sales have plummeted, home builders are designing smaller, low-consumption houses, airlines and railways are switching to more efficient planes and engines and car makers are scrambling to lighten their models. Thanks to just a 30% increase in pump prices, the automobile sector is likely to raise fleet fuel efficiency more than all the laws demanding higher standards passed in the past 35 years combined. There is no doubt that our society is changing because of the scarcity in food and fuel that Mr. Rubin highlights. But it defies the principles of economics to imagine that such scarcity will persist indefinitely. If there is one trend we can depend on, it is that the law of supply and demand will intervene to blunt the economic shocks that even the most prosperous nations must inevitably face.

No Escalation

Ensures no escalation – these conflicts have never escalated beyond local levels.  The only way they escalate is getting highly developed countries involved – that won’t happen

Gleditsch, 98 (Nils Petter Gleditsch (International Peace Research Institute, Oslo (PRIO) & Norwegian University of Science and Technology, Trondheim) 1998 “Armed Conflict and the Environment:  A Critique of the Literature” JSTOR)

A similar point holds for economic variables. Much of the environmental literature lacks explicit recognition of the fact that material deprivation is one of the strongest predictors of civil war. Moreover, economically highly developed countries rarely fight one another (Mueller, 1989), although this regularity is less absolute than the democratic peace. Finally, while economic development does tend to exacerbate certain environmental problems (such as pollution and excessive resource extraction) up to a point, the most advanced industrial economies also tend to be relatively more resource-friendly. Hence, resource competition is likely to be less fierce domestically as well as externally among the most highly developed countries. Going back to the example of shared water re- sources, highly developed countries have very strong economic motives for not fighting over scarce water resources; instead, they use technology to expand the resources or find cooperative solutions in exploiting them. Poor countries generate more local environmental problems, which in turn may exacerbate their poverty and which is also conducive to conflict. Certain types of environmental degradation - like deforestation, lack of water and sanitation, and soil erosion - are part and parcel of underdevelopment.

No Wars

No resource wars

Salehyan, 08 (Idean Salehyan (Professor of Political Science at the University of North Texas) May 2008 “From Climate Change to Conflict? No Consensus Yet*” Journal of Peace Research, vol. 45, no. 3 http://emergingsustainability.org/files/resolver%20climate%20change%20and%20conflict.pdf)

First, the deterministic view has poor predictive power as to where and when conflicts will break out. For every potential example of an environmental catastrophe or resource shortfall that leads to violence, there are many more counter-examples in which conflict never occurs. But popular accounts typically do not look at the dogs that do not bark. Darfur is frequently cited as a case where desertification led to food scarcity, water scarcity, and famine, in turn leading to civil war and ethnic cleansing.5 Yet, food scarcity and hunger are problems endemic to many countries – particularly in sub-Saharan Africa – but similar problems elsewhere have not led to large-scale violence. According to the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, food shortages and malnutrition affect more than a third of the population in Malawi, Zambia, the Comoros, North Korea, and Tanzania,6 although none of these countries have experienced fullblown civil war and state failure. Hurricanes, coastal flooding, and droughts – which are all likely to intensify as the climate warms – are frequent occurrences which rarely lead to violence. The Asian Tsunami of 2004, although caused by an oceanic earthquake, led to severe loss of life and property, flooding, population displacement, and resource scarcity, but it did not trigger new wars in Southeast Asia. Large-scale migration has the potential to provoke conflict in receiving areas (see Reuveny, 2007; Salehyan & Gleditsch, 2006), yet most migration flows do not lead to conflict, and, in this regard, social integration and citizenship policies are particularly important (Gleditsch, Nordås & Salehyan, 2007). In short, resource scarcity, natural disasters, and long-term climatic shifts are ubiquitous, while armed conflict is rare; therefore, environmental conditions, by themselves, cannot predict violent outbreaks. Second, even if local skirmishes over access to resources arise, these do not always escalate to open warfare and state collapse. While interpersonal violence is more or less common and may intensify under resource pressures, sustained armed conflict on a massive scale is difficult to conduct. Meier, Bond & Bond (2007) show that, under certain circumstances, environmental conditions have led to cattle raiding among pastoralists in East Africa, but these conflicts rarely escalate to sustained violence. Martin (2005) presents evidence from Ethiopia that, while a large refugee influx and population pressures led to localized conflict over natural resources, effective resource management regimes were able to ameliorate these tensions. Both of these studies emphasize the role of local dispute-resolution regimes and institutions – not just the response of central governments – in preventing resource conflicts from spinning out of control. Martin’s analysis also points to the importance of international organizations, notably the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, in implementing effective policies governing refugee camps. Therefore, local hostilities need not escalate to serious armed conflict and can be managed if there is the political will to do so. Third, states often bear responsibility for environmental degradation and resource shortfalls, either through their own projects and initiatives or through neglect of the environment. Clearly, climate change itself is an exogenous stressor beyond the control of individual governments. However, government policies and neglect can compound the effects of climate change. Nobel Prizewinning economist Amartya Sen finds that, even in the face of acute environmental scarcities, countries with democratic institutions and press freedoms work to prevent famine because such states are accountable to their citizens (Sen, 1999). Others have similarly shown a strong relationship between democracy and protection of the environment (Li & Reuveny, 2006). Faced with global warming, some states will take the necessary steps to conserve water and land, redistribute resources to those who need them most, and develop disaster-warning and -response systems. Others will do little to respond to this threat. While a state’s level of income and technological capacity are certainly important, democracy – or, more precisely, the accountability of political leaders to their publics – is likely to be a critical determinant of how states respond to the challenge. Fourth, violent conflict is an inefficient and sub-optimal reaction to changes in the environment and resource scarcities. As environmental conditions change, several possible responses are available, although many journalists and policymakers have focused on the potential for warfare. Individuals can migrate internally or across borders, or they can invest in technological improvements, develop conservation strategies, and shift to less climate-sensitive livelihoods, among other adaptation mechanisms. Engaging in armed rebellion is quite costly and risky and requires large-scale collective action. Individuals and households are more likely to engage in simpler, personal, or smallscale coping strategies. Thus, organized violence is inefficient at the individual level. But, more importantly, armed violence against the state is used as a means to gain leverage over governments so as to gain some form of accommodation, namely, the redistribution of economic resources and political power. Organized armed violence rarely (if ever) arises spontaneously but is usually pursued when people perceive their government to be unwilling to listen to peaceful petitions. As mentioned above, rebellion does not distribute resources by itself, and protracted civil wars can have devastating effects on the economy and the natural environment, leaving fewer resources to bargain over. Thus, organized violence is inefficient at the collective level. Responsive, accountable political leaders – at all levels of government – are more likely to listen to citizen demands for greater access to resources and the means to secure their livelihoods. Political sensitivity to peaceful action can immunize states from armed insurrection.

No resource wars – states are rational and strategic

Idean Salehyan (Professor of Political Science at the University of North Texas) May 2008 “From Climate Change to Conflict? No Consensus Yet*” Journal of Peace Research, vol. 45, no. 3 http://emergingsustainability.org/files/resolver%20climate%20change%20and%20conflict.pdf

On a fundamental level, if we acknowledge that actors faced with environmental stress make decisions strategically, then we can see that violence is generally a poor response to resource scarcity, given the alternatives. Barring the defeat, subjugation, or extermination of the other party, armed conflict by itself does nothing to resolve the underlying incompatibility over the distribution of resources. Violence is typically used as a strategy used to influence outcomes during negotiations, whether in a domestic or international setting (Filson & Werner, 2002; Wagner, 2000); eventually, actors must come to the bargaining table. Moreover, there is good reason to think that civil wars are extremely disruptive to the natural environment, leaving fewer resources than there were to begin with. Warfare is, therefore, an inefficient and costly way to resolve conflicts over resources (Fearon, 1995). Failure to find a suitable bargain and forgo fighting stems from failures in the political process, not from the absolute level of resources. Thus, while environmental degradation is certainly not a necessary condition for armed conflict, neither is it a sufficient one, since states play a key role in containing or aggravating violence

No resource wars – too costly for invaders

Daniel Deudney, Fellow in Science, Technology, and Politics, Princeton University, MILLENIUM, 1990, p. 471-

Second, the prospects for resource wars are diminished, since states find it increasingly difficult to exploit foreign resources through territorial conquest. Although the invention of nuclear explosives has made it easy and cheap to annihilate humans and infrastructure in extensive areas, the spread of small arms and national consciousness has made it very costly for an invader, even one equipped with advanced technology, to subdue a resisting population—as France discovered in Indochina and Algeria, the United States in Vietnam and the Soviet Union in Afghanistan.

Countries with resources are more likely to go to war

Sharp, 07 (Travis, Military Policy Analyst at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, July-September, 2007, “Resource Conflict in the Twenty-First Century,” Peace Review 19:3, The Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, http://armscontrolcenter.org/policy/iran/articles/resource_conflict_twenty_first_century/, Hensel)

Brito and Intriligator's results have been supported more recently by the World Bank's Collier-Hoeffler (CH) model of civil war onset. The CH model maintains that the opportunities to organize and finance a war are more significant variables than any social or political grievances per se. Under this rubric, the CH model predicts that the chance a nation with limited resources will have a civil war in any five-year span is 1 in 100, but the chance that a resource rich nation will is 1 in 5, according to the March 2006 Harper's Index.

RUSSIA ECONOMY

Collapse Inevitable

Russian economic collapse is inevitable—oil profits aren’t sustainable

KHRUSHCHEVA 2008 (Nina L. Khrushcheva is an associate professor of international affairs at the New School, Chronicle of Higher Education, 9-5)
That scenario, however, is unlikely. The unstable conditions that are stoking Russia's current economic boom may soon bring about a crisis similar to the financial meltdown of 1998, when, as a result of the decline in world commodity prices, Russia, which is heavily dependent on the export of raw materials, lost most of its income. Widespread corruption at every level of private and state bureaucracy, coupled with the fact that the government invests little of its oil money in fostering areas like technological innovation, corporate responsibility, and social and political reform, could spin the economic balance out of control. Rampant inflation might bring the Putin-Medvedev Kremlin down. Even if Russia withstands that scenario, global forces will ultimately burst its economic bubble. The temporary release of the U.S. oil reserves, and tough economic and legal sanctions against oil speculators around the world, should end Russia's oil supremacy and hasten its economic collapse. And sooner or later, alternative solutions to the world's dependence on oil and gas will be found.
Russian economic collapse is inevitable

ASLUND 2008 (Anders, Peterson Institute, Moscow Times, Sept 3, http://www.iie.com/publications/opeds/oped.cfm?ResearchID=997)

August 8 stands out as a fateful day for Russia. It marks Prime Minister Vladimir Putin's greatest strategic blunder. In one blow, he wiped out half a trillion dollars of stock market value, stalled all domestic reforms, and isolated Russia from the outside world. Russia's attack on Georgia, its small democratic neighbor, was bad enough, but its recognition of two conquered protectorates as independent states has been supported only by Hamas, Belarus, Venezuela, and Cuba. Putin is turning Russia into a rogue state. Russia has gone through a grand economic recovery, but its strength must not be exaggerated. In current dollars, its gross domestic product has increased almost ninefold in nine years, but even so, it accounts for only 2.8 percent of global GDP. At present, its per capita GDP of $12,000 is a quarter of the US level. While this is impressive, much of its catch-up potential has been exhausted. The official government target is to reach half the US per capita GDP by 2020. It is possible to achieve that goal, but it would require carrying out extensive economic reforms during the next 12 years. The problem, however, is that Russia's foreign aggression has strengthened the authoritarian regime, and this has ended all hopes for substantial reforms at a time when they are needed the most. To understand Russia's economic dilemma, we need to consider the causes of the country's growth over the last decade and the current challenges. The dominant cause of growth has been European or capitalist convergence, which Russia has enjoyed thanks to Boris Yeltsin's hard-fought introduction of a market economy, privatization, and international integration. The country's short economic history can be summed up as: All good comes from private enterprise. The government's contribution has been to keep the budget in surplus and reduce taxation. A second cause of the high growth has been the huge free capacity in production, infrastructure, and human capital after the collapse of communism. The recovery was also coupled with remonetization, as Russia has enjoyed one of the greatest credit booms of all time. With the rise of the new capitalist service sector, a huge structural change has spurred growth. Together, the systemic and structural changes amount to a gigantic catch-up effect that all postcommunist reform countries have experienced. The average annual real growth in former Soviet states from 2000 to 2007 was 9 percent, but it reached only 7 percent in Russia.The third factor behind Russia's growth is the most spurious—namely the oil price windfall since 2004. While it has boosted the country's budget surplus, current account balance, and currency reserves, it is likely to have damaged its policy badly, as the elite focused on the distribution of oil rents rather than on the improvement of policy. As a consequence, Russia has seen no economic or social reforms worth mentioning for the past six years. Moscow's current economic dilemma is that the old sources of growth will soon be exhausted. Undoubtedly, some capitalist convergence will continue, but it is bound to slow down. Unfortunately, it is easy to compile 10 reasons why Russia is likely to have lower growth in the near future than it has had for the last nine years.   1. Internationally, one of the greatest booms of all times is finally coming to an end. Demand is falling throughout the world, and soon Russia will also be hit. This factor alone has brought the Western world to stagnation.   2. Russia's main problem is its enormous corruption. According to Transparency International, only Equatorial Guinea is richer than Russia and more corrupt. Since the main culprit behind Russia's aggravated corruption is Putin, no improvement is likely as long as he persists.   3. Infrastructure, especially roads, has become an extraordinary bottleneck, and the sad fact is that Russia is unable to carry out major infrastructure projects. When Putin came to power in 2000, Russia had 754,000 kilometers of paved road. Incredibly, by 2006 this figure had increased by only 0.1 percent, and the little that is built costs at least three times as much as in the West. Public administration is simply too incompetent and corrupt to develop major projects.   4. Renationalization is continuing and leading to a decline in economic efficiency. When Putin publicly attacked Mechel, investors presumed that he had decided to nationalize the company. Thus they rushed to dump their stock in Mechel, having seen what happened to Yukos, Russneft, United Heavy Machineries, and VSMP-Avisma, to name a few. In a note to investors, UBS explained diplomatically that an old paradigm of higher political risk has returned to Russia, so it has reduced its price targets by an average of 20 percent, or a market value of $300 billion. Unpredictable economic crime is bad for growth.   5. The most successful transition countries have investment ratios exceeding 30 percent of GDP, as is also the case in East Asia. But in Russia, it is only 20 percent of GDP, and it is likely to fall in the current business environment. That means that bottlenecks will grow worse.   6. An immediate consequence of Russia's transformation into a rogue state is that membership in the World Trade Organization is out of reach. World Bank and Economic Development Ministry assessments have put the value of WTO membership at 0.5 to 1 percentage points of additional growth per year for the next five years. Now, a similar deterioration is likely because of increased protectionism, especially in agriculture and finance.   7. Minimal reforms in law enforcement, education, and health care have been undertaken, and no new attempt is likely. The malfunctioning public services will become an even greater drag on economic growth.   8. Oil and commodity prices can only go down, and energy production is stagnant, which means that Russia's external accounts are bound to deteriorate quickly.   9. Because Russia's banking system is dominated by five state banks, it is inefficient and unreliable, and the national cost of a poor banking system rises over time.  10. Inflation is now 15 percent because of a poor exchange rate and monetary policies, though the current capital outflow may ease that problem.In short, Russia is set for a sudden and sharp fall in its economic growth. It is difficult to assess the impact of each of these 10 factors, but they are all potent and negative. A sudden, zero growth would not be surprising, and leaders like Putin are not prepared to face reality. Russia's economic situation looks ugly. For how long can Russia afford such an expensive prime minister?
High

Russian economy strong---oil prices

RIA NOVOSTI 12 1/27, “High Oil Prices Open “Window of Opportunity” for Russian Economy,” http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20120127/170994608.html, AJ

IMF experts believe that high oil prices will allow the Russian government to take measures to strengthen, protect and reform the economy. Russia is benefiting from the rising tensions in the Middle East, which are driving up the price of a barrel of oil, but experts believe this geopolitical factor will soon subside. Moreover, expensive oil is slowing down Russia’s economic growth, and without economic reforms even expensive oil cannot guarantee economic stability. Global circumstances will aid Russia along in this process. IMF experts predict that suspension of oil exports from Iran to OECD countries caused by U.S. and EU sanctions will increase oil prices by 20%-30%, whereas closing the Strait of Hormuz, as Iran has threatened to do, would cause even bigger hikes in oil prices. However, the IMF predicts that the Russian economy will grow, albeit at the modest rate of 3.3%, in 2012. The question is for how long Russia can keep up this economic development by inertia. 

Low

Russia’s economy is sliding – they’re preparing for another recession

White 6/18/12 – Moscow Bureau Chief of The Wall Street Journal(Gregory L., “ Russia Braces for Trouble in Its Export Markets,” WSJ Economy Online, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303379204577474603143970734.html) 
MOSCOW—Prices for oil, its main export, are sliding, and Russia is already gearing up for economic troubles, laying plans for spending cuts and a weaker ruble if the global situation worsens further, according to First Deputy Prime Minister Igor Shuvalov. "The dangers are clear—falling demand for our products and the prices on them—just what we saw in 2008. For the moment, it doesn't look that bad, but we need to be ready for the most dramatic possible shocks," he said in an interview. Russia spent tens of billions defending the ruble in 2008 and its once-hot economy dropped into a steep recession in 2009. Growth this year is expected to be around 4%. 

Russian economy in decline – unemployment and investment prove 

Rose & Ummelas 6/20/12 – contributing writer to Bloomberg and reporter/editor for Bloomberg (Scott & Ott, “ Russian Unemployment Plunges To Lowest In At Least 13 Years” Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-06-20/russian-unemployment-rate-plunges-to-lowest-in-at-least-13-years.html)

Russia’s unemployment rate fell to the lowest level in at least 13 years last month and retail- sales growth unexpectedly accelerated, supporting the central bank’s decision to leave borrowing costs unchanged. The jobless rate dropped 0.4 percentage point to 5.4 percent, a level last seen four years ago and the lowest since at least 1999, the Moscow-based Federal Statistics Service said today in an e-mailed report. That’s less than the 5.7 percent median forecast of 12 economists in a Bloomberg survey. The central bank left its refinancing rate at 8 percent for a sixth month June 15, saying borrowing costs are appropriate “in the coming months” for trends in the economy, which grew 4.9 percent from a year earlier in the first quarter. President Vladimir Putin needs a stronger labor market to sustain consumer spending and balance shrinking sales in Russia’s biggest trading partners, the European Union and China. “The current level of unemployment is already somewhat below the potential level for the economy and there are certain inflationary risks in this regard,” Vladimir Kolychev, head of research at Societe Generale SA’s OAO Rosbank in Moscow, said by phone. “There’s no reason for the central bank to become particularly dovish for now.” 

The 30-stock Micex Index was 1.2 percent lower at 1,372.76 in Moscow, bringing its 2012 decline to 2.1 percent. The ruble, which has lost 1.2 percent against the dollar this year, was down 0.3 percent at 32.53. Retail sales grew 6.8 percent from a year earlier in May, the statistics service said. That’s quicker than April’s 6.4 percent advance, which was the slowest pace in nine months, and more than the 6.1 percent median estimate of 15 economists in a Bloomberg survey. Consumers have been bolstered by slower inflation as prices grew at a record-low rate of 3.6 percent in May. Central bank Chairman Sergey Ignatiev this month reiterated his forecast for inflation to stay below this year’s 6 percent target, even as delayed utility-tariff increases in July spur price growth. Real wages grew 11.1 percent and real disposable incomes rose 3.6 percent in May, compared with 9.6 percent and 2.7 percent median estimates in two Bloomberg polls. Fixed-capital investment advanced 7.7 percent compared with 7.8 percent in April, beating the 6.9 percent median forecast in a separate Bloomberg survey. The government reduced its projection for economic growth this year to 3.4 percent from 3.7 percent, saying investment will be weaker than initially estimated.
No Impact

No impact to Russian economic decline

COUNTRY FORECAST SELECT 3-8-2010 (Economist Intelligence Unit, Lexis)
However, although Russians are dissatisfied with the economic situation, this does not yet appear to have affected significantly the popular standing of either Mr Medvedev or Mr Putin. Although the impact of economic crises on social stability usually occurs with a lag, it is nevertheless doubtful that a rise in social discontent could threaten the leadership--Boris Yeltsin managed to survive politically through the crisis in 1998, despite being in a much weaker position. Although some independent labour groups have emerged, most trade union organisations are close to the government. The authorities face little threat from a weak opposition. The liberals in Russia are in disarray and are not represented in parliament. The Communist Party of the Russian Federation (CPRF)--the only true opposition party in parliament--is a declining force.

Resilient

Russian economy can withstand low prices

RIA Novosti 11 (“Russian economy can survive low oil prices – Kudrin” September 09 11 http://en.rian.ru/business/20110926/167139562.html ajones)

The Russian economy will be able to function normally for a year, if global oil prices fall to $60 per barrel, Finance Minister Alexei Kudrin said on Monday in an interview with Russia Today international news TV channel. "We expect this fall will certainly cause a decrease in our economic growth down to nearly zero or below zero, but in terms of the budget policy we'll be able to cope with this for up to a year," Kudrin said. Russia's finance minister said on Saturday he expected world oil prices to fall to $60 per barrel in the next one and a half to two years and stay at this level for about six months. After this, "we'll have to adjust policy and reduce expenditure. As a whole, however, we are ready to provide stability for a year or two and fulfil all our commitments," Kudrin said. Russia's federal budget for the next three years is based on a forecast of Urals average yearly oil price at $100 per barrel in 2012, $97 per barrel in 2013 and $101 per barrel in 2014. Russian Deputy Finance Minister Tatiana Nesterenko said last week that a fall in global oil prices to $60 per barrel could force the Russian government to cut the 2012 budget spending but added that this scenario was unlikely. The average price of Urals blend, Russia's key export commodity, stood at $109.2 per barrel in January-August 2011

RUSSIA EXPANSION

No Expansion

Russia is nationalist not imperialist

Pravda,9 (Alex - Director of the Russian and Eurasian Studies Centre, St Antony’s College, Oxford University House of Commons Defence Committee, 10 July 2009 “Russia: a new confrontation?” http://www.contracts.mod.uk/pdfs/5.pdf)

I disagree in some respects with what my colleague just said. I think the notion of any state having a coherent overall foreign policy strategy long-term is a diYcult one to sustain in practice. Russia has struggled more than most states with incoherence of strategy. It has various visions, set out in long documents which are readily issued, both on security and foreign policy. It has tactics, at which it is quite adept, in a chess-playing way, selfconsciously. It often lacks the middle, which is the strategic element of how to match the visions with means. Things have improved somewhat and we conventionally compare the incoherence of the Yeltsin 1990s with the increasing coherence and control of the Putin two administrations, and that goes through to, in most people’s analyses, the Putin-Medvedev tandem era. However, I think that the two regional conflicts, the armed conflict with Georgia, the gas conflict with Ukraine, and the handling of the global crisis with which Russia has been trying to grapple, show up the very important elements of lack of co-ordination between various agencies, the high degree of personalisation and decision-making, sometimes the improvisation of decisions, because obviously crises tend to bring that out even more strongly. I do not think one wants to look for enormous diVerences among decision makers, but one wants to be realistic about the degree of improvisation they have to undertake. From their view of things, as often from inside, things look much more chaotic than any smooth advance towards a strategic aim. He increasingly comments on what they are aiming to achieve, the vision. The vision is not a Soviet vision. No one I think in Russia wants to spend what they saw as needless resources on maintaining some sort of semblance of global reach. The moves to send warships to Venezuela and so on, echoes of global ambition, are often more criticised than supported in Moscow and they are very tentative. The aim of the exercise—and this relates to the question you finished your last session with: Russia’s pride—is to be acknowledged as a senior great power, not just any great power on a par with France and Germany. Not a superpower, because that is too expensive and beyond Russia’s reach and ambition in a global sense, but a senior great power which has particular droit de regard in the former of Soviet space, dealing in a very diYcult way with post-Imperial situations. We have to at least emphasise—not sympathise— with the diYculties of dealing with states that were part of an imperial structure, linked up in gas pipelines, security arrangements, mental outlooks, ethnic blood links; so dealing with all that and yet  achieving an equal great power status with the large senior great powers of the world, and inclusion in the clubs of senior great powers to work within the system.  

Tensions limit Russia expansion 

Khachaturian 10 

 (Rafael, - graduate student in political science at Indiana University December 27 “State of Disorder: Russia’s Ultranationalist Problem” http://www.dissentmagazine.org/online.php?id=430)

The rhetoric and behavior emanating from the official channels of the Kremlin has played a role in creating the toxic atmosphere that hangs over Russia today. The Russian state is reaping the ugly products of the nationalism it has been sowing for the better part of a decade—public sentiment that it counted on containing and harnessing toward its own domestic policies. But the relationship between state channels and the far Right has always been precarious, driven by political exigency and a perceived dovetailing of interests. Whether this relationship will continue in the same manner remains to be seen, although there are signs it is becoming strained. This year, SOVA has reported instances of ultranationalists claiming responsibilities for anti-state crimes, targeting public officials in various regions. Likewise, compared with the license of recent years, state authorities have been more busily legislating and enforcing laws targeting neo-Nazi incitements to violence. To complicate matters further, there are likely to be differences within the Kremlin leadership on how to handle the far Right, and how to avoid ceding the political terrain of nationalism while at the same time maintaining a close relationship with Kadyrov and stability in the North Caucasus. 

No War

The Russian nationalist movement is peaceful

Çiçek 11 (Anıl Ph.D., Head of Department at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Turkey, Spring 2011, “Rise of Russian Nationalism – Footsteps of the Slavophiles?: Understanding the Dynamics of Nationalism as a State Policy in Russia” www.alternativesjournal.net/new/download_pdf.php?f=52_rev1.pdf)

Russian nationalism, albeit in rise, cannot be perceived as the same notion that prevailed in the early years of the post-Soviet Russia. In the period of Boris Yeltsin, nationalism was assorted with other ideologies such as communism. Today, Russian nationalism is mostly focused on a patriotic rhetoric and strengthening opposition against the moral and spiritual decay of Russian values. It has deviated into a multifaceted phenomenon, ranging from moderate displays of national unity to those extremist organizations that advocate intolerance and racism against those of non-Slavic origin. The Russian Orthodox Church is actively involved in the “state sponsored” new nationalism to preserve “Russian values” against foreign and domestic threats.

RUSSIA INSTABILITY

No Instability

Russia is stable and the impact is empirically denied

Zavinovsky 2-7-12-[ Konstantin Zavinovsky is editor of "Geopolitics" magazine and researcher at the Institute of Advanced Studies in Geopolitics and Auxiliary Sciences (ISAG) "Political And Economic Stability In Russia Will Attract Foreign Investment" Claims Institute; ROME, February 7, 2012 /PRNewswire/ -- http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/political-and-economic-stability-in-russia-will-attract-foreign-investment-claims-institute-138864439.html]
Konstantin Zavinovsky of the Institute of Advanced Studies in Geopolitics and Auxiliary Sciences, has said that relative economic growth in Russia in recent years has improved the quality of life in Russia, and the prospect of foreign direct investment into the country. Zavinovsky said: "The Russian economy in the last decade has seen a steady growth. After the economic crisis in the late 90s, starting from 2000 GDP per capita in Russia increased steadily rising from about $ 7600 in 2000 to nearly $ 17000 in 2011. This means that the index more than doubled in 10 years. The growth was interrupted only for a year because of the 2008 financial crisis which produced a slight decline in GDP per capita in 2009. But already next year, in 2010, this index started to grow and almost reached pre-crisis level. According to the forecasts of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) the index will grow steadily over the next year to nearly $ 22000 in 2016. We should add that in the same period inflation in the country declined from 20.78% in 2000 to 8.8% in 2011 (6.1%, according to the Russian Ministry of Finance - Minfin) and according to the forecast of the IMF inflation in Russia is to diminish in future and will reach 6.64% in 2014 (4.5%, according to Minfin). "With the rise of income the quality of life of Russian citizens in recent years has improved considerably. And thus the image of Russians in the world has also changed. For example, in Italy 10 years ago the Russians were seen as a backward people, rather poor and far away from European civilization, now the Russians have become a symbol of wealth and economic well-being. Russian customers are very appreciated in Italy both by small traders on the narrow streets of Rome, Florence andVenice and by the great Italian fashion designers such as Salvatore Ferragamo, who believes Russians to be "customers number one in Europe". Precisely for this reason at the end of last year the Michele Norsa CEO announced that "over the next five years we expect to double sales volume in Russia, where the growth will be +20% annually over the past 24 months". Dirk Bikkemberg also stated that Russian clients are the target of extreme importance because thanks to them flagship store in Milan, considered by many as a loss, not only got in balance with the accounts but also opened 47 new stores in 2011. Italian newspapers say that due to purchases of Russian clients sales of the Italian outlets in contrast to the general crisis. The most important Italian financial newspaper Il Sole 24 Ore suggested making investments in the Russian ruble bacause Russia has a high economic growth and its national debt is very low. The tourism industry that made Italy famous also makes plans with a focus on the Russian customers. The examples are numerous and cover many sectors, while news of this kind are discussed widely in the Italian press. This shows that currently the Italian business world has confidence in the Russian market and is ready to invest in it. "So in only 10 years, Russia managed to change her image in Italy (in Europe and the world). Today it appears as a stable country, a country with an economic growth and with many investment opportunities. This change wasn't an easy one and required great efforts from the Russian government in 2000 when Russia was economically weak - in 2000 GDP was almost half of that of 1992. Today Russia's GDP is nearly 7 times bigger than that of 2000 and amounts to nearly 2 trillion dollars. According to IMF, this figure is expected to rise and in 2016 GDP will amount to 3 trillion. The increase of Russia's prestige in the eyes of the Europeans and the strong economic growth were possible thanks to political and economic stability of the country which was a merit of politicians who led Russia in recent years. The political destabilization of Russia would lead to distrust of the future of the Russian market and foreign capitals would flee from the country. So Russia should continue to move in the same direction of political stability if it wants to preserve and enhance the economic well-being and thus to remain an attractive country for foreign investment."

RUSSIA RELATIONS

Alt Cause – Iran

Iran’s an alt cause to relations

Presstv.com 6/18 (“US sanctions on Iran will harm Russia-US relations: Putin's aide”, http://presstv.com/detail/2012/06/18/246748/iran-sanctions-will-mar-russiaus-ties/)

A top foreign policy advisor to Russian President Vladimir Putin says the United States’ unilateral sanctions on Iran over its nuclear energy program will "deal a blow" to US-Russia relations. Yuri Ushakov told reporters on Sunday that the US sanctions on Iran "run against international law and affect third countries." Moscow cannot accept that Russian firms and banks become the potential victims of such unilateral actions from the United States, the Kremlin aide warned. The remarks come as President Putin is expected to hold a meeting with his US counterpart Barack Obama on the sidelines of the G20 summit in the Mexican city of Los Cabos on Monday. Russia's Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov also noted on June 15 that Moscow is against the unilateral sanctions against Iran over the Islamic Republic’s nuclear energy program. Ryabkov's remarks echoed earlier comments made by Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov during a press conference with his Iranian counterpart Ali Akbar Salehi in Tehran on June 13. “Our stance regarding unilateral sanctions is clear. We are opposed to any unilateral sanctions,” Lavrov said. The United States and some of its allies have imposed sanctions against Iran since the beginning of 2012, claiming that the country's nuclear energy program includes a military component. Tehran refutes the allegation, noting that frequent inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency have never found any diversion in Iran's nuclear energy program toward military purposes. 

Collapse Inevitable

U.S.-Russian relations are unstable—strong relations are impossible and cooperation won’t spill over

FROLOV 1-29-2007 (Vladimir, director of the National Foreign Policy Laboratory, What the Papers Say Part A)

First of all, Russian-US relations lack the kind of plateau which prevents the paradigm from collapsing and changing completely. In relations with France, for example, the United States may punish France for its stance on Iraq, but their strategic alliance still holds. In contrast, we seem to engage in "tension-relieving measures" every three or four years, while Washington never tires of asking "Who lost Russia?" The impending change of administration in the White House bodes no good for Russia. Among the leading presidential contenders are Hillary Clinton and John McCain - both inconvenient for the Kremlin. The Russian elite is deeply disappointed that its "investment" in George W. Bush in 2001-02 hasn't paid off, and might be lost entirely if the Democrats take power. "You owe us!" That's the leitmotif for Russian negotiators in dialogue with the Americans - but it doesn't meet with understanding from the other side. A fundamental crisis of trust continues, and reciprocal suspicions remain strong. Russia's image is being demonized in the United States, while in Russia the United States is the "chief enemy" once again. As in the 1990s, Russian-US relations are personified - upheld almost entirely by the personal understanding between Bush and Putin. But unlike the 1990s, when the Clinton-Yeltsin personal connection worked in tandem with cooperation mechanisms, we now have practically no institutional or treaty basis left for bilateral relations. Cooperation is ad hoc, on particular problems only, and the agreements we reach are not united by a common purpose to create a long-term foundation. In 2008, as in 2000, the change of administration in the United States threatens to revise the entire bilateral agenda. The era of sweeping initiatives and projects in Russian-American relations is over. Neither Moscow nor Washington have anyone who can achieve a breakthrough to a new quality level. These days it's all about crisis management, preventing relations from deteriorating too far, and taking small steps to build the infrastructure for relations in the future. It should also be noted that the strategy of geopolitical bargaining with the United States, which seemed feasible in 2002-03, is unrealistic. There is no "magic move" that would radically improve bilateral relations. On the contrary, we now see a range of areas where our differences and rivalry are irreconcilable and could lead to confrontation. Everything is situational, unpredictable, reversible. It's a restricted partnership, bordering on fierce rivalry.

Inevitable

Relations are inevitable -- it’s in Putin’s best interests

Sigov 6/24/12 [Mike Sigov, June 24, 2012, “Politics drives Obama, Putin's friendly façade”, Blade, http://www.toledoblade.com/MikeSigov/2012/06/24/Politics-drives-Obama-Putin-s-friendly-facade.html, DMintz]

Despite bad blood between President Obama and Russian President Vladimir Putin, their meeting on the sidelines of a Group of 20 economic summit in Mexico has not further damaged already sour U.S.-Russian relations. They can't afford that right now -- not while Mr. Obama is seeking re-election and Mr. Putin is facing growing political dissent at home. Following the ex-KGB officer's return to the Russian presidency via a blatantly rigged election, those relations spun at every key sticking issue -- from Russia's support of Syrian President Bashar Assad's atrocious regime to Moscow's refusal to play along in heading off Iran's nuclear weapons program to the U.S.-led missile defense program in Europe that the Kremlin insists on seeing as destabilizing the nuclear weapons parity between the United States and Russia. It is hard to expect relations between the United States and Russia to improve anytime soon -- not after Mr. Obama predictably snubbed Mr. Putin by waiting for a week before making a congratulatory phone call to his Russian counterpart. Apparently it was done to allow a scandal over the Russian presidential election to blow over. Mr. Putin reacted by standing up the U.S, president, who had moved a recent Group of Eight economic summit from Chicago to Camp David to better accommodate a meeting. But right now the two leaders need each other for political survival. Hence their declaration of an agreement on the need for a political process to end the bloodshed in Syria -- where Russia has a naval base -- and Mr. Obama's even more general statement that the present tensions in U.S.-Russian relations may be eased. This, however, may take a long time. The sticking issues are deadlocked primarily because Mr. Putin is emulating a Cold-War era, zero-sum approach to the United States, "what's good for them is bad for us and vice versa." Some analysts say that's because of his Soviet upbringing and his KGB past. They are being naive. The reason is because Mr. Putin, who by some accounts has amassed an enormous fortune, is leading Russia down to a total autocracy. Appearing soft on the United States simply doesn't fit that course of action. This is exactly why he has been paying lip service to the need of a political resolution of the Syrian crisis while refusing to help achieve a regime change in Syria. Notably, the Kremlin has resisted the U.S. pressure on the Kremlin to prod Mr. Assad into seeking political asylum in Russia. Instead, Russia continues to arm the Assad regime and help escalate the conflict into a civil war. That said, Mr. Putin did not want to undermine the Obama policy of a U.S.-Russian relations reset because he understands that it is in his interest that Mr. Obama gets re-elected. Despite the U.S. criticism of human rights abuses in Russia -- to which Mr. Putin is sensitive -- the alternative would be worse for him. The reason is Russia's dependence on exports of crude oil and natural gas. The country is the world's largest producer of crude and remains the largest exporter of fossil fuels even though the United States has recently overtaken Russia as the world's largest natural gas producer. So far Mr. Putin has been able to afford running the country virtually as a dictator because high oil and natural gas prices translate into high export revenues. His fear is that a Republican president may ease the restrictions on the oil industry, which, in turn, would help the United States soon overtake Russia also as the world's largest crude producer and undermine not only Russia's fossil fuel-driven economy but also its influence in the world, including the Middle East, where -- after the Arab spring -- Mr. Assad is Russia's last major ally. So Mr. Obama and Mr. Putin simply put their relations on hold, until better times.
RUSSIA-US WAR

No Attack

The United States will never attack Russia

CURRENT DIGEST OF THE POST-SOVIET PRESS 9-15-2004

Ivanov's position would seem to be entirely rational and sound. First of all, it's hard to imagine that, over the next few years, the mood in Washington will swing toward launching a war against Russia. Or even to conceive of some sort of military provocations. Admittedly, we have not exactly become fast friends with Washington over the past decade, but neither do we regard each other as enemies. No US politicians in their right minds are currently thinking in terms of thermonuclear war -- their No. 1 enemy is terrorism. Moreover, what would war against Russia really mean for the Americans? Mass casualties, which would inevitably spell the end of many political careers. And enormous economic costs as well -- after all, the population of a country occupying one sixth of the planet's land mass would need to be fed and maintained somehow or other, and that kind of drain would overcome even the economy of the United States of America.

US and Russia have good relations now – won’t go to war

Krickus 10 (Richard, prof, http://www.rferl.org/content/The_Road_To_Resetting_Moscow_Ties_Passes_Through_Berlin/1966883.html, dw: 2-24-2010, da: 7-9-2011)

What is more, important developments are changing the dynamics of the German-Russian energy relationship. Many energy experts believe that Russia cannot provide the product to make the Nord Stream project an economic success, while new sources of natural gas are becoming available on the world market as a result of technological breakthroughs in extraction. These and other matters could be discussed at a summit with the purpose of maintaining good economic relations with Russia while making certain that they don’t cause serious friction among alliance members. Finally, U.S. foreign-policy makers have a stake in improving relations with Berlin that have been sullied over differences associated with Iraq and Afghanistan, the proper response to the global economic crisis, as well as conflicting views regarding relations with Moscow. To promote more harmonious relations with the largest and richest country in Europe, the United States could develop a special working group with Germany to resolve -- or at least mollify -- outstanding differences between both countries. Washington, in short, should acknowledge that it must reengage Berlin at the same time that it resumes relations with Moscow. A May summit in Berlin could advance that agenda. 

Russia doesn’t have the incentive to go to war

Friedman and Logan 9 (Benjamin and Justin, phd and writer, expert, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/friedman_logan_hittingstopbuttononnatoexpansion.pdf, dw:  7-6-2010, da: 7-8-2011)

No longer driven by a revolutionary ideology, Russia also lacks the Soviet Union’s ambitions. True, Russia does not like the democratic governments on its flanks in Ukraine and Georgia. But that is because these governments are pursuing policies that anger Russia, not because they are democratic per se. What Russia wants are pliant neighbors. That desire is typical of relatively powerful states: The long U.S. history of violent interventions in Latin America undermines whatever lectures we might direct at Moscow. Now compare today’s security situation to the one that caused nato’s formation in 1949. The Soviets had at least 700,000 troops deemed capable of overrunning a Western Europe left vulnerable by broken armies and empty treasuries. European poverty gave Moscow-backed Communist parties a realistic chance at taking power democratically. Fearing that the Soviet Union—by conquest or revolution—could seize enough of Europe’s industrial might to threaten the U.S., Americans sent aid via the Marshall Plan and troops via nato. U.S. intervention restored the balance of power, serving its own interests. No similar rationale justifies defending Georgia and Ukraine. In fact, allying with these countries simply creates defense liabilities for nato members. Alliances are not free. Credible defense commitments require spending and troops, particularly to defend long borders like Ukraine’s. With much of nato’s manpower tied down in Iraq and Afghanistan, new commitments may require new recruits, an expensive proposition in an era when the cost of military manpower is quickly appreciating. These are precisely the sorts of allies a prudent superpower would avoid. They offer few benefits, and come carrying pre-existing territorial conflicts with a stronger neighbor. Ukraine appears to be living up to its reputation for political instability, dangerously verging on the precipice of collapse in the wake of the global financial meltdown. Moreover, a recent poll indicated that 63 percent of Ukrainians do not even want nato membership. Georgia currently has Russian troops on its territory and is run by a leader with a demonstrated capacity for recklessness. nato backing will only encourage him. 

No war – Russia understands potential economic harm

Bush 8 (Jason, staff, http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/blog/europeinsight/archives/2008/08/the_new_cold_war.html, dw: 8-22-2008, da: 7-9-2011,) 

The biggest loser from a prolonged cool-off will be Russia though. One interesting angle of the Georgian crisis is the negative impact on the Russian economy. In the days after the outbreak of war, the stock market and even the rouble plunged, and Russian banks found it harder to get credit lines abroad. This shows how far the new globalized Russia depends economically on the outside world. This economic dependence increases the West's options, but also means that the West doesn’t necessarily need to take strong-arm measures to restrain the Russians. The danger is that the West will now over-react, punishing Russia unnecessarily because of the overblown fears and simplistic analysis of the numerous Cold Warriors back home. 

No war – Diplomacy checks

Bush 8 (Jason, staff, http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/blog/europeinsight/archives/2008/08/the_new_cold_war.html, dw: 8-22-2008, da: 7-9-2011,) 

Amid the jumpy hysteria of recent days, many people in the West have assumed that quiet diplomacy is powerless. This isn't true, however, as the French-brokered peace plan showed. For diplomacy to be effective, though, the West has to be seen as an honest broker. Instead of that, we have typically seen knee-jerk support for Georgia, and the usual anti-Russian stereotypes. Unfortunately, there appear to be plenty of people in the West who are now arguing for a new Cold War. They have fallen into the trap of believing that Putin is the new Hitler and Georgia the new Czechoslovakia, so “the West must make a stand”. In effect, these people are arguing for a cure that is actually a lot worse than the disease. 

Deterrence checks US-Russia conflict

Lantis et al 7 (Jeffrey Lantis, Tom Sauer, James Wirtz, Keir Lieber, International Security, vol 31, dw: Winter 2007, da: 7-9-2011, lido)

In 1974 Secretary of State Henry Kissinger questioned the principle of nuclear superiority: “What in the name of God is strategic superiority? What is the signiªcance of it, politically, militarily, operationally, at these levels of numbers? What do you do with it?”11 Even in the extremely unlikely event the United States uses nuclear weapons against Russia or China, whether either country can retaliate with one, five, ten, or a hundred nuclear weapons does not really matter for deterrence calculations. As advocates of minimum deterrence (like myself) argue, one accurate and invulnerable nuclear weapon is suffcient as a second-strike force. I can hardly imagine an attack against vital U.S. interests in the foreseeable future destructive enough to risk an assured nuclear response and the annihilation of one major U.S. city. Thus, the size of the nuclear arsenal does not matter, unless one believes that the United States can engage in a prolonged nuclear war and emerge victorious.12 Because a minimum deterrent is sufªcient, Russia and China need not worry greatly about the exact nature of the United States’ nuclear posture. In practice, China can apparently live with the tremendous nuclear imbalance that has existed since the mid1960s. It currently possesses 80–130 nuclear weapons, of which only 30 could be used on an intercontinental scale.13 Because of a lack of resources, Russia may have to pursue a similar course over time. In addition, some U.S. experts have argued that the security of the United States would be enhanced with a much smaller nuclear arsenal.14 A decision to shrink the U.S. arsenal would also strengthen the nuclear nonproliferation regime at a time when many observers believe that it is on the verge of collapse.15 

SAUDI RELATIONS

Resilient

Relations are resilient

STAR NEWS SERVICE 3-27-2011 (“‘Arab spring’ drives wedge between US, Saudi Arabia,” http://midwestdemocracyproject.org/articles/arab-spring-drives-wedge-between-us-saudi-arabia/)

Ignoring U.S. pleas for restraint, a Saudi-led military force from the Gulf Cooperation Council, a grouping of six Arab Persian Gulf states, entered Bahrain on March 14, helping its rulers squelch pro-democracy protests, at least for now. A White House statement issued the day before enraged the Saudis and Bahrainis further, the diplomat and others with knowledge of the situation said. The statement urged “our GCC partners to show restraint and respect the rights of the people of Bahrain, and to act in a way that supports dialogue instead of undermining it.” In a March 20 speech in the United Arab Emirates, Saudi Prince Turki al-Faisal, a former ambassador to Washington, said the Gulf countries now must look after their own security - a role played exclusively by the United States since the 1979 fall of the Shah of Iran. “Why not seek to turn the GCC into a grouping like the European Union? Why not have one unified Gulf army? Why not have a nuclear deterrent with which to face Iran - should international efforts fail to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons - or Israeli nuclear capabilities?” al-Turki said, according to a translation of his remarks by the UAE’s state-controlled Emirates News Agency. U.S. relations with the Saudis and other Gulf monarchies “are as bad as they were after the fall of the Shah,” said Gregory Gause, an expert on the region and political science professor at the University of Vermont. “The whole idea that Saudi Arabia still needs U.S. protection for anything … we’ve already moved beyond that,” the Arab diplomat said. He termed it “not necessarily a divorce, (but) a recalibration.” The Saudi embassy in Washington did not respond to requests for comment. Despite the falling out, experts say there are limits to the U.S.-Saudi disaffection, if only because both countries share a common interest in oil flows, confronting Iran and countering al-Qaida and other violent Islamic extremist groups. Past efforts by the GCC countries - Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates and Oman - to handle their own security have failed. In 1990, when Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait, the Saudis and Kuwaitis turned to the U.S. military to save them. “In the end I think geopolitics will push the U.S. and Saudi Arabia back together again,” Gause said. “Iran is still out there.”

Relations Inevitable

Saudi Arabia is stuck with us—no one else could fill in

HAMADOUCHE AND ZOUBIR 2007 (Louisa Dris-Ait-Hamadouche and Yahia H. Zoubir , Assistant Professor at the Institute of Political Science at the University of Algiers; Professor of Intemational Relations at EUROMED MARSEILLE, Spring 2007 “THE US-SAUDI RELATIONSHIP AND THE IRAQ WAR: THE DIALECTICS OF A DEPENDENT ALLIANCE, “Journal of Third World Studies, Vol. XXIV, No. 1, ebscohost)
Until now, Riyadh continues to require extensive security assistance in improving and professionalizing the kingdom's armed forces. The necessity for this assistance is vital, for the kingdom has no real alternatives to the United States for its security needs. Potentially, Westem Europe could be a candidate to flilfill this task, but several reasons make this hypothesis improbable. First, Europe does not enjoy any continuous military presence in the Gulf region and its force projection capabilities are inferior to those of the United States. Second, Europe is not engaged in a homogenous policy toward this region. On the contrary, Europe suffers from radical differences, the so-called "old" versus "young" Europe, in security matters and strategy. Third, Europe provides significant quantities of arms and materiel to Saudi Arabia and the GCC, and offers multiple investment opportunities in such way that trade between the GCC and Europe already outstrips that of the US with the GCC. Nevertheless, the political infiuence remains exclusively American. Neither Russia nor China can, or want to, play a role of substitution. As for foreign military cooperation, Europe is involved in the region through actions which have not upset US interests. For a long time, Saudi Arabia relied on Pakistan for some security matters, such as the stationing of Pakistani troops in the kingdom and the supply of Pakistani pilots to serve in the Saudi air force. But, security problems compelled Pakistan to rush back to intemal issues.
SCIENCE DIPLOMACY 

Doesn’t Solve War

It doesn’t solve conflicts

Dickson, 10 (David, Director of Science and Development Network, June 28, 2010, “Science in diplomacy: ‘On tap but not on top,’” Science and Development Network, http://scidevnet.wordpress.com/2010/06/28/the-place-of-science-in-diplomacy-%E2%80%9Con-tap-but-not-on-top%E2%80%9D/, Hensel)

There’s a general consensus in both the scientific and political worlds that the principle of science diplomacy, at least in the somewhat restricted sense of the need to get more and better science into international negotiations, is a desirable objective. There is less agreement, however, on how far the concept can – or indeed should – be extended to embrace broader goals and objectives, in particular attempts to use science to achieve political or diplomatic goals at the international level. Science, despite its international characteristics, is no substitute for effective diplomacy. Any more than diplomatic initiatives necessarily lead to good science. These seem to have been the broad conclusions to emerge from a three-day meeting at Wilton Park in Sussex, UK, organised by the British Foreign Office and the Royal Society, and attended by scientists, government officials and politicians from 17 countries around the world. The definition of science diplomacy varied widely among participants. Some saw it as a subcategory of “public diplomacy”, or what US diplomats have recently been promoting as “soft power” (“the carrot rather than the stick approach”, as a participant described it). Others preferred to see it as a core element of the broader concept of “innovation diplomacy”, covering the politics of engagement in the familiar fields of international scientific exchange and technology transfer, but raising these to a higher level as a diplomatic objective. Whatever definition is used, three particular aspects of the debate became the focus of attention during the Wilton Park meeting: how science can inform the diplomatic process; how diplomacy can assist science in achieving its objectives; and, finally, how science can provide a channel for quasi-diplomatic exchanges by forming an apparently neutral bridge between countries. There was little disagreement on the first of these. Indeed for many, given the increasing number of international issues with a scientific dimension that politicians have to deal with, this is essentially what the core of science diplomacy should be about. Chris Whitty, for example, chief scientist at the UK’s Department for International Development, described how knowledge about the threat raised by the spread of the highly damaging plant disease stem rust had been an important input by researchers into discussions by politicians and diplomats over strategies for persuading Afghan farmers to shift from the production of opium to wheat. Others pointed out that the scientific community had played a major role in drawing attention to issues such as the links between chlorofluorocarbons in the atmosphere and the growth of the ozone hole, or between carbon dioxide emissions and climate change. Each has made essential contributions to policy decisions. Acknowledging this role for science has some important implications. No-one dissented when Rohinton Medhora, from Canada’s International Development Research Centre, complained of the lack of adequate scientific expertise in the embassies of many countries of the developed and developing world alike. Nor – perhaps predictably – was there any major disagreement that diplomatic initiatives can both help and occasionally hinder the process of science. On the positive side, such diplomacy can play a significant role in facilitating science exchange and the launch of international science projects, both essential for the development of modern science. Europe’s framework programme of research programmes was quoted as a successful advantage of the first of these. Examples of the second range from the establishment of the European Organisation of Nuclear Research (usually known as CERN) in Switzerland after the Second World War, to current efforts to build a large new nuclear fusion facility (ITER). Less positively, increasing restrictions on entry to certain countries, and in particular the United States after the 9/11 attacks in New York and elsewhere, have significantly impeded scientific exchange programmes. Here the challenge for diplomats was seen as helping to find ways to ease the burdens of such restrictions. The broadest gaps in understanding the potential of scientific diplomacy lay in the third category, namely the use of science as a channel of international diplomacy, either as a way of helping to forge consensus on contentious issues, or as a catalyst for peace in situations of conflict. On the first of these, some pointed to recent climate change negotiations, and in particular the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, as a good example, of the way that the scientific community can provide a strong rationale for joint international action. But others referred to the failure of the Copenhagen climate summit last December to come up with a meaningful agreement on action as a demonstration of the limitations of this way of thinking. It was argued that this failure had been partly due to a misplaced belief that scientific consensus would be sufficient to generate a commitment to collective action, without taking into account the political impact that scientific ideas would have. Another example that received considerable attention was the current construction of a synchrotron facility SESAME in Jordan, a project that is already is bringing together researchers in a range of scientific disciplines from various countries in the Middle East (including Israel, Egypt and Palestine, as well as both Greece and Turkey). The promoters of SESAME hope that – as with the building of CERN 60 years ago, and its operation as a research centre involving, for example, physicists from both Russia and the United States – SESAME will become a symbol of what regional collaboration can achieve. In that sense, it would become what one participant described as a “beacon of hope” for the region. But others cautioned that, however successful SESAME may turn out to be in purely scientific terms, its potential impact on the Middle East peace process should not be exaggerated. Political conflicts have deep roots that cannot easily be papered over, however open-minded scientists may be to professional colleagues coming from other political contexts. Indeed, there was even a warning that in the developing world, high profile scientific projects, particular those with explicit political backing, could end up doing damage by inadvertently favouring one social group over another. Scientists should be wary of having their prestige used in this way; those who did so could come over as patronising, appearing unaware of political realities. Similarly, those who hold science in esteem as a practice committed to promoting the causes of peace and development were reminded of the need to take into account how advances in science – whether nuclear physics or genetic technology – have also led to new types of weaponry. Nor did science automatically lead to the reduction of global inequalities. “Science for diplomacy” therefore ended up with a highly mixed review. The consensus seemed to be that science can prepare the ground for diplomatic initiatives – and benefit from diplomatic agreements – but cannot provide the solutions to either. “On tap but not on top” seems as relevant in international settings as it does in purely national ones. With all the caution that even this formulation still requires.

Impossible

Science diplomacy’s impossible

Dickson, 09 (David, Director of Science and Development Network, citing John Beddington, Chief Scientific Adviser to the UK Government and Professor of Applied Population Biology at Imperial College London, June 4, 2009, “The Limits of Science Diplomacy,” Science and Development Network, http://www.scidev.net/en/editorials/the-limits-of-science-diplomacy.html, Hensel)

Using science for diplomatic purposes has obvious attractions and several benefits. But there are limits to what it can achieve. The scientific community has a deserved reputation for its international perspective — scientists often ignore national boundaries and interests when it comes to exchanging ideas or collaborating on global problems. So it is not surprising that science attracts the interest of politicians keen to open channels of communication with other states. Signing agreements on scientific and technological cooperation is often the first step for countries wanting to forge closer working relationships. More significantly, scientists have formed key links behind-the-scenes when more overt dialogue has been impossible. At the height of the Cold War, for example, scientific organisations provided a conduit for discussing nuclear weapons control. Only so much science can do Recently, the Obama administration has given this field a new push, in its desire to pursue "soft diplomacy" in regions such as the Middle East. Scientific agreements have been at the forefront of the administration's activities in countries such as Iraq and Pakistan. But — as emerged from a meeting entitled New Frontiers in Science Diplomacy, held in London this week (1–2 June) — using science for diplomatic purposes is not as straightforward as it seems. Some scientific collaboration clearly demonstrates what countries can achieve by working together. For example, a new synchrotron under construction in Jordan is rapidly becoming a symbol of the potential for teamwork in the Middle East. But whether scientific cooperation can become a precursor for political collaboration is less evident. For example, despite hopes that the Middle East synchrotron would help bring peace to the region, several countries have been reluctant to support it until the Palestine problem is resolved. Indeed, one speaker at the London meeting (organised by the UK's Royal Society and the American Association for the Advancement of Science) even suggested that the changes scientific innovations bring inevitably lead to turbulence and upheaval. In such a context, viewing science as a driver for peace may be wishful thinking. Conflicting ethos Perhaps the most contentious area discussed at the meeting was how science diplomacy can frame developed countries' efforts to help build scientific capacity in the developing world. There is little to quarrel with in collaborative efforts that are put forward with a genuine desire for partnership. Indeed, partnership — whether between individuals, institutions or countries — is the new buzzword in the "science for development" community. But true partnership requires transparent relations between partners who are prepared to meet as equals. And that goes against diplomats' implicit role: to promote and defend their own countries' interests. John Beddington, the British government's chief scientific adviser, may have been a bit harsh when he told the meeting that a diplomat is someone who is "sent abroad to lie for his country". But he touched a raw nerve. Worlds apart yet co-dependent The truth is that science and politics make an uneasy alliance. Both need the other. Politicians need science to achieve their goals, whether social, economic or — unfortunately — military; scientists need political support to fund their research. But they also occupy different universes. Politics is, at root, about exercising power by one means or another. Science is — or should be — about pursuing robust knowledge that can be put to useful purposes. A strategy for promoting science diplomacy that respects these differences deserves support. Particularly so if it focuses on ways to leverage political and financial backing for science's more humanitarian goals, such as tackling climate change or reducing world poverty. But a commitment to science diplomacy that ignores the differences — acting for example as if science can substitute politics (or perhaps more worryingly, vice versa), is dangerous. 

Inevitable

Global science diplomacy is inevitable – US isn’t key

The Guardian, 11 (Alok Jha – science correspondent, citing Chris Llewellyn Smith, PhD in theoretical physics, Provost of University College, London, March 28, 2011, “China poised to overhaul US as biggest publisher of scientific papers,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2011/mar/28/china-us-publisher-scientific-papers, Hensel)

China could overtake the United States as the world's dominant publisher of scientific research by 2013, according to an analysis of global trends in science by the Royal Society. The report highlighted the increasing challenge to the traditional superpowers of science from the world's emerging economies and also identified emerging talent in countries not traditionally associated with a strong science base, including Iran, Tunisia and Turkey. The Royal Society said that China was now second only to the US in terms of its share of the world's scientific research papers written in English. The UK has been pushed into third place, with Germany, Japan, France and Canada following behind. "The scientific world is changing and new players are fast appearing. Beyond the emergence of China, we see the rise of South-East Asian, Middle Eastern, North African and other nations," said Chris Llewellyn Smith, director of energy research at Oxford University and chair of the Royal Society's study. "The increase in scientific research and collaboration, which can help us to find solutions to the global challenges we now face, is very welcome. However, no historically dominant nation can afford to rest on its laurels if it wants to retain the competitive economic advantage that being a scientific leader brings." In the report, published on Monday, the Royal Society said that science around the world was in good health, with increases in funding and personnel in recent years. Between 2002 and 2007, global spending on R&D rose from $790bn to $1,145bn and the number of researchers increased from 5.7 million to 7.1 million. "Global spend has gone up just under 45%, more or less in line with GDP," said Llewllyn Smith. "In the developing world, it's gone up over 100%." Over the same period, he added, the number of scientific publications went up by around 25%. To compare the output of different countries, the Royal Society's report collated information on research papers published in two time periods, 1993-2003 and 2004-2008. It counted research papers that had an abstract in English and where the work had been peer-reviewed. In both periods, the US dominated the world's science, but its share of publications dropped from 26% to 21%. China's share rose from 4.4% to 10.2%. The UK's share declined from 7.1% to 6.5% of the world's papers. Projecting beyond 2011, the Royal Society said that the landscape would change "dramatically". "China has already overtaken the UK as the second leading producer of research publications, but some time before 2020 it is expected to surpass the US." It said this could happen as soon as 2013. China's rise is the most impressive, but Brazil, India and South Korea are following fast behind and are set to surpass the output of France and Japan by the start of the next decade. The quality of research is harder to measure, so the Royal Society used the number of times a research paper had been cited by other scientists in the years after publication as a proxy. By this yardstick, the US again stayed in the lead between the two periods 1999-2003 and 2004-2008, with 36% and 30% of citations respectively. The UK stayed in second place with 9% and 8% in the same periods. China's citation count went from virtually nil to a 4% share. The overall spread of scientific subjects under investigation has remained the same. "We had expected to see a shift to bio from engineering and physics [but] overall, the balance has remained remarkably stable," said Llewellyn Smith. "In China, [the rise] seems to be in engineering subjects whereas, in Brazil, they're getting into bio and agriculture." As it grows its research base, Llewellyn Smith said that China could end up leading the world in subjects such as nanotechnology. "The fact is they've poured money into nanotechnology and that's an area where they are recruiting people back from around the world with very attractive laboratories – that's my feeling." In addition, there are new entrants to the scientific community. "Tunisia in 1999 had zero science budget – now it puts 0.7% of GDP into science," said Llewllyn Smith. "This isn't huge but it's symbolic of the fact that all countries are getting into science. Turkey is another example. Iran has the fastest-growing number of publications in the world, they're really serious about building up science." Turkey's R&D spend increased almost six-fold between 1995 and 2007, said the Royal Society, and the number of scientists in the country has jumped by 43%. Four times as many papers with Turkish authors were published in 2008 as in 1996. In Iran, the number of research papers rose from 736 in 1996 to 13,238 in 2008. Its government is committed to increasing R&D to 4% of GDP by 2030. In 2006, the country spent just 0.59% of its GDP on science. Llewellyn Smith welcomed the internationalisation of science. "Global issues, such as climate change, potential pandemics, bio-diversity, and food, water and energy security, need global approaches. These challenges are interdependent and interrelated, with complicated dynamics that are often overlooked by policies and programmes put in place to address them," he said. "Science has a very important role in addressing global challenges and collaboration is necessary so that everybody can agree on global solutions. The more countries are involved in science, the more innovations we will have and the better off we will be."

SEPARATION OF POWERS

Non-Unique

Separation of powers are non-unique – crises demand executive power 

Gregory 05 (Anthony, researcher analyst at the Independent Institute, Graduate at UC Berkeley, “Situational Totalitarianism” Aug. 16  http://www.lewrockwell.com/gregory/gregory87.html) // CG 
Even in the "peacetime" years between the Cold War and the Global War Against Violent Extremist Terrorists (or whatever the heck it’s called these days), America suffered under Clinton’s very real despotism, in such obvious instances as Waco, which undoubtedly had its operational precedents set at wartime. The drug war, too, with all its militaristic precursors, has hardly been called off, and our liberties only suffer more each day on that sad front as well. As Robert Higgs has explained, most famously in his brilliant work  Crisis and Leviathan, crises and especially wars lead to a "ratchet effect": Government grows in size and power, ostensibly as it "responds to existential threats" (as Krauthammer would put it), but then it does not retract all the way when the crisis ends. Instead, government is more powerful than it was before the crisis began, although not quite as tyrannical as it was during the hysterical, crisis-induced stampede toward collectivism.
SOFT POWER
Alt Causes

Multiple actions are a prerequisite to effectively deploying Soft Power

Lord and Cronin 10 Lord is vice president and director of studies at the Center for a New American Security and a former special adviser to the U.S. undersecretary of state for democracy and global affairs, Cronin is a senior adviser and senior director at the Center for a New American Security, Washington and a former assistant administrator for policy and program coordination at the U.S. Agency for International Development (Kristin, Parker, April 12, 2010, “Deploying Soft Power,” http://www.defensenews.com/article/20100412/DEFFEAT05/4120314/Deploying-Soft-Power)//DR. H

Despite this unprecedented commitment to soft power, the U.S. government still lacks the ability to translate words into action. America remains strangely ill-equipped to combine hard power and soft power. The U.S. military filled this void over the last nine years while fighting two wars, but it is time to fix what is broken. Unless the U.S. government strengthens its diplomatic, informational and economic tools of power, this admirable new commitment to soft power will fail. A key challenge is to integrate the elements of power consistently, and not just in Washington strategy sessions but also overseas. We offer four steps forward: å We need to create a fund that supports surging our civilian work force into conflict zones. Sen. John Kerry, D-Mass., chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and Sen. Richard Lugar, R-Ind., the ranking minority member, have made clear that a civilian surge is one of the prerequisites for success in Afghanistan. Since Pentagon officials agree, it's time to put our money where our mouths are by using Defense Department money to create a fund for surging our civilian work force in stabilization missions and other complex contingencies. å We need to create civilian-led equivalents of military combatant commands that can unify our diplomatic, development, public engagement and defense efforts. The military has taken on new development and public diplomacy missions because it has the ability to integrate these tools, the operational capacity to use them and a broad regional focus - but it is neither enthusiastic nor best-positioned to carry out these tasks. Washington-based agencies focus on formulating and coordinating policy, not implementation. That step must occur in the field. This does not necessarily mean simply placing a civilian on top of an existing military command, such as U.S. Africa Command, where a civilian is a prominent deputy. It may mean creating regional or subregional hubs, regional equivalents of embassy country teams, that enable U.S. agencies to integrate diplomacy, development, public engagement and defense more effectively. å We need a new type of interagency professional, expert in the tradecraft of one agency but with vast networks across parochial governmental departments. We envision a national security cadre in which defense, diplomacy and development agencies create career paths of experts skilled in managing complex global activities. Hybrid challenges require hybrid professionals. With expertise in interagency strategy, planning and implementation, this network of managers would create a vital capacity to combine soft and hard power effectively. å We need a larger civilian expeditionary force to respond to international crises when necessary. The failure of the State Department and the U.S. Agency for International Development to send more than 1,000 civilians to Afghanistan in less than one year to support President Barack Obama's new strategy and a force growing to 100,000 troops illustrates the challenge. The government's Civilian Response Corps has set a relatively meager goal of 250 active civilians who can deploy into stabilization and reconstruction missions. Unfortunately, this is insufficient for today's operational needs and tomorrow's possible contingencies. Without a small but permanent civilian capacity, even the most brilliant strategy that integrates diplomacy, development and defense cannot bear fruit. National security leaders should have no illusions that this will be easy. A first step to wielding soft power well is to recognize not just its potential but also its limits. Using soft power is hard. It relies on persuasion, negotiation, attraction and public engagement - the effects of which are rarely visible or swift. With coercion, change is quick, but unintended consequences can linger. For this reason, Mullen did something unpopular among many in uniform: He called for limited, restrained, precise uses of force. Victory demands looking past the immediate killing of enemies, which can engender deep wells of anti-Americanism. Soft power is different. Though the long-term effects can be pivotal, there is no instant gratification. Since it is complicated to establish a cause, it can be hard to know when soft power is working.

Doesn’t Solve War
Soft power doesn’t solve wars – increases resentment for the “uncivilized” 

Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
An inherent and unavoidable problem with a country’s soft power is that it is near certain to be misassessed by the politicians who attempt to govern soft power’s societal owners and carriers. Few thoroughly encultured Americans are likely to undervalue “the American way” in many of its aspects as a potent source of friendly self-co-option abroad. Often, this self-flattering appreciation will be well justified in reality. But as an already existing instrument of American policy, the soft power of ideas and practical example is fraught with the perils of self-delusion. If one adheres to an ideology that is a heady mixture of Christian ethics (“one nation, under God . . .”), democratic principles, and free market orthodoxy, and if one is an American, which is to say if one is a citizen of a somewhat hegemonic world power that undeniably has enjoyed a notably successful historical passage to date, then it is natural to confuse the national ideology with a universal creed. Such confusion is only partial, but nonetheless it is sufficiently damaging as to be a danger to national strategy. Since it is fallacious to assume that American values truly are universal, the domain of high relevance and scope for American soft power to be influential is distinctly limited. If one places major policy weight on the putative value for policy of American soft power, one needs to be acutely alert to the dangers of an under-recognized ethnocentrism born of cultural ignorance. This ignorance breeds an arrogant disdain for evidence of foreigners’ lack of interest in being coopted to join American civilization. The result of such arrogance predictably is political and even military strategic counterreaction. It is a case of good intentions gone bad when they are pursued with indifference toward the local cultural context. Some people have difficulty grasping the unpalatable fact that much of the world is not receptive to any American soft power that attempts to woo it to the side of American interests. Not all rivalries are resolvable by ideas, formulas, or “deals” that seem fair and equitable to us. There are conflicts wherein the struggle is the message, to misquote Marshal MacLuhan, with value in the eyes of local belligerents. Not all local conflicts around the world are amenable to the calming effect of American soft power. True militarists of left and right, secular and religious, find intrinsic value in struggle and warfare, as A. J. Coates has explained all too clearly. The self-fulfilment and self-satisfaction that war generates derive in part from the religious or ideological significance attributed to it and from the resultant sense of participating in some grand design. It may be, however, that the experience of war comes to be prized for its own sake and not just for the great ends that it serves or promotes. For many, the excitement unique to war makes pacific pursuits seem insipid by comparison. This understanding and experience of moral, psychological, and emotional self-fulfillment increase our tolerance for war and threaten its moral regulation. It transforms war from an instrumental into an expressive activity.49 It is foolish to believe that every conflict contains the seeds of its own resolution, merely awaiting suitable watering through co-option by soft power. To be fair, similarly unreasonable faith in the disciplinary value of (American) military force is also to be deplored.

No impact to soft power – believers exaggerate benefits – hard power is comparatively more important 

Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
Soft power is potentially a dangerous idea not because it is unsound, which it is not, but rather for the faulty inference that careless or unwary observers draw from it. Such inferences are a challenge to theorists because they are unable to control the ways in which their ideas will be interpreted and applied in practice by those unwary observers. Concepts can be tricky. They seem to make sense of what otherwise is intellectually undergoverned space, and thus potentially come to control pliable minds. Given that men behave as their minds suggest and command, it is easy to understand why Clausewitz identified the enemy’s will as the target for influence.37 Beliefs about soft power in turn have potentially negative implications for attitudes toward the hard power of military force and economic muscle. Thus, soft power does not lend itself to careful regulation, adjustment, and calibration. What does this mean? To begin with a vital contrast: whereas military force and economic pressure (negative or positive) can be applied by choice as to quantity and quality, soft power cannot. (Of course, the enemy/rival too has a vote on the outcome, regardless of the texture of the power applied.) But hard power allows us to decide how we will play in shaping and modulating the relevant narrative, even though the course of history must be an interactive one once the engagement is joined. In principle, we can turn the tap on or off at our discretion. The reality is apt to be somewhat different because, as noted above, the enemy, contingency, and friction will intervene. But still a noteworthy measure of initiative derives from the threat and use of military force and economic power. But soft power is very different indeed as an instrument of policy. In fact, I am tempted to challenge the proposition that soft power can even be regarded as one (or more) among the grand strategic instruments of policy. The seeming validity and attractiveness of soft power lead to easy exaggeration of its potency. Soft power is admitted by all to defy metric analysis, but this is not a fatal weakness. Indeed, the instruments of hard power that do lend themselves readily to metric assessment can also be unjustifiably seductive. But the metrics of tactical calculation need not be strategically revealing. It is important to win battles, but victory in war is a considerably different matter than the simple accumulation of tactical successes. Thus, the burden of proof remains on soft power: (1) What is this concept of soft power? (2) Where does it come from and who or what controls it? and (3) Prudently assessed and anticipated, what is the quantity and quality of its potential influence? Let us now consider answers to these questions. 7. Soft power lends itself too easily to mischaracterization as the (generally unavailable) alternative to military and economic power. The first of the three questions posed above all but invites a misleading answer. Nye plausibly offers the co-option of people rather than their coercion as the defining principle of soft power.38 The source of possible misunderstanding is the fact that merely by conjuring an alternative species of power, an obvious but unjustified sense of equivalence between the binary elements is produced. Moreover, such an elementary shortlist implies a fitness for comparison, an impression that the two options are like-for-like in their consequences, though not in their methods. By conceptually corralling a country’s potentially attractive co-optive assets under the umbrella of soft power, one is near certain to devalue the significance of an enabling context. Power of all kinds depends upon context for its value, but especially so for the soft variety. For power to be influential, those who are to be influenced have a decisive vote. But the effects of contemporary warfare do not allow recipients the luxury of a vote. They are coerced. On the other hand, the willingness to be coopted by American soft power varies hugely among recipients. In fact, there are many contexts wherein the total of American soft power would add up in the negative, not the positive. When soft power capabilities are strong in their values and cultural trappings, there is always the danger that they will incite resentment, hostility, and a potent “blowback.” In those cases, American soft power would indeed be strong, but in a counterproductive direction. These conclusions imply no criticism of American soft power per se. The problem would lie in the belief that soft power is a reliable instrument of policy that could complement or in some instances replace military force. 8. Soft power is perilously reliant on the calculations and feelings of frequently undermotivated foreigners. The second question above asked about the provenance and ownership of soft power. Nye correctly notes that “soft power does not belong to the government in the same degree that hard power does.” He proceeds sensibly to contrast the armed forces along with plainly national economic assets with the “soft power resources [that] are separate from American government and only partly responsive to its purposes.” 39 Nye cites as a prominent example of this disjunction in responsiveness the fact that “[i]n the Vietnam era . . . American government policy and popular culture worked at cross-purposes.”40 Although soft power can be employed purposefully as an instrument of national policy, such power is notably unpredictable in its potential influence, producing net benefit or harm. Bluntly stated, America is what it is, and there are many in the world who do not like what it is. The U.S. Government will have the ability to project American values in the hope, if not quite confident expectation, that “the American way” will be found attractive in alien parts of the world. Our hopes would seem to be achievement of the following: (1) love and respect of American ideals and artifacts (civilization); (2) love and respect of America; and (3) willingness to cooperate with American policy today and tomorrow. Admittedly, this agenda is reductionist, but the cause and desired effects are accurate enough. Culture is as culture does and speaks and produces. The soft power of values culturally expressed that others might find attractive is always at risk to negation by the evidence of national deeds that appear to contradict our cultural persona.
Empirics prove soft power fails

Greenwald 10 (Abe, associate editor of COMMENTARY, “The Soft-Power Fallacy”, July/August, http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/the-soft-power-fallacy-15466?page=2)

Like Francis Fukuyama’s essay “The End of History,” soft-power theory was a creative and appealing attempt to make sense of America’s global purpose. Unlike Fukuyama’s theory, however, which the new global order seemed to support for nearly a decade, Nye’s was basicallyrefuted by world events in its very first year. In the summer of 1990, a massive contingent ofSaddam Hussein’s forces invaded Kuwait and effectively annexed it as a province of Iraq. Although months earlier Nye had asserted that “geography, population, and raw materials are becoming somewhat less important,” the fact is that Saddam invaded Kuwait because of its geographic proximity, insubstantial military, and plentiful oil reserves. Despite Nye’s claim that “the definition of power is losing its emphasis on military force,” months of concerted international pressure, including the passage of a UN resolution, failed to persuade Saddam to withdraw. In the end, only overwhelming American military power succeeded in liberating Kuwait. The American show of force also succeeded in establishing the U.S. as the single, unrivaled post–Cold War superpower. Following the First Gulf War, the 1990s saw brutal acts of aggression in the Balkans: the Bosnian War in 1992 and the Kosovo conflicts beginning in 1998. These raged on despite international negotiations and were quelled only after America took the lead in military actions. It is also worth noting that attempts to internationalize these efforts made them more costly in time, effectiveness, and manpower than if the U.S. had acted unilaterally. Additionally, the 1990s left little mystery as to how cataclysmic events unfold when the U.S. declines to apply traditional tools of power overseas. In April 1994, Hutu rebels began the indiscriminate killing of Tutsis in Rwanda. As the violence escalated, the United Nations’s peacekeeping forces stood down so as not to violate a UN mandate prohibiting intervention in a country’s internal politics. Washington followed suit, refusing even to consider deploying forces to East-Central Africa. By the time the killing was done, in July of the same year, Hutus had slaughtered between half a million and 1 million Tutsis. And in the 1990s, Japan’s economy went into its long stall, making the Japanese model of a scaled down military seem rather less relevant. All this is to say that during the presidency of Bill Clinton, Nye’s “intangible forms of power” proved to hold little sway in matters of statecraft, whilemodes of traditional power remained as criticalas ever in coercing other nations and affirming America’s role as chief protector of the global order. If the Clinton years posed a challenge for the efficacy of soft power, the post-9/11 age has exposed Nye’s explication of the theory as something akin to academic eccentricity. In his book, Nye mentioned “current issues of transnational interdependence” requiring “collective action and international cooperation.” Among these were “ecological changes (acid rain and global warming), health epidemics such as AIDS, illicit trade in drugs, and terrorism.” Surely a paradigm that places terrorism last on a list of national threats starting with acid rain is due for revision. For what stronger negation of the soft-power thesis could one imagine than a strike against America largely inspired by what Nye considered a great “soft power resource”: namely, “American values of democracy and human rights”? Yet Ayman al-Zawahiri, al-Qaeda’s second-in-command, had in fact weighed in unequivocally on the matter of Western democracy: “Whoever claims to be a ‘democratic-Muslim,’ or a Muslim who calls for democracy, is like one who says about himself ‘I am a Jewish Muslim,’ or ‘I am a Christian Muslim’—the one worse than the other. He is an apostate infidel.” With a detestable kind of clarity, Zawahiri’s pronouncement revealed the hollowness at the heart of the soft-power theory. Soft power is a fine policy complement in dealing with parties that approve of American ideals and American dominion. But applied to those that do not, soft power’s attributes become their opposites. For enemies of the United States, the export of American culture is a provocation, not an invitation; self-conscious “example-setting” in areas like nonproliferation is an indication of weakness, not leadership; deference to international bodies is a path to exercising a veto over American action, not a means of forging multilateral cooperation.

No impact - Soft power is useless

Fan 7 (Ying, Senior Lecturer in Marketing at Brunel Business School, Brunel University in London, “Soft power: Power of attraction or confusion?”, November 14)

Despite its popularity, the concept soft power remains a power of confusion. The definition is at best loose and vague. Because of such confusion it is not surprising that the concept has been misunderstood, misused and trivialised (Joffe, 2006a ). Criticisms of soft power centre mainly around three aspects: definition, sources and limitations. There may be little or no relationship between the ubiquity of American culture and its actual influence. Hundreds of millions of people around the world wear, listen, eat, drink, watch and dance American, but they do not identify these accoutrements of their daily lives with America ( Joffe, 2006b ). To Purdy (2001) soft power is not a new reality, but rather a new word for the most efficient form of power. There are limits to what soft power could achieve. In a context dominated by hard power considerations, soft power is meaningless (Blechman, 2004 ). The dark side of soft power is largely ignored by Nye. Excessive power, either hard or soft, may not be a good thing. In the affairs of nations, too much hard power ends up breeding not submission but resistance. Likewise, big soft power does not bend hearts; it twists minds in resentment and rage (Joffe, 2006b ). Nye’s version of soft power that rests on affection and desire is too simplistic and unrealistic. Human feelings are complicated and quite often ambivalent, that is, love and hate co-exist at the same time. Even within the same group, people may like some aspects of American values, but hate others. By the same token, soft power can also rest on fear (Cheow, 2002 ) or on both affection and fear, depending on the context. Much of China’s soft power in south-east Asia testifies to this. Another example is provided by the mixed perception of the United States in China: people generally admire American technological superiority and super brands but detest its policies on Taiwan.
Soft Power is stupid and inevitable

Khanna 1/14 Visiting fellow of LSE IDEAS, Senior fellow at the New America Foundation, Author of How to Run the World: Charting a Course to the Next Renaissance, Author of The Second World: Empires and Influence in the New Global Order (Parag Khanna, January 14, 2012, “The Persistent Myths of ‘Soft Power’,” http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/ideas/2012/01/the-persistent-myths-of-soft-power/)//DR.H 

Like ‘Clash of Civilizations,’ the repetitive dissection of ‘soft power’ over time has only further muddied and corrupted whatever utility the phrase might once have had in its original formulation. Both terms are provocative rejoinders to the spirit of the times, but neither is analytically rigorous enough to improve policy. If anything, their endless hijacking has derailed serious policy discussions, diluting them into sophomoric academic stand-offs. Moving forward, we need a far more neutral baseline in assessing power based not on a latent accounting of inputs such as nuclear stockpiles and Hollywood films produced, but on outputs: does it work? If the power you have is the wrong sort to get you what you want, then it is useless. With this in mind, Nye’s Future of Power (2011) is a fine book but adds little to the analysis of non-state influence on world affairs beyond what Jessica Mathews accomplished in just one essay titled “Power Shift” published in Foreign Affairs in 1997. Numerous scholars have contributed far more substantially to the study of private authority and influence over conflict, negotiations, and outcomes. As a student of diplomatic theory, the greatest myth elevated by the notion of ‘soft power’ is its self-identification with diplomacy and their collective antithetical role to ‘hard’ or military power. No self-respecting diplomat with a modicum of historical knowledge would ever pretend that diplomacy should unilaterally disarm and operate absent coercive threats. Indeed, great diplomats never use terms like ‘hard’ versus ‘soft’ power—they realize that diplomacy is the task of marrying a range of instruments of leverage to get the job done. The Obama administration has continued to rely on military force in Afghanistan, has deployed it in Libya, uses it to tactically intimidate Iran, and is strategically reinforcing naval assets across the Pacific to reassure Asian allies much as any Republican administration would. It remains then for Mitt Romney, the likely Republican presidential nominee, to distinguish his approach in more depth than his platform slogan of “peace through strength,” and the claim in his recent book No Apology that he will apply “the full spectrum of hard and soft power to influence events before they erupt into conflict. Resort to force is always the least desirable and costliest option. We must therefore employ all the tools of statecraft to shape the outcome of threatening situations before they demand military action.” Thus far it sounds like Romney is challenging Obama for the Democratic Party’s nomination. It might be interesting to interview—rather than listen to media stumps by—the would-be senior advisors to both the prospective Obama II and Republican administrations as to how they would tackle our many current diplomatic headaches such as Syria, Iran, the South China Sea and climate change, especially since so many of them are prone to using the hard/soft power jargon that obfuscates the search for real policy. What is most curious about the persistent usage of ‘soft power’ in foreign policy and electoral discourse in America is that the term hardly resonates in such a power conscious society that still believes in its exceptionalism. For all its simplicity, it quite frankly goes over the head of most of the electorate who aren’t interested in academic debates. No one wins elections by arguing that America should use ‘soft power’. The last decade of think-tank studies on the nature of power have come up with little more than the coinage of ‘smart power’ as a vague amalgam of hard and soft forms. Joseph Nye himself co-chaired a ‘Smart Power Commission’ whose banal conclusion was that the U.S. needs to increase spending on the State Department and shift from exporting fear to inspiring hope. As a noun, ‘smart power’ is at best redundant to diplomacy, and thus superficial, irrelevant, and distracting. At the New America Foundation’s “Smart Strategy Initiative,” ‘smart’ is used as an adjective. The program analyzes policy options, measure the costs, weigh the alternatives, and anticipate feedback loops. Nobody disputes that America has vast power, nor that it needs strategy. Answering the how to deploy that power is much more about this kind of concrete process than about creating false dichotomies that only reinforce divisions we should have already overcome.

No positive impact

Adelman 11 Former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Arms Control Director in the Reagan Ronald's administration (Ken, April 18, 2011, “Not-So-Smart Power,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/04/18/not_so_smart_power)//DR. H

If there's indeed a war on soft power, allow me to fire another salvo. There's no question that important aspects of U.S. foreign policy -- development aid, exchange programs, diplomacy -- are "soft." But are they a part of "power"? If not, are they all that "smart"? Cutting the budgets of the State Department and U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) does "serious damage to U.S. foreign policy" and can gravely "dent ... the United States' ability to positively influence events abroad," wrote Nye in his article. "The result is a foreign policy that rests on a defense giant and a number of pygmy departments." Sounds right, even profound. But the deeper you consider it, the shallower it gets. Early in 1981, as a new U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, I launched a computer tabulation to show the correlation between others' receipt of U.S. foreign aid and their foreign- policy stances. I wanted to know: Did all that money buy America any love? The Neanderthal-era computer spewed its result: Nope. Huge recipients of U.S. foreign aid -- Egypt, Pakistan, and the like -- voted no more in tune with American values than similar countries that received no, or less, U.S. foreign aid. Instead, their votes correlated closely with those of Cuba, which wasn't a big foreign-aid donor. That finding, surprising at the time, remains true. Four of the largest U.S. foreign-aid recipients today -- Egypt, Israel, Pakistan, and Afghanistan -- all take contrary positions on issues of critical importance to the White House. South Vietnam once got gobs -- gobs upon gobs -- of U.S. foreign aid. That didn't help much. Likewise with Egypt, Iran, Pakistan, Zaire (now the "Democratic" Republic of the Congo), and other "friendly" (read: graciously willing to take U.S. money) countries. The conclusion seems clear: The relationship between "the United States' ability to positively influence events abroad," as Nye puts it, and the amount of U.S. foreign aid a country receives is unclear at best. For decades now, the United States has been the No. 1 foreign-aid donor -- it has given the most money to poor countries -- so it can't move up any on that scale. But this hasn't translated in making America the most popular or most influential country around the world. Quite the contrary. Even the all-time No. 1 recipient of U.S. aid, Israel, rebuffs Washington constantly, on momentous issues of peace. Moreover, Israeli polls show the lowest approval for the U.S. president of nearly anywhere in the world. Hence it's hard to see what a "dent" in "the United States' ability to positively influence events abroad" would look like if Republicans in Congress did slice these countries' foreign aid, as Joe Nye dreads. It might look like, well, much like it does today. Put bluntly, this aspect of soft power -- foreign aid, by far the biggest in dollar terms, amounting to some $30 billion* a year -- may not constitute much power at all. The reason has to do with peculiar aspects of human nature. Giving someone a gift generates initial gratitude (often along with quiet gripes about why it wasn't bigger). The second time, the gift generates less gratitude (and more such griping). By the third iteration, it has become an entitlement. The slightest decline engenders resentment, downing out any lingering gratitude.

Government Can’t Control

The government cannot control soft power—it is the perception of the entire society that matters. 

Gray 2011 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, England. (Colin S., April, “HARD POWER AND SOFT POWER: THE UTILITY OF MILITARY FORCE AS AN INSTRUMENT OF POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY.” Published by Strategic Studies Institute) 
Moreover, no contemporary U.S. government owns all of America’s soft power—a considerable understatement. Nor do contemporary Americans and their institutions own all of their country’s soft power. America today is the product of America’s many yesterdays, and the worldwide target audiences for American soft power respond to the whole of the America that they have perceived, including facts, legends, and myths.41 Obviously, what they understand about America may well be substantially untrue, certainly it will be incomplete. At a minimum, foreigners must react to an American soft power that is filtered by their local cultural interpretation. America is a future oriented country, ever remaking itself and believing that, with the grace of God, history moves forward progressively toward an ever-better tomorrow. This optimistic American futurism both contrasts with foreigners’ cultural pessimism—their golden ages may lie in the past, not the future—which prevails in much of the world and is liable to mislead Americans as to the reception our soft power story will have.42 Many people indeed, probably most people, in the world beyond the United States have a fairly settled view of America, American purposes, and Americans. This locally held view derives from their whole experience of exposure to things American as well as from the features of their own “cultural thoughtways” and history that shape their interpretation of American-authored words and deeds, past and present.43

SOUTH CHINA SEA WAR

No Escalation

South China Sea conflict won’t escalate or draw the US in---deterrence checks

China Post 11 6/23, “Armed conflict for control of South China Sea unlikely,” http://www.chinapost.com.tw/editorial/world-issues/2011/06/23/307134/Armed-conflict.htm, AJ

It's true that Vietnam is trying to manufacture a war scare over the Spratly Islands, a large archipelago that sits atop very rich oil reserves in the South China Sea. The Vietnamese navy has conducted a live-fire exercise to flex its military muscle in a show of force against the People's Republic of China. The People's Liberation Army retaliated in kind by sending its naval flotilla to the Spratlys, whose largest and only habitable island is under control of the Republic of China. At least six countries — including Taiwan, China, Vietnam and the Philippines — claim sovereignty over the Spratlys, known in Chinese as Nansha Jundao (South Sand Islands). The only habitable island of the chain was first occupied by the Japanese shortly before World War II and what the Japanese called Nagashima (Long Island) was renamed Taiping (Peace) after an R.O.C. warship of that name that brought a small contingent to the islet to take over after the war. The Japanese placed the whole group under jurisdiction of Takao-shu, which is the present-day special municipality of Kaohsiung.  Taiwan isn't much concerned, though tensions are mounting over the Spratlys. The Ministry of National Defense denied on Saturday that there's a plan to provide Hai-ou (Sea Gull) missile boats and M41A3 tanks to the coast guard personnel stationed on Taiping Island. Nor will the R.O.C. Navy stage a maneuver at the end of this month, an MND spokesman pointed out. There's no need whatsoever to take any such action, because it's just a Hanoi-fomented war scare. Taiwan withdrew marines from Taiping in 1999, and coast guard personnel replaced them.  We are positive that no armed conflict will occur over the Spratlys. Despite the hollow saber-rattling, Vietnam and the Philippines, who claim uninhabited isles of the archipelago, have no stomach for a war against Taiwan and China. The Vietnamese were defeated by China in 1974 and ousted from the Paracel Islands and Xisha-jundao (West Sand Islands) that lie south of Hainan and quite near Danang in southern Vietnam. A brief sea encounter took place between the two countries over the Spratlys a few years ago, and the Vietnamese were trounced. In land battles, the Vietnamese may outdo the People's Liberation Army; and in fact, they did in a brief war with the PRC under Deng Xiaoping in 1989. Hanoi knows full well it's no match for the PLA Navy.  So the Vietnamese wish to draw the United States into any possible fray with Beijing. At one time, Washington was willing to back up Hanoi. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said so, though not in so many words, at an ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) meeting in Hanoi earlier this year. But Washington has changed its mind. A U.S. State Department spokesman told the press not long ago that the United States did not support the Vietnamese sea maneuver, which isn't conducive to the reduction of tensions in the region.  Now that the U.S. has refused to side with Vietnam in any armed conflict with China, the only thing Hanoi can and should do is scale down its defense buildup. It's planning to buy six Kirov submarines and 12 Sukhoi 30 fighters from Russia. Israel is said to be selling short-range ballistic missiles to Vietnam. There's no reason why such expensive military hardware should be acquired for a shadowboxing match with China. Instead, Hanoi should spend its hard currency to promote economic growth and enable the Vietnamese people to live better.  But there is one thing the United States can and should do. Washington must call an international conference on the security of sea lanes in the South China Sea. Beijing is against American participation in regional meetings to hammer out plans to shelve the issue of sovereignty and jointly tap the oil resources of the Spratlys, but seems ready to support a Washington conference on the security of the South China Sea. The United States should invite Taipei to take part in that meeting.  

STEEL INDUSTRY

Low Now

China Steel weak now- slowed growth, profit decline, and export slump prove

China Daily 6-23 [China Daily, 6-23-12, “China crude steel sector grows slower”, 

http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/business/2012-06/23/content_15519267.htm)// CG

BEIJING - Growth of China's crude steel output slowed in the first five months, as demand dropped amid a cooling domestic economy, according to data from the country's top economic planner. Crude steel output increased by 2.2 percent year-on-year to 296.26 million tons during the January-May period, down from 8.5-percent growth recorded during the same period last year, data with the National Development and Research Commission showed. In May, crude steel output rose 2.5 percent from a year earlier, 5.3 percentage points lower than last year. Aside from output, the sector's profits also slipped sharply. Steel producers saw profits down 49.5 percent from a year earlier to 39.5 billion yuan ($6.27 billion) in the first four months. In breakdown, profits of ferrous metals mining and dressing companies dropped 7.9 percent, while steel smelting and processing companies saw profits down 68.8 percent. Steel price also fell in May, as the country's average steel composite price index retreated 17.28 points from last year to 118.76. The figure was also 2.76 points lower than the previous month. China's manufacturing sector has been hard hit, after the country introduced measures to cool its property market, a major steel user, and exports slumped amid a lingering eurozone crisis.

Chinese steel economy failing now—demand and prices plummeting. 

Chovanec 12  (“How China Could Easily Have A Hard Landing With Any Slowdown In Construction Growth” Patrick Chovanec (Associate Professor of Practice at Tsinghua University’s School of Economics and Management in Beijing, China.) January 16, 2012 http://articles.businessinsider.com/2012-01-16/markets/30631008_1_real-estate-hard-landing-gdp/3)// CG
There are two ways that the drop in the property market translates into slower economic growth: direct and indirect. The direct impact is fairly obvious: to the extent that China’s real estate developers are overextended, and preoccupied with selling off their existing inventory in order to stave off bankruptcy, they won’t be commissioning any new projects — maybe not for quite a while. That means no work for construction companies, which in turn won’t be buying any new construction equipment. It also means less demand for steel (construction reportedly accounts for 40% of China’s steel demand), cement, glass, copper pipes and wiring, etc. It also means less furniture and fewer appliances to fill those new homes (although, as we know, many Chinese investors already leave the units they buy empty anyway). The estimates I’ve seen say these sectors dependent on property construction account for between 20% and 25% of China’s total GDP. Frankly, you don’t need a real estate collapse in order to trigger a serious slowdown in these sectors. All you need is a pause in the hitherto frantic pace of construction. Let’s assume the bull argument that, due to urbanization and rising incomes, speculators are right: all the units they’re snapping up today, and holding as investments, will ultimately be filled with end users. That still assumes a catch-up period. If real estate investment, which according to monthly official figures has (even into November) been growing at >30% year-on-year, keeps outpacing urbanization and rising incomes, the gap will never close. At some point, the pace of construction has to moderate to give all that anticipated end user demand a chance to materialize, and start filling all those vacancies. If demand isn’t what speculators imagine it to be, at today’s sky-high prices, the adjustment — and resulting slowdown — will be even more severe. So what evidence do we have that a construction slowdown may be occurring? Official data on housing starts does exist, but it’s not a reliable metric. Developers stand to lose their land back to the government if they don’t do anything with it after a few years. They are also under considerable pressure to show progress on “social housing” mandates that may be a condition of obtaining land. For both reasons, developers will often dig a hole in the ground and call it a “start,” even if they intend to delay further work indefinitely. Last month, China’s Ministry of Housing and Urban-Rural Development (MOHURD) estimated that as much as 1/3 of reported social housing starts were just “digging a hole” rather than actually building apartments. A better approach is to look at the market for construction inputs. The clearest picture we have is for steel. According to a friend of mine who is an analyst in the steel and commodities sector, and recently completed a countrywide tour of talking to producers, sentiment in China’s steel industry is as gloomy as he has ever seen it. n November, Chinese steel output was down -8.8% month-on-month, down for the sixth month in row. More importantly, it was down -0.6% year-on-year, indicating this was more than just a seasonal or partial fall-off from the all-time highs it hit in the first half of 2011, which were driven in large part by demand for cheap rebar for construction. Apparently, the demand that drove that boom has almost entirely disappeared. Interestingly, according to one report by Shanghai Security News, steelmakers say that actual sales in 2011 failed to match official “social housing” construction data. Figures released by the China Iron and Steel Association last week indicate that steel output continued falling in December, by 3.87% month-on-month. Not surprisingly, two things have happened. First, domestic iron ore prices have plummeted as unused stockpiles have accumulated. The China Iron and Steel Association recently announced that its iron ore price index has fallen 22% in the past four months, since the beginning of September, while iron ore inventories at Chinese ports rose to 96.8 million tons by the end of 2011, up 32% from the year before (Chinese iron ore imports were still up 10% y-on-y in December, but analysts expect buying to slow in coming months, due to flagging demand). Second, Chinese steelmakers are suffering. According to Caijing, more than 1/3 of them experienced losses in October and November, and the industry as a whole saw a net loss of RMB 920 million (US$ 146 million) excluding investment gains.

TERRORISM

AT: Loose Nukes

No loose nukes

Mueller 8 1/1, *John Mueller: Department of Political Science, Ohio State University, “THE ATOMIC TERRORIST: ASSESSING THE LIKELIHOOD,” http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/APSACHGO.PDF, AJ

There has been a lot of worry about "loose nukes," particularly in post-Communist Russia--weapons, "suitcase bombs" in particular, that can be stolen or bought illicitly. However, when asked, Russian nuclear officials and experts on the Russian nuclear programs "adamantly deny that al Qaeda or any other terrorist group could have bought Soviet-made suitcase nukes." They further point out that the bombs, all built before 1991, are difficult to maintain and have a lifespan of one to three years after which they become "radioactive scrap metal" (Badkhen 2004). Similarly, a careful assessment of the concern conducted by the Center for Nonproliferation Studies has concluded that it is unlikely that any of these devices have actually been lost and that, regardless, their effectiveness would be very low or even non-existent because they require continual maintenance (2002, 4, 12; see also Smith and Hoffman 1997; Langewiesche 2007, 19). By 2007, even such alarmists at Anna Pluto and Peter Zimmerman were concluding that "It is probably true that there are no 'loose nukes', transportable nuclear weapons missing from their proper storage locations and available for purchase in some way (2007, 56). It might be added that Russia has an intense interest in controlling any weapons on its territory since it is likely to be a prime target of any illicit use by terrorist groups, particularly, of course, Chechen ones with whom it has been waging an vicious on-and-off war for over a decade (Cameron 2004, 84). Officials there insist that all weapons have either been destroyed or are secured, and the experts polled by Linzer (2004) point out that "it would be very difficult for terrorists to figure out on their own how to work a Russian or Pakistan bomb" even if they did obtain one because even the simplest of these "has some security features that would have to be defeated before it could be used" (see also Kamp 1996, 34; Wirz and Egger 2005, 502; Langewiesche 2007, 19). One of the experts, Charles Ferguson, stresses You'd have to run it through a specific sequence of events, including changes in temperature, pressure and environmental conditions before the weapon would allow itself to be armed, for the fuses to fall into place and then for it to allow itself to be fired. You don't get off the shelf, enter a code and have it go off. Moreover, continues Linzer, most bombs that could conceivably be stolen use plutonium which emits a great deal of radiation that could relatively easily be detected by passive sensors at ports and other points of transmission. The government of Pakistan, which has been repeatedly threatened by al-Qaeda, has a similar very strong interest in controlling its nuclear weapons and material--and scientists. Notes Stephen Younger, former head of nuclear weapons research and development at Los Alamos and director of the Defense Department's Defense Threat Reduction Agency from 2001 to 2004, "regardless of what is reported in the news, all nuclear nations take the security of their weapons very seriously" (2007, 93; see also Kamp 1996, 22; Milhollin 2002, 47-48). It is conceivable that stolen bombs, even if no longer viable as weapons, would be useful for the fissile material that could be harvested from them. However, Christoph Wirz and Emmanuel Egger, two senior physicists in charge of nuclear issues at Switzerland's Spiez Laboratory, point out that even if a weapon is not completely destroyed when it is opened, its fissile material yield would not be adequate for a primitive design, and therefore several weapons would have to be stolen and then opened successfully (2005, 502). Moreover, those weapons use (or used) plutonium, a substance that is not only problematic to transport, but far more difficult and dangerous to work with than is highly enriched uranium.  

No Risk

Zero risk of nuclear terrorism

Chapman 12 5/22, *Stephen Chapman is a columnist and editorial writer for the Chicago Tribune, “CHAPMAN: Nuclear terrorism unlikely,” http://www.oaoa.com/articles/chapman-87719-nuclear-terrorism.html, AJ

Ever since Sept. 11, 2001, Americans have had to live with the knowledge that the next time the terrorists strike, it could be not with airplanes capable of killing thousands but atomic bombs capable of killing hundreds of thousands.  The prospect has created a sense of profound vulnerability. It has shaped our view of government policies aimed at combating terrorism (filtered through Jack Bauer). It helped mobilize support for the Iraq war.  Why are we worried? Bomb designs can be found on the Internet. Fissile material may be smuggled out of Russia. Iran, a longtime sponsor of terrorist groups, is trying to acquire nuclear weapons. A layperson may figure it’s only a matter of time before the unimaginable comes to pass. Harvard’s Graham Allison, in his book “Nuclear Terrorism,” concludes, “On the current course, nuclear terrorism is inevitable.”  But remember: After Sept. 11, 2001, we all thought more attacks were a certainty. Yet al-Qaida and its ideological kin have proved unable to mount a second strike.  Given their inability to do something simple — say, shoot up a shopping mall or set off a truck bomb — it’s reasonable to ask whether they have a chance at something much more ambitious. Far from being plausible, argued Ohio State University professor John Mueller in a presentation at the University of Chicago, “the likelihood that a terrorist group will come up with an atomic bomb seems to be vanishingly small.”  The events required to make that happen comprise a multitude of Herculean tasks. First, a terrorist group has to get a bomb or fissile material, perhaps from Russia’s inventory of decommissioned warheads. If that were easy, one would have already gone missing. Besides, those devices are probably no longer a danger, since weapons that are not maintained quickly become what one expert calls “radioactive scrap metal.” If terrorists were able to steal a Pakistani bomb, they would still have to defeat the arming codes and other safeguards designed to prevent unauthorized use.  As for Iran, no nuclear state has ever given a bomb to an ally — for reasons even the Iranians can grasp.  Stealing some 100 pounds of bomb fuel would require help from rogue individuals inside some government who are prepared to jeopardize their own lives. Then comes the task of building a bomb. It’s not something you can gin up with spare parts and power tools in your garage. It requires millions of dollars, a safe haven and advanced equipment — plus people with specialized skills, lots of time and a willingness to die for the cause.  Assuming the jihadists vault over those Himalayas, they would have to deliver the weapon onto American soil. Sure, drug smugglers bring in contraband all the time — but seeking their help would confront the plotters with possible exposure or extortion. This, like every other step in the entire process, means expanding the circle of people who know what’s going on, multiplying the chance someone will blab, back out or screw up.  That has heartening implications. If al-Qaida embarks on the project, it has only a minuscule chance of seeing it bear fruit. Given the formidable odds, it probably won’t bother.  None of this means we should stop trying to minimize the risk by securing nuclear stockpiles, monitoring terrorist communications and improving port screening. But it offers good reason to think that in this war, it appears, the worst eventuality is one that will never happen. 

It’s extremely unlikely

Mueller 8 1/1, *John Mueller: Department of Political Science, Ohio State University, “THE ATOMIC TERRORIST: ASSESSING THE LIKELIHOOD,” http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/APSACHGO.PDF, AJ

A terrorist atomic bomb is commonly held to be the single most serious threat to the national security of the United States. Assessed in appropriate context, that could actually be seen to be a rather cheering conclusion because the likelihood that a terrorist group will come up with an atomic bomb seems to be vanishingly small. Moreover, the degree to which al-Qaeda--the chief demon group and one of the few terrorist groups to see value in striking the United States--has sought, or is capable of, obtaining such a weapon seems to have been substantially exaggerated. If there has been a "failure of imagination," perhaps it has been in the inability or unwillingness to consider the difficulties confronting the atomic terrorist. Terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration, they have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful. Warnings about the possibility that small groups could fabricate nuclear weapons have been repeatedly uttered at least since 1946 when A-bomb maker J. Robert Oppenheimer agreed that "three or four men" could smuggle atomic bomb units into New York and "blow up the whole city" (Allison 2004, 104), a massive and absurd exaggeration of the capacity of atomic bombs of the time. Such assertions proliferated after the 1950s when the "suitcase bomb" appeared to become a practical possibility. And it has now been over three decades since terrorism specialist Brian Jenkins published his warnings about how the "widespread distribution of increasingly sophisticated and increasingly powerful man-portable weapons will greatly add to the terrorist's arsenal" and about how "the world's increasing dependence on nuclear power may provide terrorists with weapons of mass destruction" (1975, 33). Or since John McPhee ominously reported that "to many people who have participated in the advancement of the nuclear age, it seem not just possible but more and more apparent that nuclear explosions will again take place in cities" (1974, 3). We continue to wait. It is essential to note, however, that making a bomb is an extraordinarily difficult task. Thus, a set of counterterrorism and nuclear experts interviewed in 2004 by Dafna Linzer for the Washington Post pointed to the "enormous technical and logistical obstacles confronting would-be nuclear terrorists, and to the fact that neither al-Qaeda nor any other group has come close to demonstrating the means to overcome them." Allison nonetheless opines that a dedicated terrorist group, al-Qaeda in particular, could get around all the problems in time and eventually steal, produce, or procure a "crude" bomb or device, one that he however acknowledges would be "large, cumbersome, unsafe, unreliable, unpredictable, and inefficient" (2004, 97; see also Bunn and Wier 2006, 139; Pluta and Zimmerman 2006, 61). In his recent book, Atomic Bazaar: The Rise of the Nuclear Poor, William Langewiesche spends a great deal of time and effort assessing the process by means of which a terrorist group could come up with a bomb. Unlike Allison, he concludes that it "remains very, very unlikely. It's a possibility, but unlikely." Also: The best information is that no one has gotten anywhere near this. I mean, if you look carefully and practically at this process, you see that it is an enormous undertaking full of risks for the would-be terrorists. And so far there is no public case, at least known, of any appreciable amount of weapons-grade HEU [highly enriched uranium] disappearing. And that's the first step. If you don't have that, you don't have anything. It is also worth noting that, although nuclear weapons have been around now for well over half a century, no state has ever given another state--even a close ally, much less a terrorist group--a nuclear weapon (or chemical, biological, or radiological one either, for that matter) that the recipient could use independently. For example, during the Cold War, North Korea tried to acquire nuclear weapons from its close ally, China, and was firmly refused (Oberdorfer 2005; see also Pillar 2003, xxi). There could be some danger from private (or semi-private) profiteers, like the network established by Pakistani scientist A. Q. Khan. However, its activities were rather easily penetrated by intelligence agencies (the CIA, it is very likely, had agents within the network), and the operation was abruptly closed down when it seemed to be the right time (Langewiesche 2007, 169-72). Since they are unlikely to be able to buy or steal a useable bomb and since they are further unlikely to have one handed off to them by an established nuclear state, terrorists would need to manufacture the device themselves. Because of the dangers and difficulties of transporting and working with plutonium, a dedicated terrorist group, it is generally agreed, would choose to try to use highly enriched uranium (Kamp 1996, 33; Keller 2002; Milhollin 2002, 46-47; Rees 2003, 44-45; Linzer 2004; Allison 2004, 96-97; Goldstein 2004, 131-32; Cameron 2004, 84; Wirz and Egger 2005, 500; Bunn and Wier 2006, 135; Langewiesche 2007, 21-23).8 The goal would be to get as much of this stuff as necessary (more than 100 pounds is required to reach critical mass) and then fashion it into an explosive.9 Most likely this would not be a bomb that can be dropped or hurled, but rather an "improvised nuclear device" (IND) that would be set off at the target by a suicidal detonation crew. 7 The process is a daunting one, and it requires that a whole cascade of events click perfectly and in sequence. This is a key issue. Those, like Allison, who warn about the likelihood of a terrorist bomb, argue that a terrorist group could, if often with great difficulty, surmount each obstacle--that doing so in each case is "not impossible." But it is vital to point out that while it may be "not impossible" to surmount each individual step, the likelihood that a group could surmount a series of them rather quickly does approach impossibility. Let us assess the problem. Procuring fissile material. To begin with, stateless groups are simply incapable of manufacturing the required fissile material for a bomb since the process requires an enormous effort on an industrial scale (Milhollin 2002, 45-46; Allison 2004; Cameron 2004, 83; Bunn and Wier 2006, 136-37; Bunn and Wier 2006, 136-37; Langewiesche 2007, 20; Perry et al. 2007). Moreover, they are unlikely to be supplied with the material by a state for the same reasons a state is unlikely to give them a workable bomb. Thus, they would need to steal or illicitly purchase this crucial material. Although there is legitimate concern that some material, particularly in Russia, may be somewhat inadequately secured (though things have improved considerably), it is under lock and key, and even sleepy, drunken guards, notes Langewiesche, will react with hostility (and noise) to a raiding party. Thieves also need to know exactly what they want and where it is, and this presumably means trusting bribed, but not necessarily dependable, insiders. And to even begin to pull off such a heist, they need to develop a highly nuanced "sense for streets" in foreign lands filled with people who are often congenitally suspicious of strangers (2007, 33-48). Corruption in some areas may provide an opportunity to buy the relevant material, but purchasers of illicit goods and services would have to pay off a host of greedy confederates, any one of whom could turn on them or, either out of guile or incompetence, furnish them with stuff that is useless. If terrorists were somehow successful at obtaining a critical mass of relevant material, they would then have to transport it hundreds of miles out of the country over unfamiliar terrain and probably while being pursued by security forces (Langewiesche 2007, 48-50). Although he remains concerned that a terrorist group could buy or steal a nuclear device or be given one by an established nuclear country (2007, 93), Younger is quick to enumerate the difficulties the group would confront when trying to fabricate one on their own. He stresses that uranium is "exceptionally difficult to machine" while "plutonium is one of the most complex metals ever discovered, a material whose basic properties are sensitive to exactly how it is processed. Both need special machining technology that has evolved through a process of trial and error." Even if there is some desire for the bomb by terrorists (something assessed more fully below), fulfillment of that desire is obviously another matter. Even alarmists Bunn and Wier contend that the atomic terrorists' task "would clearly be among the most difficult types of attack to carry out" or "one of the most difficult missions a terrorist group could hope to try" (2006, 133-34, 147). But, stresses George Tenet, a terrorist atomic bomb is "possible" or "not beyond the realm of possibility" (Tenet and Harlow 2007, 266, 279).  

SQ Solves

Squo solves---defense capabilities

Daniel 12 2/16, *Lisa Daniel: American Forces Press Service, Defense News, “U.S. Faces Broad Spectrum of Threats, Intel Leaders Say,” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=67231, AJ

Intelligence shows the next three years will be a critical transition time in counterterrorism, as groups like al-Qaida diminish in importance and terrorist groups become more decentralized, Clapper said. U.S. counterterrorism has caused al-Qaida to lose so many top lieutenants since 2008 “that a new group of leaders, even if they could be found, would have difficulty integrating into the organization and compensating for mounting losses,” the director said. Al-Qaida’s regional affiliates in Iraq, the Arabian peninsula and North Africa are expected to “surpass the remnants of core al-Qaida in Pakistan,” he said. With continued, robust counterterrorism efforts and cooperation from international partners, Clapper said, “there is a better-than-even chance that decentralization will lead to fragmentation of the movement within a few years,” although he added that terrorist groups will continue to be a dangerous transnational force. Intense counterterrorism pressure has made it unlikely that a terrorist group would launch a chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear mass attack against the United States in the next year, Clapper said, but groups such as al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula continue to show interest in such an attack. Most terrorist groups, however, remain locally focused, Clapper said, noting that al-Qaida in Iraq remains focused on overthrowing the Shiia-led government in Baghdad in favor of a Sunni-led government. In Africa, the al-Qaida in the Islamic Maghreb and al-Shabaab organizations struggle with internal divisions and outside support, and have been diminished by government and military pressure in Somalia, Kenya and Ethiopia, he said. Still, intelligence shows no nation states have provided weapons of mass destruction assistance to terrorist groups, and no nonstate actors are targeting WMD sites in countries with unrest, the director said. But that could change as governments become more unstable, he added.  

TRADE

No Escalation

Trade conflicts won’t escalate
NYE ‘96 (Joseph, Dean of the Kennedy School of Government – Harvard University, Washington Quarterly, Winter)

The low likelihood of direct great power clashes does not mean that there will be no tensions between them. Disagreements are likely to continue over regional conflicts, like those that have arisen over how to deal with the conflict in the former Yugoslavia. Efforts to stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction and means of their delivery are another source of friction, as is the case over Russian and Chinese nuclear cooperation with Iran, which the United States steadfastly opposes. The sharing of burdens and responsibilities for maintaining international security and protecting the natural environment are a further subject of debate among the great powers. Furthermore, in contrast to the views of classical Liberals, increased trade and economic interdependence can increase as well as decrease conflict and competition among trading partners. The main point, however, is that such disagreements are very unlikely to escalate to military conflicts. 

No War

Trade does not solve war—there’s no correlation between trade and peace
MARTIN et al ‘8 (Phillipe, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, and Centre for Economic Policy Research; Thierry MAYER, University of Paris 1 Pantheon—Sorbonne, Paris School of Economics, CEPII, and Centre for Economic Policy Research, Mathias THOENIG, University of Geneva and Paris School of Economics, The Review of Economic Studies 75)

Does globalization pacify international relations? The “liberal” view in political science argues that increasing trade flows and the spread of free markets and democracy should limit the incentive to use military force in interstate relations. This vision, which can partly be traced back to Kant’s Essay on Perpetual Peace (1795), has been very influential: The main objective of the European trade integration process was to prevent the killing and destruction of the two World Wars from ever happening again.1 Figure 1 suggests2 however, that during the 1870–2001 period, the correlation between trade openness and military conflicts is not a clear cut one. The first era of globalization, at the end of the 19th century, was a period of rising trade openness and multiple military conflicts, culminating with World War I. Then, the interwar period was characterized by a simultaneous collapse of world trade and conflicts. After World War II, world trade increased rapidly, while the number of conflicts decreased (although the risk of a global conflict was obviously high). There is no clear evidence that the 1990s, during which trade flows increased dramatically, was a period of lower prevalence of military conflicts, even taking into account the increase in the number of sovereign states.

No trade war

Qingfen 12 5/30, *Ding Qingfen (China Daily), “Frictions to 'heat up' over trade,” http://usa.chinadaily.com.cn/business/2012-05/30/content_15418479.htm, AJ

Trade frictions between China and the United States will probably become more heated in the months ahead, but no trade war will break out between the two biggest economies in the world, Pascal Lamy, director-general of the World Trade Organization said on Tuesday. "As Chinese trade with the rest of the world grows, there is a normal statistical proportion of trade frictions, and we believe that the frictions can be handled peacefully," said Lamy. "But nothing like a trade war." Lamy made the remarks in an interview conducted at the Beijing 2012 Round Table on WTO Accession Best Practices for the least developed countries, which was held in the capital city. During the forum, Chen Deming, minister of commerce, said China is willing to help the least developed countries in the world join the WTO. Having them in the organization will be good for the world economy and global trade, as well as for China. China, together with other countries in the WTO, is calling for a simplification of the procedures countries must go through to join the trade organization. Agreements meant to bring about that goal are expected to be signed by July, Chen said. Last week, the Ministry of Commerce wrote on its website about policies used to support wind, solar and other sorts of renewable energy projects in five US states, including Washington, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Ohio and California, saying they violate WTO policies and trade treaties. China also complained to the WTO about the US’ imposition of anti-subsidy duties on $7.29 billion worth of Chinese goods from 22 different categories that were imported to the US last year. The announcements came on the heels of the US Commerce Department's preliminary decision to place anti-dumping tariffs of up to 250 percent on imports of Chinese solar cells. Analysts at home and abroad expressed worries that China's response to that action will provoke a trade war between the two nations. Lamy, though, said a member of the WTO has the right to challenge other members if it thinks they have violated trade rules. "Sometimes, China challenges the US, EU, with anti-dumping or countervailing duties, and sometimes it is other way round," he said. "There are trade frictions, trade disputes, but there are no trade wars." As the US presidential election draws near, the US may take further actions against China and its trade policies in the hope of quieting critics who complain about their country’s trade deficit with China and high unemployment rate, experts said. Obama has announced plans to establish a trans-agency trade enforcement unit that will be charged with investigating the policies and practices of the country’s most important trade partners. In November, China began investigating whether the US was improperly using subsidies to lower the price of US products. That scrutiny came a month after the seven US solar manufacturers filed a complaint with the US International Trade Commission and the Department of Commerce. The Ministry of Commerce said the US has used subsidies in ways that are "inconsistent with the WTO rules and rulings in many regards". "Trade frictions are a normal statistical proportion volume of trade," Lamy said. "As trade grows, the number of trade frictions grows." The Commerce Department is scheduled to make a final determination on solar tariffs in early October. The US agency also announced it would investigate Chinese exports of wind turbines, saying makers of that equipment have received unfair government subsidies. It plans to make an announcement on Wednesday about the duties it will impose on those products. Along with the EU and Japan, the US filed a complaint in March with the WTO to challenge China’s policies governing exports of rare-earth minerals. "We are concerned that during the financial crisis, protectionism is growing," Lamy said. "That's the reality." "But on the whole, there are not dramatic surges of protectionist measures, although there are signs that remain worrying. It's like going to a doctor from time to time. We do checkups, and we tell the patients, 'Be careful'." 

Trade wars are unlikely---no incentive 

Qingfen 9 11/14, *Ding Qingfen (China Daily), “China-US trade war unlikely,” http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/obamavisitchina/2009-11/14/content_8971627.htm, AJ

Although trade friction between China and the United States will likely rise in the months ahead as the economic recovery of the US remains in limbo, there is little possibility that the two countries will become embroiled in a full-blown trade war, analysts said. However few believe a trade war of any kind will break out.  "There is neither sign nor reason that China and the US will turn the conflicts into a war. It's not good for either party," He said.  It is estimated that trade remedy cases, as of late last year, only account for 5 percent of the China-US trade by volume.  "They are a minimal part of bilateral trade and happened in a special period. Cases will decrease when the US economy turns good," he said.  Most observers believe the US will not launch additional trade remedy cases for fear of antagonizing China.  Obama said recently that the US sees China as a vital partner and competitor, but the two countries must address economic imbalances or risk enormous strains on their relationship.  And US Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke also said during the China-US Joint Commission on Commerce and Trade held in Hangzhou in late October that both countries should avoid trade protectionist measures against each other. Both would be losers if trade conflicts escalate into a trade war.  Experts suggested that China actively resort to the WTO rules for protecting industries from being hurt by the US and launch trade remedy investigations of its own against the US.  After the extra tire duties were enacted, China announced it would launch investigations into two categories of imports from the US - of broiled chicken and certain types of automobiles.   

US and China won’t engage in a trade war

Bremmer 9 9/16, *Ian Bremmer is president of Eurasia Group and author of The End of the Free Market: Who Wins the War Between States and Corporations?, “Don't expect a U.S.-China trade war,” http://eurasia.foreignpolicy.com/category/topic/trade, AJ

After the Obama administration slapped 35 percent tariffs on Chinese tires over the weekend, China responded with hyper-charged rhetoric and its own investigation into U.S. chicken and auto parts exports. When the news broke, the world woke up to a scary possibility: What if these actions were the opening shots that would trigger a trade war?  Despite some serious media hype, we don't think a trade war is likely. But we also don't think it's outside the realm of possibility. If such a scenario occurred, it would have serious implications for global recovery, financing the U.S. debt, and even the stability of the Chinese regime. Therefore, it's clearly worth considering how this situation could occur, while also examining why it's unlikely that events will evolve in that direction. It's reasonable, then, that politicians in Beijing are worried that the decision on tires will lead to China being singled out as the target of future trade actions. What's more, the simmering nationalism of the Chinese public forces the leadership to be more aggressive in its responses. A poll on a state-run news site found that 90 percent of Chinese citizens believe that China can go toe-to-toe with the United States in a trade war. Thus, every time Section 421 is used, it will engender fiery retaliation from the Chinese. If the door the administration has cracked open is thrown fully ajar, trade tension could theoretically spill over into WTO-incompliant responses or responses that have nothing to do with trade. Thus, there is a chance -- though not a likelihood -- that section 421 could lead to a trade war if the United States repeatedly uses it and China responds through escalation.  The administration's recent demonstration that it is willing to apply section 421 and China's aggressive reaction moved the US-China relationship one step closer to that scenario. But it was a small step in a robust trading relationship with two sides that understand what's at stake. Top Chinese leaders have little interest in engaging in a trade war with the United States because they know it would hurt their heavily export-dependent economy. Washington is trying hard to make China a willing partner on a host of global issues, and China has been receptive to the idea if only for the recognition of its increased international stature.  During the first Strategic and Economic Dialogue in July, the two countries pledged to move toward a more mature relationship. In Washington, Obama -- despite how he appeared on the campaign trail -- remains committed to open markets and the national economic benefits the United States gets from trade. While a potential trade war is scary stuff, there is little reason to believe it is forthcoming. 

No trade war and no impact

China Analytics 10 10/12, “Potentially Misguided Assertions about Currency and Trade Wars,” http://chinanalytics.wordpress.com/2010/10/12/potentially-misguided-assertions-about-currency-and-trade-wars/, AJ

When thinking of a potential worst case scenario where it comes to a true currency or trade war between China and the US it is notable that the US survived the Great Depression and that China has survived economic calamities during peacetime that were far more destructive than the damage wrought by acts of territorial aggression against the mainland. The “neo-cons” who helped to lead the US into its somewhat precarious economic condition, gave us the notion of the “full spectrum of dominance”, a notion similar to many in the Chinese classics on warfare. A common theme in all of the related works seems to be that total victory can be achieved if one warring party is willing to accept staggering costs. The benefits of the past decade of economic globalization rest on an unbalanced, if not precarious, foundation: they came about only because some rich countries were willing to dis-save and many poor ones were willing to save at a high rate of national income. Many talk about the risk of “undoing” the global gains from the past decade of incremental trade liberalization, but such a statement rests on the inadequate premise that the proliferation of trade agreements and institutions alone explain all of the contemporary gains from trade. A general reduction to trade barriers unleashed the positive forces of competition on the supply side. On the demand side of the equation, the monetary, fiscal and consumer trends in major OECD markets, most notably the US, have hardly been normal during the past decade: monetary policy and credit growth was overly accommodative, the mindset “of deficits don’t matter” in the US and the unenforceability of EU fiscal rules elevated debt levels, and households over-relied on the mirage of bloated home equity values. Manufacturing nations now have excess capacity and public and private balance sheets in consumer nations are overextended. The term ‘globalization’ has a moral ring to it, but in practice the growth in trade and investment flows for the past decade has been economic overshooting of somewhat unprecedented proportions. The underlying politics are quickly catching up, and could easily overshoot as well.  Presently, most countries all want to export more at a time when advanced economies are going to suffer from a “chronic shortage of demand”. Current economic arrangements are thus probably not tenable, nor are the underlying politics.  The US-China economic relationship is a good case in point, and is the largest potential “fault line” in the current global trading system, to borrow Professor Rajan’s term. The reasoning that economic warfare is unlikely simply because it would damage either the Chinese or US economies fundamentally overlooks political objectives which are more qualitative than quantitative. Adjustments to savings and investment imbalances in either or both China and the US could substantially reduce bilateral economic imbalances, and in relative terms this could be achieved more easily than rebalancing the political relationship. China’s recent stance on territorial disputes and those related to the control of shipping lanes in the South China Sea make clear the understanding amongst the political leadership that under the current circumstances if it does not leverage its relative economic strength to redefine its geopolitical status it would be a missed opportunity of historical proportions.  Waging a trade war would only makes sense if it were done for political rather than economic objectives. For example, the jobless nature of the current US economic recovery could make encouraging import substitution through protectionist measures politically desirable. The US probably faces less downside from a trade war scenario, and makes more aggressive postures from the US more likely for the reason. For China, the political benefits of redefining important bilateral relationships or aggressively promoting the mainland’s global stature could more than mitigate the social risks posed by temporary employment shocks resulting from escalating trade frictions. Supply eventually creates its own demand, and the combination of conflict and nationalism could be a welcome accelerant to this process. 

Trade doesn’t solve war, China and Taiwan prove 

Foreign Policy 10 (Dan Blumenthal, commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission “Why the China-Taiwan trade agreement doesn’t solve everything” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/why_the_china_taiwan_trade_agreement_doesn_t_solve_everything) // CG 
The signing by Taiwan and China of the Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement is a welcome development. The agreement cuts tariffs on 539 Taiwanese products bound for China and 267 Chinese products exported to Taiwan. The cuts on the Taiwan items are valued at $13.84 billion and those from China $2.86 billion. Economically, Taiwan, the PRC, and the United States will all benefit. Politically, the agreement means a reduction in tension across the Strait, and it provides incentives for Chinese restraint (it is easy to forget that interdependence works both ways -- Taiwan may rely on China for final assembly and low-end manufacturing, but China is dependent upon Taiwan's investment and managerial know-how). However, Washington should not be lulled into complacency -- the cross Strait problem has not disappeared. With over a thousand missiles pointed at it, Taiwan faces Chinese coercion every day: All of Taipei's negotiations, including those over the ECFA, are conducted with the equivalent of a gun pointed at its head. We should view the ECFA as only the first step in a series of measures that will strengthen Taiwan, stabilize the Strait, and liberalize trade in Asia. 
Free trade doesn’t solve war – sectional interests will still motivates elites to declare war

Goldstone 07 (P. R. Goldstone, PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science and a member of the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He is a non-resident research fellow at the Center for Peace and Security Studies, Georgetown University, 11/24/07, “Does Globalization Bring War or Peace?” http://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/220/47297.html)
Many hope trade will constrain or perhaps pacify a rising China, resurgent Russia, and proliferation-minded Iran, as it well may. Nonetheless, any prudent analysis must incorporate caveats drawn from states' particular political economy of security policy. In non-democratic states, however important global markets may be to the economy in aggregate, elites will be most sensitive to sectoral interests of their specific power base. This mismatch can cause systematic distortions in their ability to interpret other states' strategic signals correctly when genuine conflicts of interest emerge with a nation more domestically constrained. Leadership elites drawn from domestic-oriented, uncompetitive, or non-tradable constituencies will tend to discount deterrent signals sent by trading partners whose own domestic institutions favor those commerce-oriented interests, believing such interests make partners less likely to fulfill their threats. For example, one reason the BJP government of India decided to achieve an open nuclear weapons capability was that its small-business, domestic-oriented heart constituency was both less vulnerable to trade sanctions and less willing to believe that the US would either impose or long sustain such sanctions, given its own increased economic interests in India. Sometimes, deterrent signals may not be sent at all, since one nation's governing coalition may include commerce-dependent groups whose interests prevent state leaders from actually undertaking necessary balancing responses or issuing potent signals of resolve in the first place; the result can be fatally muddled strategy and even war -- as witness the series of weak attempts before the First World War by finance-dominated Britain to deter "Iron and Rye"-dominated Germany.
Impact Inevitable

Economic nationalism is inevitable – makes economic cooperation impossible

GOLDSTONE ‘7 - PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science and a member of the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. He is a non-resident research fellow at the Center for Peace and Security Studies, Georgetown University (P.R.,”Does Globalization Bring War or Peace?”. September 25. http://www.alternet.org/audits/62848/?page=entire)

American policymakers should beware claims of globalization's axiomatic pacifying effects. Trade creates vested interests in peace, but these interests affect policy only to the extent they wield political clout. In many of the states whose behavior we most wish to alter, such sectors -- internationalist, export-oriented, reliant on global markets -- lack a privileged place at the political table. Until and unless these groups gain a greater voice within their own political system, attempts to rely on the presumed constraining effects of global trade carry substantially greater risk than commonly thought. A few examples tell much. Quasi-democratic Russia is a state whose principal exposure to global markets lies in oil, a commodity whose considerable strategic coercive power the Putin regime freely invokes. The oil sector has effectively merged with the state, making Russia's deepening ties to the global economy a would-be weapon rather than an avenue of restraint. Russian economic liberalization without political liberalization is unlikely to pay the strong cooperative dividends many expect. China will prove perhaps the ultimate test of the Pax Mercatoria. The increasing international Chinese presence in the oil and raw materials extraction sectors would seem to bode ill, given such sectors' consistent history elsewhere of urging state use of threats and force to secure these interests. Much will come down to the relative political influence of export-oriented sectors heavily reliant on foreign direct investment and easy access to the vast Western market versus the political power of their sectoral opposites: uncompetitive state-owned enterprises, energy and mineral complexes with important holdings in the global periphery, and a Chinese military that increasingly has become a de facto multi-sectoral economic-industrial conglomerate. Actions to bolster the former groups at the expense of the latter would be effort well spent. At home, as even advanced sectors feel the competitive pressures of globalization, public support for internationalism and global engagement will face severe challenges. As more sectors undergo structural transformation, the natural coalitional constituency for committed global activist policy will erode; containing the gathering backlash will require considerable leadership. Trade can indeed be a palliative; too often, however, we seem to think of economic interdependence as a panacea; the danger is that in particular instances it may prove no more than a placebo.

WARMING

Alt Cause – China

Can’t solve warming without China

Chen et al 10 Chen, Qian, Peridas, Qiu, Ho: Natural Resources Defense Council, Friedmann: Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Li, Wei: Institute of Rock and Soil Mechanics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Sung, Fowler: Clean Air Task Force, Seligsohn, Liu, Forbes: World Resources Institute, Zhang: China Tsinghua University, Zhao: Institute of Engineering Thermophysics, Chinese Academy of Sciences (Jason Chen, Jingjing Qian, George Peridas, Yueming Qiu, Bruce Ho, Julio Friedmann, Xiaochun Li, Ning Wei, S. Ming Sung, Mike Fowler, Deborah Seligsohn, Yue Liu, Sarah Forbes, Dongjie Zhang, Lifeng Zhao, December 2010, “Identifying Near-Term Opportunities For Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS) in China,” http://docs.nrdc.org/international/files/int_10121001a.pdf)//DR. H

As discussed at the beginning of this report, if China and the world are to avoid the worst consequences of climate change, then China’s rapid growth in total carbon dioxide emissions— though approaching only the world’s average level on a per capita basis—must be curtailed and begin to decrease within the next two decades. This process must happen in parallel with deep emissions reductions by industrialized countries, starting now, in order to save the world from dangerous climate change. Based on what the world currently knows and is capable of achieving, CCS will likely be a necessary strategy, in concert with other measures, to realize critically needed emissions abatement in China and other large fossil fuel consuming countries. Because CCS involves largescale systems engineering and geologic expertise, international collaboration will be indispensable for accelerating CCS development and deployment in the countries that need the technology. For China, which still faces daunting development needs and has relatively limited technological, financial and regulatory capacities in some areas, international collaboration and assistance are all the more critical.

China is the largest emitter of CO2

Chen et al 10 Chen, Qian, Peridas, Qiu, Ho: Natural Resources Defense Council, Friedmann: Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Li, Wei: Institute of Rock and Soil Mechanics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Sung, Fowler: Clean Air Task Force, Seligsohn, Liu, Forbes: World Resources Institute, Zhang: China Tsinghua University, Zhao: Institute of Engineering Thermophysics, Chinese Academy of Sciences (Jason Chen, Jingjing Qian, George Peridas, Yueming Qiu, Bruce Ho, Julio Friedmann, Xiaochun Li, Ning Wei, S. Ming Sung, Mike Fowler, Deborah Seligsohn, Yue Liu, Sarah Forbes, Dongjie Zhang, Lifeng Zhao, December 2010, “Identifying Near-Term Opportunities For Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS) in China,” http://docs.nrdc.org/international/files/int_10121001a.pdf)//DR. H

After three decades of rapid industrialization fueled by coal, China is now the world’s biggest emitter of carbon dioxide (CO2)—the pollutant most responsible for global warming.1 This economic growth has lifted hundreds of millions of people out of poverty, and millions more could gain from further economic development. Yet continued reliance on coal-fired power threatens to create a climate catastrophe.
China key to solving emissions

Chen et al 10 Chen, Qian, Peridas, Qiu, Ho: Natural Resources Defense Council, Friedmann: Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Li, Wei: Institute of Rock and Soil Mechanics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Sung, Fowler: Clean Air Task Force, Seligsohn, Liu, Forbes: World Resources Institute, Zhang: China Tsinghua University, Zhao: Institute of Engineering Thermophysics, Chinese Academy of Sciences (Jason Chen, Jingjing Qian, George Peridas, Yueming Qiu, Bruce Ho, Julio Friedmann, Xiaochun Li, Ning Wei, S. Ming Sung, Mike Fowler, Deborah Seligsohn, Yue Liu, Sarah Forbes, Dongjie Zhang, Lifeng Zhao, December 2010, “Identifying Near-Term Opportunities For Carbon Capture and Sequestration (CCS) in China,” http://docs.nrdc.org/international/files/int_10121001a.pdf)//DR. H

Coal—the most carbon-laden of the three major fossil fuels (i.e., natural gas, crude oil, and coal)—supplies nearly 70 percent of China’s energy. China’s heavy reliance on this fuel is reflected by the fact that during the last five years the country has accounted for nearly fourfifths of the global growth in coal consumption.8 In 2008, China consumed more coal than North and South America, the European Union, Russia, the Middle East, and Africa combined (see Figure 2.1). Heavy reliance on coal has sharply driven up China’s CO2 emissions. In 1994, China emitted 3.07 billion tons, or gigatons (Gt), of CO2. A decade later, in 2004, China’s CO2 emissions stood 60 percent higher, at over 5 Gt a year.9 As a result, China’s annual CO2 emissions now exceed those of the United States.10 With its CO2 emissions surging nearly eight times faster than in the rest of the world (see Figure 2.2), China has a pivotal role to play in the global effort to prevent the worst impacts of global warming from occurring.11

No modeling in China – it’s structurally impossible

Downs 8

Eric, Fellow @ Brookings, China Energy Fellow, Foreign Policy, John L. Thornton China Center U.S.-China Economic & Security Review Commission, China’s Energy Policies and Their Environmental Impacts, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2008/0813_china_downs.aspx

China suffers from a disconnect between the increasingly prominent position of energy issues on its domestic and foreign policy agendas and the capacity of the country’s institutions to manage the energy sector. Some Chinese commentators have even argued that the biggest threat to China’s energy security is posed by the very institutions responsible for enhancing it. Consequently, restructuring China’s energy policymaking apparatus has been a subject of intense debate in recent years as the country has grappled with an unexpected surge in energy demand, growing dependence on energy imports, rising global energy prices and periodic domestic energy supply shortages. Authority over China’s energy sector at the national level is fractured among more than a dozen government agencies, the most important of which is the National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC). Within the NDRC itself, responsibility for energy is similarly scattered among multiple departments. Prior to the restructuring in March 2008, the key component was the Energy Bureau, which had a broad mandate but lacked the authority, tools and manpower to fulfill it. In 2005, the government added another cook to the kitchen with the establishment of the National Energy Leading Group, an advisory body headed by Premier Wen Jiabao. While the leading group’s creation reflected recognition of the need to strengthen energy sector management, it did not eradicate China’s energy governance woes. China’s fragmented energy policymaking structure has impeded energy governance because there is no single institution, such as a Ministry of Energy, with the authority to coordinate the interests of the various stakeholders. For example, the implementation of energy laws is hampered by the fact that those laws often do not specify the government agencies responsible for implementation because of disputes over who should be in charge. Similarly, the fuel tax that the NPC approved in 1999 has not been implemented because of the failure of the relevant stakeholders to reach an agreement. The policy paralysis within the energy bureaucracy stands in sharp contrast to the activism of China’s state-owned energy companies. These firms are powerful and relatively autonomous actors. Their influence is derived from their full and vice ministerial ranks, the membership of some top executives in the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party, industry expertise, internationally listed subsidiaries and profitability (at least until recently). More often than not, it is China’s energy firms who initiate major energy projects and policies that are later embraced by the government, such as the West-East Pipeline and the acquisition of foreign energy assets. The companies also have some capacity to advance corporate interests at the expense of national ones. For example, oil and power generating companies have periodically reduced their output to pressure the government to raise the state-set prices of refined products and electricity, which have not kept pace with increases in the market-determined prices of crude oil and coal. Similarly, China’s national oil companies have ignored guidance from the central government about where they should invest overseas. II. China’s “new” energy policymaking structure The recent changes to China’s energy policymaking apparatus are the latest in a series of institutional reforms aimed at improving energy governance. In March 2008, the NPC approved two additions to China’s energy bureaucracy – the State Energy Commission (SEC) and the National Energy Administration (NEA). The SEC, a high-level discussion and coordination body whose specific functions, organization and staffing have not yet been determined, will replace the National Energy Leading Group. The daily affairs of the SEC will be handled by the NEA, a vice-ministerial component of the NDRC, which is the successor to the NDRC’s Energy Bureau. In addition to the Energy Bureau, the NEA is also comprised of other energy offices from the NDRC, the Office of the National Leading Group, and the nuclear power administration of the Commission of Science, Technology and Industry for National Defense. The NEA has a broad mandate, which includes managing the country’s energy industries, drafting energy plans and policies, negotiating with international energy agencies and approving foreign energy investments. The NEA, like its predecessor, will struggle to fulfill its mandate because it lacks the authority, autonomy, manpower and tools to deal with the country’s energy challenges. Although the NEA’s capabilities in each of these areas are greater than those possessed by the NDRC Energy Bureau, they still fall short of what the NEA needs to do its job. Authority: The NEA has more political clout than its predecessor, but not enough to mitigate the bureaucratic infighting that undermines energy decision-making. The NEA is a vice-ministerial body, which is a step above that of the Energy Bureau, which was a bureau-level organization. However, the NEA still does not have the authority it needs to coordinate the interests of ministries, commissions and state-owned energy companies. One of the frustrations of officials in the NDRC Energy Bureau was that the energy companies often undercut their authority by circumventing the Bureau to hold face-to-face discussions with China’s senior leadership. The authority of the NEA is somewhat enhanced by the appointment of Zhang Guobao, a Vice-Chairman of the NDRC with full ministerial rank, as head of the NEA. While it was widely expected that Zhang would retire, his new position is a reflection of his substantial energy expertise. Zhang, who has worked at the NDRC since 1983, is a smart and skillful bureaucrat with encyclopedic knowledge of China’s energy sector. He has overseen the development of some of the country’s major infrastructure projects, including the West-East Pipeline, the transmission of electricity from west to east, the Qinghai-Tibet Railway and the expansion of Beijing Capital International Airport. Autonomy: The NEA is a creature of the NDRC. Some Chinese media reports speculated that the fact that the NEA’s offices will be separate from those of the NDRC and that the NEA will have its own Party Group – which will give the NEA greater autonomy in managing its affairs, including personnel decisions – are signs of the NEA’s independence. However, the fact that Zhang Guobao – an NDRC “lifer” – is head of the NEA and its Party Group indicates that the NEA’s room to maneuver will be constrained by the NDRC. Moreover, the NEA’s independence is limited by the fact that key tools it needs to effectively manage the energy sector are in the hands of the NDRC. Tools: Arguably the greatest constraint on the NEA’s ability to fulfill its mandate is the fact that is does not possess the authority to set energy prices, which remain the purview of the NDRC’s Pricing Department. The issue of who would end up with the power to determine energy prices was, in the words of Zhang Guobao, a subject of “constant dispute” during the bureaucratic reorganization. Although the NEA can make suggestions about energy price adjustments and should be consulted by the NDRC on any proposed changes, the shots are still being called by the NDRC (and ultimately the State Council, whose approval is needed for any major energy price changes). The fact that the NDRC retained control over energy prices is hardly surprising. The power to set prices is one of the NDRC’s main instruments of macroeconomic control, which it understandably is reluctant to relinquish, especially to a subordinate component which might be tempted to adjust energy prices in ways that run counter to broader NDRC objectives, such as combating inflation. The NEA’s lack of authority over energy prices makes its task of mitigating the current electricity shortages, which are partly rooted in price controls, especially challenging. Electricity prices are set by the state, while coal prices are determined by the market. The failure of electricity price increases to keep pace with soaring coal prices has contributed to the national power shortage because some electricity producers can't afford coal while others are unwilling to operate at a loss. With no pricing power, the NEA has little choice but to resort to administrative measures to achieve an objective that would be more effectively realized by raising and ultimately liberalizing electricity prices. Personnel: The central government is still managing the energy sector with a skeleton crew. Contrary to rumors that the NEA’s staff would be as large as 200, it ended up with just 112 people. This staff quota is certainly larger than that of the NDRC Energy Bureau, which had only 50 people, but it does not represent a major increase in the number of people directly involved in managing the energy sector at the national level. Moreover, some Chinese media reports have speculated that the NEA may face the problem of “too many generals and not enough soldiers” because at least half of the 112 slots at the NEA are for positions at the deputy department head level and above. The Party organ that determines the functions, internal structure and staff quotas for government institutions probably resisted calls for more personnel out of concern that if it approved a large staff for the NEA, then other government bodies would also press for more manpower at a time when the State Council is trying to streamline the bureaucracy. In sum, China’s new energy administration is unlikely to substantially improve energy governance. The organizational changes are tantamount to rearranging deck chairs on the Titanic. Although the energy bureaucracy looks a bit different, its limited capacities remain largely unchanged. Consequently, we can expect to see a continuation of business as usual: conflicts of interest will impede decision-making; the energy companies will remain important drivers of projects and policies; state-set energy prices will continue to contribute to periodic domestic energy supply shortfalls; and the NEA, with no authority to adjust energy prices, probably will resort to “second best” administrative measures to try to eradicate those shortages. The modest tinkering to China’s energy policymaking apparatus unveiled during the March 2008 NPC meeting reflects the conflicts of interest that stymie energy decision-making. Despite widespread recognition among Chinese officials and energy experts of the need to get the country’s energy institutions “right” and the growing chorus of voices calling for the establishment of a Ministry of Energy (MOE), there are powerful ministerial and corporate interests that favor the status quo. The opposition to the creation of a MOE, a hot topic of debate in Chinese energy circles in recent years, was led by the NDRC and the state-owned energy companies. The mere specter of a MOE strikes fear in the heart of the NDRC because it would deprive the NDRC of a substantial portion of its portfolio and important tools of macroeconomic control. The NDRC’s aversion is shared by the energy firms who are reluctant to have another political master and afraid that a MOE would limit their direct access to China’s leadership. Such opposition helps explain why the government was unable to forge a consensus in favor of more robust changes to China’s energy policymaking apparatus. Implications for the United States First, US policymakers should recognize that China’s fractured energy policymaking apparatus may constrain the Chinese government from doing all that US policymakers would like it to do – and indeed what Chinese leaders themselves might want to do – to enhance international energy security and combat climate change. If China falls short of our expectations it may not reflect a conscious decision by Beijing to shirk its global responsibilities but rather the limited capacity of its national energy institutions to bend other actors, notably firms and local governments, to its will.

Inevitable

Mars proves—solar changes are inevitable and cause more warming

National Post, 2007 (Lawrence Solomon, staff writer, February 7, “Look to Mars for the Truth on Globl Warming” http://www.nationalpost.com/story.html?id=edae9952-3c3e-47ba-913f-7359a5c7f723&k=0/)

Climate change is a much, much bigger issue than the public, politicians, and even the most alarmed environmentalists realize. Global warming extends to Mars, where the polar ice cap is shrinking, where deep gullies in the landscape are now laid bare, and where the climate is the warmest it has been in decades or centuries. "One explanation could be that Mars is just coming out of an ice age," NASA scientist William Feldman speculated after the agency's Mars Odyssey completed its first Martian year of data collection. "In some low-latitude areas, the ice has already dissipated." With each passing year more and more evidence arises of the dramatic changes occurring on the only planet on the solar system, apart from Earth, to give up its climate secrets. NASA's findings in space come as no surprise to Dr. Habibullo Abdussamatov at Saint Petersburg's Pulkovo Astronomical Observatory. Pulkovo -- at the pinnacle of Russia's space-oriented scientific establishment -- is one of the world's best equipped observatories and has been since its founding in 1839. Heading Pulkovo's space research laboratory is Dr. Abdussamatov, one of the world's chief critics of the theory that man-made carbon dioxide emissions create a greenhouse effect, leading to global warming.  "Mars has global warming, but without a greenhouse and without the participation of Martians," he told me. "These parallel global warmings -- observed simultaneously on Mars and on Earth -- can only be a straightline consequence of the effect of the one same factor: a long-time change in solar irradiance."  The sun's increased irradiance over the last century, not C02 emissions, is responsible for the global warming we're seeing, says the celebrated scientist, and this solar irradiance also explains the great volume of C02 emissions.  "It is no secret that increased solar irradiance warms Earth's oceans, which then triggers the emission of large amounts of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. So the common view that man's industrial activity is a deciding factor in global warming has emerged from a misinterpretation of cause and effect relations."  Dr. Abdussamatov goes further, debunking the very notion of a greenhouse effect. "Ascribing 'greenhouse' effect properties to the Earth's atmosphere is not scientifically substantiated," he maintains. "Heated greenhouse gases, which become lighter as a result of expansion, ascend to the atmosphere only to give the absorbed heat away." 

Can’t solve warming

Hamilton 10 – Professor of Public Ethics @ ANU
Clive Hamilton, Professor of Public Ethics in Australia, 2010, “Requiem for a Species: Why We Resist the Truth About Climate Change,” pg 27-28

The conclusion that, even if we act promptly and resolutely, the world is on a path to reach 650 ppm is almost too frightening to accept. That level of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere will be associated with warming of about 4°C by the end of the century, well above the temperature associated with tipping points that would trigger further warming.58 So it seems that even with the most optimistic set of assumptions—the ending of deforestation, a halving of emissions associated with food production, global emissions peaking in 2020 and then falling by 3 per cent a year for a few decades—we have no chance of preventing emissions rising well above a number of critical tipping points that will spark uncontrollable climate change. The Earth's climate would enter a chaotic era lasting thousands of years before natural processes eventually establish some sort of equilibrium. Whether human beings would still be a force on the planet, or even survive, is a moot point. One thing seems certain: there will be far fewer of us. These conclusions arc alarming, co say the least, but they are not alarmist. Rather than choosing or interpreting numbers to make the situation appear worse than it could be, following Kevin Anderson and Alice Bows 1 have chosen numbers that err on the conservative side, which is to say numbers that reflect a more buoyant assessment of the possibilities. A more neutral assessment of how the global community is likely to respond would give an even bleaker assessment of our future. For example, the analysis excludes non-CO2, emissions from aviation and shipping. Including them makes the task significantly harder, particularly as aviation emissions have been growing rapidly and are expected to continue to do so as there is no foreseeable alternative to severely restricting the number of flights.v' And any realistic assessment of the prospects for international agreement would have global emissions peaking closer to 2030 rather than 2020. The last chance to reverse the trajectory of global emissions by 2020 was forfeited at the Copenhagen climate conference in December 2009. As a consequence, a global response proportionate to the problem was deferred for several years.

Warming inevitable even if we cut emissions to zero—multiple studies confirm 

Gillett et al 10—director @ the Canadian Centre for Climate Modeling and Analysis
Nathan, “Ongoing climate change following a complete cessation of carbon dioxide emissions”. Nature Geoscience 

Several recent studies have demonstrated that CO2-induced 17 global mean temperature change is irreversible on human 18 timescales1_5. We find that not only is this climate change 19 irreversible, but that for some climate variables, such as Antarctic 20 temperature and North African rainfall, CO2-induced climate 21 changes are simulated to continue to worsen for many centuries 22 even after a complete cessation of emissions. Although it is 23 also well known that a large committed thermosteric sea level 24 rise is expected even after a cessation of emissions in 2100, 25 our finding of a strong delayed high-latitude Southern Ocean 26 warming at intermediate depths suggests that this effect may be 27 compounded by ice shelf collapse, grounding line retreat, and ensuing accelerated ice discharge in marine-based sectors of the 28 Antarctic ice sheet, precipitating a sea level rise of several metres. 29 Quantitative results presented here are subject to uncertainties 30 associated with the climate sensitivity, the rate of ocean heat 31 uptake and the rate of carbon uptake in CanESM1, but our 32 findings of Northern Hemisphere cooling, Southern Hemisphere 33 warming, a southward shift of the intertropical convergence zone, 34 and delayed and ongoing ocean warming at intermediate depths 35 following a cessation of emissions are likely to be robust. Geo- 36 engineering by stratospheric aerosol injection has been proposed 37 as a response measure in the event of a rapid melting of the 38 West Antarctic ice sheet24. Our results indicate that if such a 39 melting were driven by ocean warming at intermediate depths, as 40 is thought likely, a geoengineering response would be ineffective 41 for several centuries owing to the long delay associated with 42 subsurface ocean warming.

30 year time gap prevents solving warming – any effect takes decades

Walker and King 8—Director of the School of Environment @Oxford 

Gabrielle, PhD in Chemistry, Sir David, Director of the Smith School of Enterprise and the Environment at the University of Oxford, and a senior scientific adviser to UBS, The Hot Topic, pg. 47

Most people have now realized that climate change is upon us.  If pushed, most would probably say that if we don’t do something to change the way we live, things are more likely to get worse.  But few seem to have noticed one of the most important points to emerge from the last few years of scientific projections.  All the evidence suggests that the world will experience significant and potentially highly dangerous changes in climate over the next few decades no matter what we do now.    That’s because the ocean has a built in lag.  It takes time to heat up, which is why the nicest time to swim is often the end of the summer rather than the middle.  The same principle holds for global warming, but on a longer timescale: Because the oceans gradually soak up heat generated by the extra greenhouse gases, the full effect won’t be felt for decades to centuries.  This means that whatever we do now to change our carbon habits will take several decades to have any effect.   In other words, according to our most sophisticated models, the next twenty to thirty years will be more or less the same whether we quickly kick the carbon habit or continue burning as many fossil fuels as we can. Whatever we do today to reduce emissions will matter for our children’s generation and beyond, but not for our own.  The problem of climate change is one of legacy.  

No Extinction

Evolution checks

NIPCC 11 (Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change, “2011 Interim Report from the Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change,” http://nipccreport.org/reports/2011/2011report.html)
One of the most powerful means plant and animal species have for avoiding extinction during climate change is the ability to evolve in ways that enable them to deal with the change. Several studies have demonstrated the abilities of numerous plants and animals to do just that. Working in the Swiss Alps, Stocklin et al. (2009) studied the consequences of the highly structured alpine landscape for evolutionary processes in four different plants (Epilobium fleischeri, Geum reptans, Campanula thyrsoides, and Poa alpina), testing for whether genetic diversity within their populations was related to altitude and land use, while seeking to determine whether genetic differentiation among populations was related more to different land use or to geographic distances. In pursuit of these goals, the three Swiss scientists determined that within population genetic diversity of the four species was high and mostly not related to altitude and population size, while genetic differentiation among populations was pronounced and strongly increased with distance, implying ―considerable genetic drift among populations of alpine plants.‖ Based on these findings and the observations of others, Stocklin et al. write, ―phenotypic plasticity is particularly pronounced in alpine plants,‖ and ―because of the high heterogeneity of the alpine landscape, the pronounced capacity of a single genotype to exhibit variable phenotypes is a clear advantage for the persistence and survival of alpine plants.‖ Hence they conclude, ―the evolutionary potential to respond to global change is mostly intact in alpine plants, even at high altitude.‖ This result makes it much easier to understand why—even in the face of significant twentieth-century global warming—no species of plants have been observed to have been ―pushed off the planet in alpine regions. This has been shown to be the case in several pertinent studies, including Walther et al. (2005), Kullman (2007), Holzinger et al. (2008), Randin et al. (2009), and Erschbamer et al. (2009). 

3 periods of rapid warming show no extinctions- models are flawed guesswork
NIPCC 11 (Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change, “2011 Interim Report from the Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change,” http://nipccreport.org/reports/2011/2011report.html)
The first period they examined was the Eocene Climatic Optimum (53–51 million years ago), when the atmosphere‘s CO2 concentration exceeded 1,200 ppm and tropical temperatures were 5–10°C warmer than modern values. Yet far from causing extinctions of the tropical flora (where the data are best), the four researchers report ―all the evidence from low-latitude records indicates that, at least in the plant fossil record, this was one of the most biodiverse intervals of time in the Neotropics.‖ They also note ―ancestors of many of our modern tropical and temperate plants evolved ...when global temperatures and CO2 were much higher than present ... indicating that they have much wider ecological tolerances than are predicted based on present-day climates alone.‖ The second period they examined included two rapid-change climatic events in the Holocene—one at 14,700 years ago and one at 11,600 years ago—when temperatures increased in the mid- to high-latitudes of the Northern Hemisphere by up to 10°C over periods of less than 60 years. There is evidence from many sites for rapid plant responses to rapid warming during these events. The researchers note ―at no site yet studied, anywhere in the world, is there evidence in the fossil record for large-scale climate-driven extinction during these intervals of rapid warming.‖ On the other hand, they report extinctions did occur due to the cold temperatures of the glacial epoch, when subtropical species in southern Europe were driven out of their comfort zone. The Willis et al. study also makes use of recent historical data, as in the case of the 3°C rise in temperature at Yosemite Park over the past 100 years. In comparing surveys of mammal fauna conducted near the beginning and end of this period, they detected some changes but no local extinctions. Thus they determined that for all of the periods they studied, with either very warm temperatures or very rapid warming, there were no detectable species extinctions. In a study that may help explain how some researchers could have gotten things so wrong in predicting massive extinctions of both plants and animals in response to projected future warming, Nogues-Bravo (2009) explains the climate envelope models (CEMs)—often employed to predict species responses to global warming (and whether or not a species will be able to survive projected temperature increases)—―are sensitive to theoretical assumptions, to model classes and to projections in non-analogous climates, among other issues.‖ To determine how appropriate these models are for determining whether a particular species will be driven to extinction by hypothesized planetary warming, Nogues-Bravo reviewed the scientific literature pertaining to the subject and found several flaws. Nogues-Bravo writes, ―the studies reviewed: (1) rarely test the theoretical assumptions behind niche modeling such as the stability of species climatic niches through time and the equilibrium of species with climate; (2) they only use one model class (72% of the studies) and one palaeoclimatic reconstruction (62.5%) to calibrate their models; (3) they do not check for the occurrence of non-analogous climates (97%); and (4) they do not use independent data to validate the models (72%).‖ Nogues-Bravo writes, ―ignoring the theoretical assumptions behind niche modeling and using inadequate methods for hindcasting can produce ―a cascade of errors and naïve ecological and evolutionary inferences. Hence, he concludes, ―there are a wide variety of challenges that CEMs must overcome in order to improve the reliability of their predictions through time. Until these challenges are met, contentions of impending species extinctions must be considered little more than guesswork (see also Chapman, 2010). 

Warming impacts have no empirical basis- weather will likely get milder

Bast 12 ( Joseph L. Bast is president and CEO of The Heartland Institute, a 22-year-old national nonprofit research center located in Chicago, Illinois. According to a recent telephone survey, among state elected officials The Heartland Institute is among the nation’s best-known and most highly regarded "think tanks." “Global Warming: Not a Crisis,” http://heartland.org/ideas/global-warming-not-crisis#Singer)

 Alarmists claim global warming will cause massive flooding, more violent weather, famines, and other catastrophic consequences. If these claims are true, then we should have seen evidence of this trend during the twentieth century. Idso and Singer (2009) provide extensive evidence that no such trends have been observed. Even von Storch (2011) admits there is no consensus on these matters. The preponderance of scientific data suggest sea levels are unlikely to rise by more than several inches, weather may actually become more mild, and since most warming occurs at night and during the winter season, it has little adverse effect (and some positive effect) on plants and wildlife. Hurricanes are likely to diminish, not increase, in frequency or severity (Spencer, 2008; Singer and Avery, 2008). 

No Warming

No warming, no impact; all lies

Lehr 2005 (Jay, Science Director of the Heartland Institute, 1-12-2005, Yearbook of Experts)

EVIDENCE THAT THE TEMPERATURE OF THE EARTH IS NOT INCREASING SIGNIFICANTLY AS A RESULT OF MAN'S ACTIVITY ON THE PLANET 1 - Our most reliable sources of temperature data show no global warming trend. Satellite and weather balloon readings of temperatures in the lower troposphere (an area scientists predict would immediately reflect any global warming) show no warming since readings began 25 years ago, when the satellite system was first launched. Only land based temperature stations show a warming trend, and these stations do not cover the entire globe as satellite readings do, and these are often affected by heat generated by nearby urban development. 2 - All predictions of global warming are based on computer models not historical data. In order to get their models to produce predictions that are close to their designers expectations, modelers make adjustments to unknown variables that are many times greater than the effect of doubling carbon dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere. For example, knowledge of the amount of energy flowing from the equator to the poles is uncertain by an amount equivalent to 25 to 30 Watts per square meter (W/m2) of the earth's surface. the amount of sunlight absorbed by the atmosphere or reflected by the surface is also uncertain by as much as 25 W/m2. The role of clouds is uncertain by at least 25 W/m2. The heat added to the atmosphere by a doubling of CO2 is not uncertain. It is easily measured in laboratory experiments and amounts to only 4 Watts per square meter (4 W/m2) of the earth's surface. Obviously the uncertainties are many times larger than the input of energy resulting from a doubling of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. 3 - When scientists analyzed the relationship between atmospheric CO2 levels and temperatures dating back 250,000 years in ice cores from Greenland and Antarctica, they found that sometimes concentration of CO2 was high when the temperature was low and sometime CO2 was low when temperature was high. 4 - While we hear much about one or another melting glaciers, a recent study of 246 glaciers around the world between 1946 and 1995 indicated a balance between those that are losing ice, gaining ice and remaining in equilibrium. There is no global trend in any direction. 5 - The gases in the atmosphere that absorb outgoing radiation forming the greenhouse effect are water vapor (absorbing 90% of outgoing heat), methane (4%), nitrous oxide (2%), carbon dioxide (4%). Thus a doubling of CO2 would not achieve a significant change in heat retained. 6 - Temperature fluctuations during the current 300 year recovery from the Little Ice Age which ended around 1700AD, following the Medieval Warming Period correlate almost perfectly with fluctuations in solar activity. This correlation long predates human use of significant amounts of fossil fuels such as coal, oil and natural gas. 7 - In defining the tremendous impact the sun has on climate one must really understands the actual movement of the earth around the sun. There are three variables, orbit shape, tilt and wobble which profoundly affect weather patterns. The earth's orbit does not form a circle as it moves around the sun - it forms an ellipse passing further away from the sun at the one end of the orbit than at the other end. During the 100,000 year cycle the tug of other planets on the earth causes its orbit to change shape. It shifts from a short broad ellipse that keeps the earth closer to the sun to a long flat ellipse that allows it to move farther from the sun and back again. 8 - There is no consensus of scientists in favor of human caused global warming. While opinion polls do not determine truth in science, more than 17,000 American scientists signed a petition drafted by the Oregon Institute of Science and Medicine which stated: "There is no convincing scientific evidence that human release of carbon dioxide, methane, or other greenhouse gases is causing or will, in the foreseeable future, cause catastrophic heating of the Earth's atmosphere and disruption of the Earth's climate. Moreover, there is substantial scientific evidence that increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide produce many beneficial effects upon the natural plant and animal environments of the Earth." 9 - A modest amount of global warming, should it occur would be beneficial to the natural world. The warmest period in recorded history was the Medieval Warm Period roughly 800 to 1200AD when temperatures were 7 to 9 degrees Fahrenheit warmer than today allowing great prosperity of mankind. 10 - Carbon dioxide is NOT a pollutant. On the contrary it makes crops and forests grow faster. Mapping by satellite shows that the earth has become about 6% greener overall in the past two decades, with forests expanding into arid regions. The Amazon rain forest was the biggest gainer, despite the much advertised deforestation caused by human cutting along their edges. Certainly climate change does not help every region equally, but careful studies predict overall benefit, fewer storms (not more), more rain, better crop yields, longer growing seasons, milder winters and decreasing heating costs in colder climates. The news is certainly not all bad and on balance may be rather good. 11 - Energy is the currency of technological progress. Billions of people in the Earth's poor countries are trying to lift themselves from poverty through use of simple technology. Hundreds of millions of these people are so close to the bottom rungs of the ladder of existence that loss of hydrocarbon fuels can cause their deaths. Many international elitists understand this well as they attempt to use the myth of global warming as a means of "population control". 12 - Global warming is a major industry today. Between 1992 and 2000 the U.S. Government spent $18 Billion on climate change research and now contributes $6 billion a year. This finances jobs, grants, conferences, international travel and academic journals. It not only keeps a huge army of people in comfortable employment, but also fills them with self righteousness and moral superiority regardless of the fact that real science did not support it.

No warming—we’ve entered a 30 year period of cooling—proved by PDOs

** PACIFIC DECADAL OSCILLATION

Easterbrook 10—geology professor specializing in climate effects 

(Don, geology professor emeritus at Western Washington University [http://myweb.wwu.edu/dbunny/research/global/easterbrook_climate-cycle-evidence.pdf] EVIDENCE OF THE CAUSE OF GLOBAL WARMING AND COOLING: RECURRING GLOBAL, DECADAL, CLIMATE CYCLES RECORDED BY GLACIAL FLUCTUATIONS, ICE CORES, OCEAN TEMPERATURES, HISTORIC MEASUREMENTS AND SOLAR VARIATIONS)

‘Global warming’ (the term used for warming from 1977 to 1998) is over. No warming above the level temperatures in 1998 has occurred and global cooling has deepened since 2005 (Fig. 24). Switching of the PDO back and forth from warm to cool modes has been documented by NASA’s satellite imagery (Figs. 25, 26). The satellite image from 1989 is typical of the warm mode (1945-1977) with most of the eastern Pacific adjacent to North America showing shades of yellow to red, indicating warm water. The satellite image from 1999 (Fig. 27) shows a strong contrast to the 1997 image, with deep cooling of the eastern Pacific and a shift from the PDO warm to the PDO cool mode. This effectively marked the end of ‘global warming’ (i.e., the 1977 to 1998 warm cycle). Figures 27–30 show that the switch of the PDO from its warm cycle to the present cool cycle has become firmly established. Each time this has occurred in the past century, global temperatures have remained cool for about 30 years (Fig. 31). Thus, the current sea surface temperatures not only explain why we have had global cooling for the past 10 years, but also assure that cool temperatures will continue for several more decades.

No warming and no impact

Taylor 9 (James, Senior Fellow Env. Policy @ Heartland Institute, Naples Daily News, “Guest Commentary: Global warming”, http://www.naplesnews.com/news/2009/jan/03/guest-commentary-global-warming/)

In a pair of recent columns claiming humans are causing a global-warming crisis, Ben Bova disparages mere “assertions” while saying people need to rely on “observable, measurable facts.” While Bova’s concern about Earth’s climate is admirable, he should follow his own advice regarding assertions versus facts.  Bova asserts Earth has a “rising fever.” Yet the fact is that global temperatures are unusually cool. For most of the past 10,000 years temperatures have been 1.0 to 3.0 degrees Celsius warmer than they are today. The 0.6 degree rise in temperatures during the 20th century occurred from the baseline of the little ice age, which saw the coldest global temperatures during the past 10,000 years. Earth has a “rising fever” only if we pretend the little ice age was “normal” and ignore Earth’s long-term temperature facts.  Bova asserts “the loss of sea ice in the Arctic is threatening the survival of polar bears.” Yet the fact is that polar bear numbers have doubled since the 1980s. Moreover, Antarctic sea ice is growing and has been setting records for much of the past year. If “global” warming is causing receding polar ice, then why is Antarctic sea ice setting growth records?  Bova asserts “measurements ... show that the rise in global temperatures matches quite closely the increase in carbon dioxide.” Yet the fact is that solar scientists at Harvard and other leading universities have published research in the world’s leading scientific journals showing that temperatures match solar output much more closely than carbon dioxide, even in the 20th century.  Bova asserts that as a result of global warming “much of our crop land turns to desert.” Yet, the fact is that global precipitation and global soil moisture have increased during the 20th century, and the Sahara Desert and other deserts around the world are in retreat.  Bova asserts we run the risk of a breaching a “tipping point” or a “greenhouse cliff where the global climate shifts too rapidly for us to protect ourselves from its drastic effects.” Yet, the fact is that in a recent survey of more than 500 climate scientists from around the world, less than half agreed that “assuming climate change will occur, it will occur so suddenly that a lack of preparation could result in devastation of some areas of the world.”  Bova asserts that in California’s Yosemite National Park warmer temperatures are allowing mice and pine trees to live at higher altitudes than a century ago. Yet, the fact is that fossilized trees exist at altitudes above the current California tree line, showing that temperatures were significantly warmer 1,000 years ago than today. Plant and animal species are migrating to higher elevations only in comparison to the abnormally cold temperatures of the little ice age that ended just over a century ago. For most of the past 10,000 years, warmer temperatures enabled mice and trees to live at altitudes significantly higher than is possible today.  Global-warming activism is long on unsubstantiated assertions and short on objective facts. Only by comparing today’s temperatures to the abnormal cold of the little ice are — and by completely ignoring the warmer temperatures that predominated during most of the past 10,000 years — can global-warming activists paint a picture of a planet suffering a global warming crisis. Moreover, sound science has thrown cold water on each and every one of the alleged global-warming crises, such as endangered polar bears, melting ice caps, etc., alleged to result from global warming.

No warming 

Beisner 10 — former associate professor of interdisciplinary studies in economics, government, and public policy, Covenant. PhD, University of St. Andrews (Calvin, Forget Global Warming Mini Ice Age May Be on Its Way, 12 January 2010, http://www.rightsidenews.com/201001128144/energy-and-environment/forget-global-warming-mini-ice-age-may-be-on-its-way.html, AMiles) Note – graph omitted 

The UK's MailOnline did just that this week under the headline The mini ice age starts here. Lead paragraph? "The bitter winter afflicting much of the Northern Hemisphere is only the start of a global trend towards cooler weather that is likely to last for 20 or 30 years, say some of the world's most eminent climate scientists." Right. MailOnline reporter David Rose doesn't call them "the world's leading climate skeptics." He calls them "some of the world's most eminent climate scientists"--and he goes on to cite "Mojib Latif, a leading member of the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)," "Anastasios Tsonis, head of the University of Wisconsin Atmospheric Sciences Group," and "William Gray, emeritus Professor of Atmospheric Sciences at Colorado State University." Contrary to fears of inexorably diminishing Arctic sea ice, Rose cites the U.S. National Snow and Ice Data Center as reporting that "Arctic summer sea ice has increased by 409,000 square miles, or 26 per cent, since 2007." Though snow's been unusual for most of the southern half of the United Kingdom in recent decades, the Mail published the accompanying satellite photo of Great Britain during the recent cold snap. The island is essentially all covered with snow. Rose reported record lows as far south as Cuba--something I can attest to, living near Miami in south Florida, where we experienced sub-freezing weather over the weekend. He quoted Tsonis as saying that last week 56% of the United States was covered by snow--something that hasn't happened in several decades. And the "'Arctic oscillation'--a weather pattern that sees the development of huge 'blocking' areas of high pressure in northern latitudes, driving polar winds far to the south . . . is at its strongest for at least 60 years. As a result, the jetstream--the high-altitude wind that circles the globe from west to east and normally pushes a series of wet but mild Atlantic lows across Britain--is currently running not over the English Channel but the Strait of Gibraltar." Consequently, most of the Northern Hemisphere is much colder this winter than it's been in decades--and the Southern Hemisphere is cooler, too. According to Rose, Latif, Tsonis, and other scientists attribute the cold shift primarily to a shift in the world's dominant ocean circulations--the Pacific Decadal Oscillation and the Atlantic Multidecadal Oscillation--from a warm phase to a cool phase, something that happens about every 20 to 30 years. "The scientists' predictions also undermine the standard climate computer models, which assert that the warming of the Earth since 1900 has been driven solely by man-made greenhouse gas emissions and will continue as long as carbon dioxide levels rise. They say that their research shows that much of the warming was caused by oceanic cycles when they were in a 'warm mode' as opposed to the present 'cold mode'." That's a point made by Dr. Roy W. Spencer in the science chapter of the Cornwall Alliance's new document A Renewed Call to Truth, Prudence, and Protection of the Poor: An Evangelical Examination of the Theology, Science, and Economics of Global Warming and illustrated in the graph below. "A significant share of the warming we saw from 1980 to 2000 and at earlier periods in the 20th Century was due to these cycles," said Latif, "perhaps as much as 50 per cent. They have now gone into reverse, so winters like this one will become much more likely. Summers will also probably be cooler, and all this may well last two decades or longer. The extreme retreats that we have seen in glaciers and sea ice will come to a halt. For the time being, global warming has paused, and there may well be some cooling." Tsonis also believes that the ocean current cycles dominated global climate change in the 20th century, including the post-1970s, the period many point to as driven by human greenhouse gas emissions, but he doesn't venture to attribute specific percentages to the natural and human causes. "I do not believe in catastrophe theories," Rose quoted him as saying. "Man-made warming is balanced by the natural cycles, and I do not trust the computer models which state that if CO2 reaches a particular level then temperatures and sea levels will rise by a given amount. These models cannot be trusted to predict the weather for a week, yet they are running them to give readings for 100 years." Gray went farther: "Most of the rise in temperature from the Seventies to the Nineties was natural. Very little was down to CO2--in my view, as little as five to ten per cent." Gray, Tsonis, and Latif all agreed that the findings about the ocean currents undermined the credibility of the computer climate models on which the IPCC and other alarmists rely.
Cooling is coming now – it’s fast and outweighs the effects of warming

Carlin 11 – PhD in Economics from MIT

Alan Carlin, PhD in Economics, former Director @ EPA and fellow @ RAND, 3-2011, “ A Multidisciplinary, Science-Based Approach to the Economics of Climate Change,” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, Vol. 8

On the contrary, the evidence is that during interglacial periods over the last 3 million years the risks are on the temperature downside, not the upside. As we approach the point where the Holocene has reached the historical age when a new ice age has repeatedly started in past glacial cycles, this appears likely to be the only CAGW effect that mankind should currently reasonably be concerned about. Earth is currently in an interglacial period quite similar to others before and after each of the glacial periods that Earth has experienced over the last 3 million years. During these interglacial periods there is currently no known case where global temperatures suddenly and dramatically warmed above interglacial temperatures, such as we are now experiencing, to very much warmer temperatures. There have, of course, been interglacial periods that have experienced slightly higher temperatures, but none that we know of that after 10,000 years experienced a sudden catastrophic further increase in global temperatures. The point here is that there does not appear to be instability towards much warmer temperatures during interglacial periods. There is rather instability towards much colder temperatures, particularly during the later stages of interglacial periods. In fact, Earth has repeatedly entered new ice ages about every 100,000 years during recent cycles, and interglacial periods have lasted about 10,000 years. We are currently very close to the 10,000 year mark for the current interglacial period. So if history is any guide, the main worry should be that of entering a new ice age, with its growing ice sheets, that would probably wipe out civilization in the temperate regions of the Northern Hemisphere—not global warming. The economic damages from a new ice age would indeed be large, and almost certainly catastrophic. Unfortunately, it is very likely to occur sooner or later.

No scientific support for global warming hypothesis

Armstong 11 – Professor @ U Wharton School
J. Scott Armstrong, Professor of Marketing specializing in forecasting technology, 3-31-2011, “Climate Change Policy Issues,” CQ Congressional Testimony, Lexis

Global warming alarmists have used improper procedures and, most importantly, have violated the general scientific principles of objectivity and full disclosure. They also fail to correct errors or to cite relevant literature that reaches conclusion that are unfavorable. They also have been deleting information from Wikipedia that is unfavorable to the alarmists' viewpoint (e.g., my entry has been frequently revised by them). These departures from the scientific method are apparently intentional. Some alarmists claim that there is no need for them to follow scientific principles. For example, the late Stanford University biology professor Stephen Schneider said, "each of us has to decide what is the right balance between being effective and being honest." He also said "we have to offer up scary scenarios" (October 1989, Discover Magazine interview). Interestingly, Schneider had been a leader in the 1970s movement to get the government to take action to prevent global cooling. ClimateGate also documented many violations of objectivity and full disclosure committed by some of the climate experts that were in one way or another associated with the IPCC. The alarmists' lack of interest in scientific forecasting procedures and the evidence from opinion polls (Pew Research Center 2008) have led us to conclude that global warming is a political movement in the U.S. and elsewhere (Klaus 2009). It is a product of advocacy, rather than of the scientific testing of multiple hypotheses.

Not Anthropogenic

Warming’s not anthropogenic

Singer, 7, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute (S. Fred, Dennis T, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 7-8.

The Earth has recently been warming. This is beyond doubt. It has warmed slowly and erratically-for a total of about 0.8 degrees Celsius-since 1850. It had one surge of warming from 1850 to 1870 and another from 1920 to 1940. However, when we correct the thermometer records for the effects of growing urban heat islands and widespread intensification of land use, and for the recently documented cooling of the Antarctic continent over the past thirty years, overall world temperatures today are only modestly warmer than they were in 1940, despite a major increase in human CO2 emissions.  The real question is not whether the Earth is warming but why and by how much. We have a large faction of intensely interested persons who say the warming is man-made, and dangerous. They say it is driven by releases of greenhouse gases such as CO2 from power plants and autos, and methane from rice paddies and cattle herds. The activists tell us that modern society will destroy the planet; that unless we radically change human energy production and consumption, the globe will become too warm for farming and the survival of wild species. They warn that the polar ice caps could melt, raising sea levels and flooding many of the world's most important cities and farming regions. However, they don't have much evidence to support their position-only (1. the fact that the Earth is warming, (2. a theory that doesn't explain the warming of the past 150 years very well, and (3. some unverified computer models. Moreover, their credibility is seriously weakened by the fact that many of them have long believed modern technology should be discarded whether the Earth is warming too fast or not at all. Many scientists - though by no means all- agree that increased CO2 emissions could be dangerous. However, polls of climate-qualified scientist show that many doubt the scary predictions of the global computer models. This book cites the work of many hundreds of researchers, authors, and coauthors whose work testifies to the 1,500-year cycle. There is no "scientific consensus," as global warming advocates often claim. Nor is consensus important to science. Galileo may have been the only man of his day who believed the Earth revolved around the sun, but he was right! Science is the process of developing theories and testing them against observations until they are proven true or false.  If we can find proof, not just that the Earth is warming, but that it is warming to dangerous levels due to human-emitted greenhouse gases, public policy will then have to evaluate such potential remedies as banning autos and air conditioners. So far, we have no such evidence. If the warming is natural and unstoppable, then public policy must focus instead on adaptations-such as more efficient air conditioning and building dikes around low-lying areas like Bangladesh. We have the warming. Now we must ascertain its cause.

Best data proves the greenhouse theory cannot explain the current warming trends

Singer, 7 distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute (S. Fred, Dennis T, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 10-11.

Let's quickly review the shortcomings of the Greenhouse Theory for explaining known realities.  First, and most obvious. CO2 changes do not account for the highly variable climate we know the Earth has recently had, including the Roman Warming, the Dark Ages, the Medieval Warming, and the Little Ice Age. However, these variations fit into the I ,500-year cycle very well. Second, the Greenhouse Theory does not explain recent temperature changes. Most of the current warming occurred before 1940. before there was much human-generated CO2 in the air. After 1940, temperatures declined until 1975 or so, despite a huge surge in industrial CO2 during that period. These events run counter to the CO2 theory. but they are in accord with the 1,500-year cycle. Third, the early and supposedly most powerful increases in atmospheric CO2 have not produced the frightening planetary overheating that the theory and climate models told us to expect. We must discount future increments of CO2 in the atmosphere. because each increment of CO2 increase produces less warming than the unit before it. The amounts of CO2 already added to the atmosphere must already have "used up" much-and perhaps most-of CO2's forcing capability. Fourth, we must discount the "official" temperature record to reflect the increased size and intensity of today's urban heat islands, where most of the official thermometers are located. We must take account of the changes in rural land use (forests cleared for farming and pastures, more intensive row-crop and irrigated farming) that affect soil moisture and temperatures. When meteorological experts reconstructed U.S. official temperatures "without cities and crops" - using more accurate data from satellites and high-altitude weather balloons—about half of the recent “official” warming disappeared.  Fifth, the Earth’s surface thermometers have recently warmed faster than the temperature readings in the lower atmosphere up to 30,000 feet. yet the Greenhouse Theory says that CO2 will warm the lower atmosphere first, and then the atmospheric heat will radiate to the Earth's surface. This is not happening. Figure 1.1 shows the very moderate trend in the satellite readings over the past two decades, totaling 0.125 degrees Celsius per decade. The short-term temperature spike in 1998 was one of the strongest El Nino events in recent centuries, but its effect quickly dissipated, as always happens with El Ninos. A reconstruction of weather-balloon temperature readings at two meters above the Earth's surface (1979-1996. shows a trend increase of only 0.015 degree Celsius per decade'' Nor can we project even that slow increase over the coming centuries, since the I ,500-year cycles have often achieved half of their total warming in their first few decades, followed by erratic warmings and coolings like those we've recorded since 1920. Sixth, CO2 for at least 240,000 years has been a lagging indicator of global warming, not a causal factor. Within the last 15 years, the ice cores have revealed that temperatures and CO2 levels have tracked closely together during the warmings after each of Earth's last three ice age glaciations. However, the CO2 changes have lagged about 800 years behind the temperature changes. Global warming has produced more CO2, rather than more CO2 producing global warming. This accords with the reality that the oceans hold the vast majority of the planet's carbon, and the laws of physics let cold oceans hold more CO2 gas than warm oceans.  Seventh, the Greenhouse Theory predicts that CO2-driven warming of the Earth's surface will start, and be strongest, in the North and South Polar regions, This is not happening either, A broadly scattered set of meteorological stations and ocean buoys show that temperature readings in the Arctic, Greenland, and the seas around them are colder today than in the 1930s. Alaska has been warming, but researchers say this is due to the recent warming of the Pacific Decadal Oscillation (PDO), not a broader Arctic warming pattern. The twenty to thirty year cycle of the PDO seems to have recently reversed again, so Alaska may now cool with the rest of the Arctic. In the Antarctic, only the thin finger of the Antarctic Peninsula, which juts up toward Argentina (and the equator) has been warming. Temperatures over the other 98 percent of the Antarctic continent have been declining slowly since the 1960s, according to a broad array of Antarctic surface stations and satellite measurements.  Eighth, the scary predictions of planetary overheating require that the warming effect of additional CO2 be amplified by increased water vapor in the atmosphere. Warming will indeed lift more moisture from the oceans into the air. But what if the moister, warmer air increases the efficiency of rainfall, and leaves the upper atmosphere as dry, or even dryer, than it was before? We have absolutely no evidence to demonstrate that the upper atmosphere is retaining more water vapor to amplify the CO2, To the contrary, a team of researchers from NASA and MIT recently discovered a huge vertical heat vent in the Earth's atmosphere. It apparently increases the efficiency of rainfall when sea surface temperatures rise above 28° C. This effect seems to be big enough to vent all the heat the models predict would be generated by a doubling of CO2.16

Cow farts overwhelm CO2

Noam Mohr, Coordinator of the Jewish Vegetarians of North America, 2005 (“A New Global Warming Strategy How Environmentalists are Overlooking Vegetarianism as the Most Effective Tool Against Climate Change in Our Lifetimes” http://www.earthsave.org/news/earthsave_global_warming_report.pdf)

By far the most important non-CO2 greenhouse gas is methane, and the number one source of methane worldwide is animal agriculture.17Methane is responsible for nearly as much global warming as all other non-CO2 greenhouse gases put together.18 Methane is 21 times more powerful a greenhouse gas than CO2.19 While atmospheric concentrations of CO2 have risen by about 31% since pre-industrial times, methane concentrations have more than doubled.20 Whereas human sources of CO2 amount to just 3% of natural emissions, human sources produce one and a half times as much methane as all natural sources.21 In fact, the effect of our methane emissions may be compounded as methane-induced warming in turn stimulates microbial decay of organic matter in wetlands—the primary natural source of methane.22 With methane emissions causing nearly half of the planet’s human-induced warming, methane reduction must be a priority. Methane is produced by a number of sources, including coal mining and landfills—but the number one source worldwide is animal agriculture.23 Animal agriculture produces more than 100 million tons of methane a year.24 And this source is on the rise: global meat consumption has increased fivefold in the past fifty years, and shows little sign of abating.25 About 85% of this methane is produced in the digestive processes of livestock,26 and while a single cow releases a relatively small amount of methane,27 the collective effect on the environment of the hundreds of millions of livestock animals worldwide is enormous. An additional 15% of animal agricultural methane emissions are released from the massive “lagoons” used to store untreated farm animal waste,28 and already a target of environmentalists’ for their role as the number one source of water pollution in the U.S.29

WATER WARS

Cooperation

Water forces cooperation, not wars

Wolf et al, 06 (Aaron T., Ph.D. in environmental policy analysis, professor of geography in the Department of Geosciences at Oregon State  University, *AND Annika Kramer, Senior Project Manager for Adelphi, *AND Alexander Carius, Co-Founder and Managing Director, Adelphi, *AND Geoffrey D. Dabelko, director of the Environmental Change and Security Program, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, July 2006, “ Water Can Be a Pathway to Peace, not War,”  Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/NavigatingPeaceIssue1.pdf, Hensel)

These apocalyptic warnings fly in the face of history: no nations have gone to war specifically over water resources for thousands of years. International water disputes—even among fierce enemies—are resolved peacefully, even as conflicts erupt over other issues. In fact, instances of cooperation between riparian nations outnumbered conflicts by more than two to one between 1945 and 1999. Why? Because water is so important, nations cannot afford to fight over it. Instead, water fuels greater interdependence. By coming together to jointly manage their shared water resources, countries can build trust and prevent conflict. Water can be a negotiating tool, too: it can offer a communication lifeline connecting countries in the midst of crisis. Thus, by crying “water wars,” doomsayers ignore a promising way to help prevent war: cooperative water resources management. 

Cooperation is sooooooo much more likely

Wolf et al, 06 (Aaron T., Ph.D. in environmental policy analysis, professor of geography in the Department of Geosciences at Oregon State  University, *AND Annika Kramer, Senior Project Manager for Adelphi, *AND Alexander Carius, Co-Founder and Managing Director, Adelphi, *AND Geoffrey D. Dabelko, director of the Environmental Change and Security Program, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, July 2006, “ Water Can Be a Pathway to Peace, not War,”  Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/NavigatingPeaceIssue1.pdf, Hensel)

Contrary to received wisdom, evidence shows this interdependence does not lead to war. Researchers at Oregon State University compiled a dataset of every reported interaction (conflictive or cooperative) between two or more nations that was driven by water in the last half century (see chart). They found that the rate of cooperation overwhelms the incidence of acute conflict. In the last 50 years, only 37 disputes involved violence, and 30 of those occurred between Israel and one of its neighbors. Outside of the Middle East, researchers found only 5 violent events while 157 treaties were negotiated and signed. The total number of water-related events between nations also favors cooperation: the 1,228 cooperative events dwarf the 507 conflict-related events. Despite the fiery rhetoric of politicians—aimed more often at their own constituencies than at the enemy—most actions taken over water are mild. Of all the events, 62 percent are verbal, and more than two-thirds of these were not official statements. 

Empirics prove – water is unique – causes cooperation

Wolf et al, 06 (Aaron T., Ph.D. in environmental policy analysis, professor of geography in the Department of Geosciences at Oregon State  University, *AND Annika Kramer, Senior Project Manager for Adelphi, *AND Alexander Carius, Co-Founder and Managing Director, Adelphi, *AND Geoffrey D. Dabelko, director of the Environmental Change and Security Program, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, July 2006, “ Water Can Be a Pathway to Peace, not War,”  Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/NavigatingPeaceIssue1.pdf, Hensel)

Simply put, water is a greater pathway to peace than conflict in the world’s international river basins. International cooperation around water has a long and successful history; some of the world’s most vociferous enemies have negotiated water agreements. The institutions they have created are resilient, even when relations are strained. The Mekong Committee, for example, established by Cambodia, Laos, Thailand, and Vietnam in 1957, exchanged data and information on the river basin throughout the Vietnam War. Israel and Jordan held secret “picnic table” talks to manage the Jordan River starting in 1953, even though they were officially at war from 1948 until the 1994 treaty. The Indus River Commission survived two major wars between India and Pakistan. And all 10 Nile Basin riparian countries are currently involved in senior government–level negotiations to develop the basin cooperatively, despite the verbal battles conducted in the media. Riparians will endure such tough, protracted negotiations to ensure access to this essential resource and its economic and social benefits. Southern African countries signed a number of river basin agreements while the region was embroiled in a series of wars in the 1970s and 1980s, including the “people’s war” in South Africa and civil wars in Mozambique and Angola. These complex negotiations produced rare moments of peaceful cooperation. Now that most of the wars and the apartheid era have ended, water management forms one of the foundations for cooperation in the region, producing one of the first protocols signed within the Southern African Development Community (SADC). 

No Water Wars

No Water Wars

Victor, 07 (David G., Ph.D. in political science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, professor at the Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California, San Diego, November/December 2007, “What Resource Wars?,” The National Interest, Issue 92; pg. 48, Hensel)

While there are many reasons to fear global warming, the risk that such dangers could cause violent conflict ranks extremely low on the list because it is highly unlikely to materialize. Despite decades of warnings about water wars, what is striking is that water wars don't happen-usually because countries that share water resources have a lot more at stake and armed conflict rarely fixes the problem. Some analysts have pointed to conflicts over resources, including water and valuable land, as a cause in the Rwandan genocide, for example. Recently, the UN secretary-general suggested that climate change was already exacerbating the conflicts in Sudan. But none of these supposed causal chains stay linked under close scrutiny-the conflicts over resources are usually symptomatic of deeper failures in governance and other primal forces for conflicts, such as ethnic tensions, income inequalities and other unsettled grievances. Climate is just one of many factors that contribute to tension. The same is true for scenarios of climate refugees, where the moniker "climate" conveniently obscures the deeper causal forces.

WTO CREDIBILITY

No War

The WTO does not solve war—it’s just another forum for great power competition

Hawkins 3 (William, Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the U.S. Business and Industry Council, “Successfully Rebuilding Iraq Requires Rejection of 'Globalization,’” American Economic Alert, April 23, http://www.americaneconomicalert.org/view_art.asp?Prod_ID=807)// CG 

The Bush Administration has good reasons not to trust certain other members of the UN Security Council on Iraq.  As Washington administers the postwar reconstruction effort, it must structure rules of origin regulations in line with geopolitics at both the prime and sub-contractor levels.  If foreign governments and corporations are free to act against American interests without cost to themselves, how can they be deterred from doing so again?  The door must be slammed on them, hard. European Union Trade Minister Pascal Lamy of France has raised the question of whether a U.S.-led reconstruction effort might violate WTO rules of non-discrimination.  This is another attempt by the EU to expand the WTO into a tool of great power diplomacy.  Multilateral agencies are ceasing to be consensual bodies promoting cooperation and simply becoming new arenas for political struggle – just as any realist should expect.

Low

WTO is dead

Cooke 9 (Shamus, trade unionist, social service worker, writer for Workers Action, frequent contributor to Global Research, 111-15-2009 “What Is At Stake With Free Trade”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=viewArticle&code=COO20091115&articleId=16096)// CG 

 In the ten years since the World Trade Organization (WTO) protests in Seattle, global opposition to free trade and “globalization” has exploded. The general public now has a basic understanding of how the world economy works … against them: companies scour the globe searching for slave wages, which help push down wages in “developed” countries; any regulation that reduces profits — environmental, financial, labor, etc. — is destroyed or ignored.  The two focal points of the anti-globalization movement have been dismantling of the WTO and free trade agreements; both legitimate targets. However, what happens if both goals are accomplished? Mission Accomplished?  The obvious answer is no. Corporations will continue to push for the above anti-worker policies, whether or not the WTO continues to exist or if free trade agreements stop.  Proof of this can be seen in the present condition of the WTO, an organization that, for all intents and purposes, is dead — having collapsed under its own weight. The “Doha” round of the WTO has been eight years in the making, with little sign of a deal emerging. Powerful corporations in different countries are advocating a more “independent” approach to trade; they view the corporate-run WTO as too democratic, and would rather go it alone on the global market place.

***OTHER CARDS

China-Taiwan War Impact

China-Taiwan war draws in the US---that escalates

Harper 11 July 2011, *Lieutenant Commander Matthew Harper: US Navy, “Chinese Missiles and the Walmart Factor,” http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2011-07/chinese-missiles-and-walmart-factor, AJ

A blockade or invasion of Taiwan likely would arise from a regional diplomatic or military incident, or a return to the policies of former Taiwanese President Chen Shui Bian. While a declaration of independence by Taiwan is widely seen as the catalyst for a Sino-American conflict, an unforeseen episode between China and Taiwan is perhaps just as likely to escalate into an international incident. As evident in the November 2010 diplomatic confrontation between China and Japan after a Chinese fishing vessel rammed into a Japanese coast guard ship, relatively minor episodes in this region can quickly escalate into international crises.  In the event of such escalation, domestic tensions in both China and Taiwan would fuel diplomatic rhetoric, preventing either government from backing down. As Susan Shirk, a former deputy assistant secretary of State, has written, “it is universally believed in China that the Chinese Communist Party would fall if it allowed Taiwan to become independent without putting up a fight.” 11 Therefore, the Chinese would have to make an overt statement and convey their resolve to prevent a unilateral declaration of independence emanating from Taiwan. One way to show such resolve would be to announce increased readiness of Chinese rocket forces, and preparations to put People’s Liberation Army Navy surface ships and submarines to sea. This would demonstrate the seriousness of the military threat to Taiwan and make a clear statement to a domestic audience that only China will decide the fate of Taiwan. The United States would respond in kind militarily, if for no other reason than to ensure an adequate deterrence posture.  International economic markets would watch these events closely, and any announcement of military activities would set off a downward spiral in the international stock markets. Both Apple and Walmart, which receive most, if not all of their production from China, would see their stock prices plummet. Although a majority of Americans do not watch the stock market regularly, approximately 50 percent of the U.S. population owns stocks either outright or through mutual funds and 401Ks. Companies such as Apple, Walmart, and hundreds of others are heavily invested in China, Taiwan, and the rest of the Western Pacific. The resulting dive in the stock market would make Americans acutely aware of just how connected their financial well-being is linked to China and Taiwan.  As tensions mount, it is not hard to imagine a lone commander making a rash decision that escalates the situation. In response to such an act, or out of a need to please a domestic audience, either China or Taiwan might pursue a military option. If events continue to spiral, Chinese leadership would feel they have no choice but to take steps to ensure Taiwan remained part of One China, thus ensuring the Communist Party remained in power. In this scenario, China would declare a maritime- and air-inspection zone (or to the rest of the world, a blockade) around Taiwan.  The U.S. government would not be immune to the nationalist pressures confronting the Chinese Communist Party. Right-wing bloggers and political pressure groups would wave the Taiwan Relations Act (regardless of what it says) and use this opportunity to confront China and protect U.S. hegemony.  The American political establishment would not allow China to forcibly coerce a multiparty democracy to bend to its will, and in the worst-case scenario, U.S. political pressures and the need to reassure allies would force a retaliatory trade embargo. Both Chinese and U.S actions would significantly impact seagoing and airborne trade in the vicinity of China, Taiwan, South Korea, Japan, and the Strait of Malacca. Even without a formal blockade, the civilian response to this scenario would be the same. Once a threat of a military strike against Taiwan became a possibility, or if Chinese submarines were to put to sea in large numbers to enforce a blockade, commercial shipping in the area would drop off dramatically of its own accord. The impact to the world economy would be instantaneous. Apple, along with other technology firms that rely on China, would face disaster. Foxconn could not be expected to continue production, even if it were somehow able to get to its components during the crisis. As a Taiwanese company, Foxconn would have no room to maneuver. Within days, if not hours, half of the world’s supply of consumer and business electronics would dry up.  Walmart, even more broadly reflective of the wider U.S. economy, would fare little better. In the era of “just-in-time logistics,” when shipping companies act as Walmart’s warehouse, it only would be a few days before the United States would start seeing eerily empty shelves, not only at Walmart but at other stores across the country. Companies in the Dow Jones Industrial Average that are dependent on sales and growth in China—including Alcoa, Caterpillar, General Electric, McDonald’s, and Boeing, to name a few—would see huge losses. The technology-heavy NASDAQ companies would lose even more of their stock-market value.  This scenario is not meant to be a scare tactic, and it is not based on the fear of a militarily capable China. It simply represents the reality in which we live. The vital economic links between the United States and China mean that even the buildup to a military conflict would have dire effects. The United States should be alarmed about “Chinese strategic writings, which often express considerable confidence that China can manage strategic escalation in measured increments with a high degree of certainty.” 12 Conflict with China would not be an isolated or limited affair. In any type of Sino-American war scenario there should be no expectation that political leaders could manage the economic fallout. Both sides, and the entire world economy, would be devastated by the economic consequences, and the ramifications would affect all facets of U.S. society.

Indo-Pak War Impact

Indo-Pak war causes extinction

Kuwait Times 12 4/25, “Global famine if Pakistan, India unleash their nukes – ‘Limited’ nuclear war would cause climate disruptions,” http://news.kuwaittimes.net/2012/04/25/global-famine-if-pakistan-india-unleash-their-nukes-limited-nuclear-war-would-cause-climate-disruptions/, AJ

CHICAGO: More than a billion people worldwide could starve if India and Pakistan unleash nuclear weapons because even a ‘limited’ nuclear war would cause major climate disruptions, a study published Tuesday warned. In addition to clouds of radiation which could contaminate farmland far from the center of the blasts, the study found soot released into the atmosphere would devastate crop yields by cooling global temperatures and reducing rainfall worldwide. The study provides hard data to back up dire warnings of the global-and unintended-consequences of nuclear weapons, said author Dr Ira Helfand of the International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War.  “It is not just the arsenals of the US and Russia that pose a threat to the whole world,” Helfand said. “Even these smaller arsenal pose an existential threat to our civilization, if not to our species. It would certainly end modern society as we know it.” The study, set to be published in the peer-reviewed journal Climate Change, was released at the World Summit of Nobel Peace Laureates in Chicago.  It found that corn production in the United States would decline by an average of 10 percent for an entire decade and soybean production would drop by about 10 percent with the most severe decline occurring five years after the nuclear war.  It also determined that rice production in China would drop by an average of 21 percent of the first four years and 10 percent next six years. Significant losses would also likely occur with other crops and in other countries, Helfand said in an interview on the sidelines of the summit. And the actual crop losses could be much worse than predicted since the conservative model did not account for increases in UV light and the likelihood that global cooling would also result in sudden, crop-killing frosts. “Even with what we are able to show, the consequences for human nutrition and human life are really profound,” Helfand said.  The resulting increase in food prices and agricultural shortfalls would almost certainly lead to panic and hoarding on an international scale, further reducing access to food. Given that some 925 million people worldwide already suffer from malnutrition according to the latest UN study, the study found that mass famine deaths would likely be unavoidable. That would further deepen social unrest and could lead to armed conflicts both within and between nations. Mass famine is also often by major epidemics of infectious diseases like cholera and dysentery, which could further raise the death toll.  Those consequences would pale in comparison to the Nuclear Winter which would devastate the globe should the United States or Russia unleash even a small portion of their arsenal, Helfand said. “The US and Russia are not likely to start a war with each other, but we know of at least five times when the US or Russia prepared to launch a nuclear attack because it believed it was under attack,” Helfand said. Until the bulk of the arsenal is disarmed and hair-triggers are removed, Helfand said only “luck” will prevent the next computer glitch or communication failure to result in total nuclear war.  Mikhail Gorbachev, who as president of the Soviet Union helped end the Cold War and open Russia’s communist regime to democracy, said the study offers further proof of the need to abolish nuclear weapons. “Over twenty-five years ago, (US) President Ronald Reagan and I ended our summit meeting in Geneva with a joint statement that ‘nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought,’” Gorbachev, who founded the summit of peace laureates, said in a statement. “This new study underscores in stunning and disturbing detail why this is the case and why we must discard Cold War-style plans for the possible use of these weapons and move rapidly to eliminating them from the world’s arsenals.”- AFP 

Iran Prolif Good – ME Stability

Iranian nuclear development is good---stabilizes the region and doesn’t produce negative effects

Waltz 6/17 2012, *Kenneth Waltz is senior research scholar at the Saltzman Institute of War and Peace Studies, “Column: Iranian nukes? No worries,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2012-06-17/iran-nuclear-bomb-israel-proliferation/55654248/1, AJ

It should not. In fact, a nuclear-armed Iran would probably be the best possible result of the standoff and the one most likely to restore stability to the Middle East. The third possible outcome of the standoff is that Iran continues its course and publicly goes nuclear by testing a weapon. U.S. and Israeli officials have declared that outcome unacceptable, arguing that a nuclear Iran is an existential threat to Israel. Such language is typical of major powers, which have historically gotten riled up whenever another country begins to develop a nuclear weapon. Yet every time another country has managed to shoulder its way into the nuclear club, the other members have always changed tack and decided to live with it. In fact, by reducing imbalances in military power, new nuclear states generally produce more regional and international stability, not less. Israel's regional nuclear monopoly, which has proved remarkably durable for more than four decades, has long fueled instability in the Middle East. In no other region of the world does a lone, unchecked nuclear state exist. It is Israel's nuclear arsenal, not Iran's desire for one, that has contributed most to the crisis. Power, after all, begs to be balanced. The danger of a nuclear Iran has been grossly exaggerated due to fundamental misunderstandings of how states generally behave in the international system. One prominent concern is that the Iranian regime is inherently irrational. Portraying Iran that way has allowed U.S. and Israeli officials to argue that the logic of nuclear deterrence does not apply. If Iran acquired a nuclear weapon, they warn, it would not hesitate to launch a first strike against Israel, though it would risk an overwhelming response destroying everything the Islamic Republic holds dear. Although it is impossible to be certain of Iranian intentions, it is far more likely that if Iran desires nuclear weapons, it is for the purpose of enhancing its own security, not to improve its offensive capabilities. Iran could be intransigent when negotiating and defiant in the face of sanctions, but it still acts to secure its own preservation. Nevertheless, even some observers and policymakers who accept that the Iranian regime is rational still worry that a nuclear weapon would embolden it, providing Tehran with a shield that would allow it to act more aggressively and increase its support for terrorism. The problem with these concerns is that they contradict the record of almost every other nuclear weapons state dating to 1945. History shows that when countries acquire the bomb, they feel increasingly vulnerable and become acutely aware that their nuclear weapons make them a potential target in the eyes of major powers. This awareness discourages nuclear states from bold and aggressive action. Maoist China, for example, became much less bellicose after acquiring nuclear weapons in 1964, and India and Pakistan have both become more cautious since going nuclear. Another oft-touted worry is that if Iran obtains the bomb, other states in the region will follow suit, leading to a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. But the nuclear age is now almost 70 years old, and fears of proliferation have proved to be unfounded. When Israel acquired the bomb in the 1960s, it was at war with many of its neighbors. If an atomic Israel did not trigger an arms race then, there is no reason a nuclear Iran should now. For these reasons, the U.S. and its allies need not take such pains to prevent the Iranians from developing a nuclear weapon. Diplomacy should continue because open lines of communication will make the Western countries feel better able to live with a nuclear Iran. But the sanctions on Iran can be dropped: They primarily harm ordinary Iranians, with little purpose. Most important, policymakers and citizens worldwide should take comfort from the fact that where nuclear capabilities have emerged, so, too, has stability. When it comes to nuclear weapons, now as ever, more could be better.   

Ozone Depletion Good – Warming

Ozone depletion solves warming

TG Daily 9 12/1, *Technology, Science, Entertainment, and Business News, “Hole in ozone layer was a good thing after all,” http://www.tgdaily.com/sustainability-features/44878-hole-in-ozone-layer-was-a-good-thing-after-all, AJ

Remember those nasty CFCs and how they were destroying the ozone layer, causing untold harm to the environment? Well, it now turns out - if these clowns are to be believed - that because the entire French nation stopped using aerosol deodorants a decade ago, the hole in the ozone layer over the Antarctic is healing nicely.  Rather sadly, this is now increasing global warming, rather than slowing it. Whoops.  Scientists warn that as the hole closes up in the next few decades, temperatures on the continent could rise by around 3C on average, with melting ice contributing to a global sea-level rise of up to 1.4m. Over the last couple of decades, the continent as a whole has cooled, resulting in an increase of around ten percent in the ice in the sea around Antarctica.  The British Antarctic Survey now says that this cooling resulted from the ozone hole and that as it heals over the next 50 or 60 years, Antarctica will start to warm up again. What this actually shows is that climate experts and their sophisticated computer models ain't worth a spit. They assure us that underarm deodorants are bad for the vital ozone layer, so France has an excuse to stop using them.

