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Climate 1NC

A) Uniqueness—Democrats will maintain control of both houses of congress.

Kingsbury 2010

Alex, 6/21 “Money Race Could Decide the Midterm Elections”

http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/21/money-race-could-decide-the-midterm-elections---.html

Part of the problem has been conservative supporters dividing both their time and money between traditional Republican candidates and those backed by the more conservative Tea Party groups. While creative tensions between the Republican Party and its more activist right-wing doppelganger may rally voters to the polls, they also threaten to divide a finite pool of donors between Tea Party-backed upstarts and GOP stalwarts—not to mention scaring off independent and moderate voters, poll watchers say. In the U.S. Senate race in Florida, for instance, Tea Party-backed Marco Rubio pulled both likely GOP votes and funding from sitting Republican Gov. Charlie Crist, who later decided to run as an independent. Meanwhile, in Pennsylvania, former Rep. Pat Toomey, another Republican favorite of the Tea Party, has already secured a war chest of several million dollars for his U.S. Senate race, ensuring a competitive campaign in the fall against Democratic primary winner Joe Sestak for the seat currently held by Republican turned Democrat Arlen Specter. But whatever the impact of the duplication of effort, conservative voter enthusiasm and the well-documented history of midterm election losses for the ruling party both suggest GOP gains. [See where Sestak's campaign cash is coming from.] The Democrats, for their part, are looking to hold the line at the polls and have one big advantage, incumbency. Incumbents are becoming harder and harder to oust from office, election statistics show, a fact of which big campaign donors, often looking to back a winner, are all too aware. Over the past four decades, the average re-election rate for a sitting congressional representative has been north of 94 percent. Sitting senators also enjoy a large advantage over challengers, though by less substantial average margins than in the House, according to statistics compiled by the Center for Responsive Politics.

B) Link—Plan tanks obama credibility—looks weak 

STAROBIN  2 – 1 – 10     National Journal Contributor

[Paul Starobin, Obama's Weakened Position: What Does It Mean For U.S. Foreign Policy?, http://security.nationaljournal.com/2010/02/obamas-weakened-position-what.php]

President Obama is in a rough political patch with the apparent demise of his top domestic priority, universal health care; with the loss of a 60-vote Democratic supermajority in the Senate; with improved Republican prospects for the midterm elections in November; and with his once sky-high approval rating now below 50 percent.

So, what does his weakened position mean for his handling of foreign affairs and for the tack that allies, rivals and outright enemies take toward the U.S.? With his focus on "jobs, jobs, jobs," Obama devoted a grand total of nine minutes to national security issues in his State of the Union address. Does this suggest less activism on the foreign policy front? If so, Obama would be going against the historical pattern, which suggests that a president weakened on the domestic front is likely to become more energetic in foreign affairs as the realm that is less subject to congressional and political control at home (Bill Clinton and Richard Nixon are examples).

In any case, what is the best course for Obama at this juncture? Should he try to improve his standing at home with a prestige-enhancing triumph abroad? Are there such opportunities out there -- for example, a bold deal with the Russians on nuclear disarmament, a tough package of sanctions against Iran, a breakthrough on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict? Are the Russians, the Chinese, the Pakistanis, the Iranians, the Indians, the Japanese, the Europeans, likelier to be tougher or more accommodating with Obama facing troubles at home? (Or to put it another way: Do any of them want to see Obama fail?) Is a weakened Obama in danger of being seen as another Jimmy Carter -- that is, as an ineffectual president not likely to serve another term? (The analyst Les Gelb of the Council on Foreign Relations is already likening Obama to Carter.) Is his damaged domestic position likely to matter in any way to Al Qaeda and other anti-U.S. Islamic militant groups?

Any and all speculations on this theme are welcome.

Climate 1NC 

C) That’s key to Dems maintaining control

Kingsbury 2010

Alex, 6/21 “Money Race Could Decide the Midterm Elections”

http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/21/money-race-could-decide-the-midterm-elections---.html
The advantage that a sitting politician brings to an electoral contest stems from many things. Gerrymandering that can concentrate voters of like mind within the district boundaries is one. Others include name recognition and the ability, for Democrats this year, to call in a sitting president to appear at campaign events and fundraisers. Obama was unsuccessful in frenzied late efforts to help Democrat Martha Coakley defeat Republican challenger Scott Brown, who secured Ted Kennedy's former Senate seat in this year's Massachusetts special election, but the president has crisscrossed the country ever since, helping Democrats top off campaign coffers for November contests. All of this contributes to an enormous advantage for incumbents of both parties in the money race. In 2010, that trend is all but certain to play an important role. In House races, incumbents have already outraised challengers by more than 4 to 1. Senators enjoy a more than 8 to 1 fundraising advantage over their challengers.

D) Democratic Majority key to Climate legislation

Wyant 2010

(Sara Wyant, 1/29/10, "How a topsy-turvy political world got turned upside down again ", http://www.hpj.com/archives/2010/feb10/feb1/0201AgriPulse.cfm)

Cap-and-trade legislation also seems destined for retooling, perhaps in favor of a much broader energy bill focused on job creation. "We will likely not do climate change this year but will do an energy bill instead," said Sen. Byron Dorgan during a recent speech. The North Dakota Democrat says he supports "fuel economy standard increases, moving toward electric drive transportation systems, renewable energy production, modern transmission grid, conservation, and efficiency" as part of U.S. energy policy. Dorgan's assessment is that "In the aftermath of a very, very heavy lift on health care, I think it is unlikely that the Senate will turn next to the very complicated and very controversial subject of cap-and-trade climate change kind of legislation." Fight, fight, fight Several Democratic Party members expect the president to learn from the recent elections and hit the "reset" button on his far-reaching agenda. Independent voters are fleeing their party in droves. To get them back in the fold and re-energized, they expect him to move more toward the middle, focusing on bread and butter issues like jobs and the economy, just as Bill Clinton did after the Republican takeover of the House and Senate in 1994. Yet, many other Democrats are pushing President Obama to charge ahead with a very liberal agenda--despite the recent Senate loss in Massachusetts and losses in gubernatorial races in New Jersey and Virginia last fall. It's now or never, they reason, and if Democrats lose their majorities in 2010, it will be impossible to pass health care reform the following year. They want a fight to the finish, even if there is barely anyone left to take credit. 

Climate 1NC
E) The fate of the world hangs on Democratic climate efforts – a win for Republicans would chill global action 

Freedland, 9-15-09. Guardian's policy editor, “If Obama can't defeat the Republican headbangers, our planet is doomed ,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/sep/15/obama-healthcare-climate-change-copenhagen. 

Unsurprisingly, this is having an immediate effect on the morale of everyone else involved in Copenhagen. Some negotiators worry that the urgency is being drained from the process: why bust a gut to make a December deadline for a document that's only going to end up either diluted or in the Capitol Hill shredder? Others worry that those countries already looking to delay the moment of truth will be only too happy to use Obama as their excuse. Bush may have gone, but the United States still makes a handy scapegoat in plenty of European capitals.  The greatest concern is over the Chinese. They start out sceptical, wondering why developing countries should do anything to clear up a mess created by the rich ones. Wave the stats that say 90% of the growth in future emissions will be from the developing world, and their response is direct: they will do nothing that will slow down their own economic growth. Add to that the prospect that the US might not, after all, be ready to pull its weight and the Chinese enthusiasm for sacrifice shrinks still further. "After you," they seem to be saying to the west. Their current position is that their emissions will not start falling until 2030: the science suggests that, for the world to have a hope, that date is just too late.  So is the world about to blow its last chance to avoid catastrophe? Yesterday I visited the Department of Energy and Climate Change – where a Countdown to Copenhagen clock greets visitors in the lobby – to talk to Ed Miliband. If he is feeling pessimistic, he did his best to hide it.  He concedes that the current talks are "hanging in the balance" but argues that even if some omens are troubling, the stars will never again be in such favourable alignment. A first-term US president who believes global warming is real is matched by a Chinese leadership that, whatever its wariness of international agreements, does now believe climate change is a real threat to its own safety. Miliband is confident that, so long as the Chinese come to see low carbon as an opportunity – to make green-tech products they can then sell to the world – and so long as US opinion can be brought around, a deal is within reach.  But these are enormous ifs, especially the latter one. It's good to hear that Al Gore and John Kerry are hard at work, organising outside and inside the Senate, but as the healthcare debacle shows, shifting US attitudes is a daunting task. What's needed is for US campaigners to step up their efforts, starting now, and not letting up for three months: no sleep till Copenhagen. Their mission must be to build the public support for action on climate change that might act as a counterweight to those "Republican headbangers" and give Obama the space to act. Not for the first time, the fate of the world rests in the hands of US domestic politics. As it did a year ago, autumn begins with the world watching the Americans, holding its breath that they will do the right thing.
Warming causes extinction

Henderson, ‘6. Bill, Environmental Scientist, Aug 19, “Runaway Global Warming – Denial,” http://www.countercurrents.org/cc-henderson190806.htm. 

The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction. If impossibly Draconian security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of man's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share.

***Climate Legislation***

Dem key climate

Democratic win key to climate legislation

PORTAL FOR NORTH AMERICA 2010

 "Climate Change and the US: Shaping Policy in the Wake of the Deepwater Horizon Oil Rig Disaster," Center for International Governance Innovcation, 5-26-10, www.portalfornorthamerica.org/spotlight/2010/05/climate-change-and-us-shaping-policy-wake-deepwater-horizon-oil-rig-disaster, accessed 6-15-10

Senator Lindsey Graham (R-SC), initially a strong proponent of the climate change legislation, has recently withdrawn his support, signaling that the difficulties in passing the bill will continue to mount. Graham cited two main reasons for his change in opinion - the language of the APA in regards to offshore drilling, and the Democrat's decision to pursue immigration reform instead of climate change, which he believes has "greatly compromised" the legislation.  Coupled with the ongoing oil spill, Graham believes that there is growing opposition among Senate Democrats that has now made passing the bill "impossible." Graham's predictions have already been supported by three Senate Democrats, Robert Menendez and Frank Lautenberg of New Jersey and Bill Nelson of Florida, who have threatened to withhold their support if offshore drilling is not dropped from the bill. Notwithstanding the tense political climate in Washington, the Senate recently passed the controversial financial regulatory reform bill on May 20, 2010, giving some supporters of the APA hope that momentum can be harnessed to advance the bill before the summer break.  If this does not occur, with the looming November mid-term elections threatening the loss of Democratic representation in the Senate, it may be more difficult to get the 60 votes required to pass the bill next year.

Dem victory key to climate change

Goldenberg 2010

Suzanne Goldenberg, US Environment correspondent for the Guardian.1-8-10. “US climate change legislation Q & A” http://ourworld.unu.edu/en/u-s-climate/ 

The Democrats anticipate losses in both the House of Representatives and the Senate in the 2010 elections which will further impair the prospects of getting climate change law. But even the approach of the 2010 elections are making an impact. Democratic leaders say the Senate must pass climate change bill by spring 2010, if there is to be any US legislation at all. Democrats from coal and old industry states will be cautious about signing up to sweeping energy and climate laws in the run-up to midterm elections in November 2010. The oil, coal and manufacturing lobbies have been spending millions to frame the proposed laws as measures that will fuel unemployment and increase home heating bills.

Dem Lossses kill bill

Washington Independent 2010 

“Does Grahams Backtrack Spell the End of Cap-and-Trade?” 1-27-10, lexis.

With Democrats 59-seat majority in the Senate likely to be reduced to 53 to 55 after the midterm elections, if cap-and-trade doesnt happen this year, it wont happen for a long time. The House leaderships impressive success in passing a landmark climate bill, the hope engendered by the tripartisan climate talks, President Obamas Copenhagen pledge to cut Americas emissions by around 17 percent by 2020 ” all that might have just gone down the drain with a Scott Brown-influenced change of heart by the senior senator from South Carolina.

Dem key climate
Democrats will push for energy.
Los Angeles times ‘10 –Los Angeles times 6-27-20Senate Democrats poised to start energy billhttp://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/27/nation/la-na-energy-congress-20100627) VR
Reporting from Washington — With the gulf oil spill creating political opportunity, Senate Democrats will begin crafting a sweeping energy bill this week that could include a first-ever, though more modest, cap on global-warming pollution, believing they must act now despite differences within their ranks and political jitters in an election year. Instead of regulating all sources of greenhouse gas emissions as originally proposed, lawmakers are considering placing a carbon cap initially only on utility companies. That idea was once dismissed by environmentalists as too incremental, but now is seen by some as better than no cap at all.
Maintaining majority Allows Dems to pass Cap and Trade
LEXINGTON’S NOTEBOOK, “Is the Global Warming Movement Dead?” 1-5-10, lexis.

Cap  and trade is going nowhere in America, he argues: The United States Congress is unlikely to pass [anti-global warming legislation] before the midterm elections, much less ratify a treaty... After the midterms, with the Democrats expected to lose seats in both houses, the chance of passage would be even more remote ” especially as polls show that global warming ranks at or near the bottom of most voters priorities. American public opinion supports ˜doing something about global warming, but not very much.
Climate good—Warming Module

US action is key to solve global climate policy

McGinn 2009

Vice Admiral Dennis McGinn, USN (ret.), Member Military Advisory Board, CNA, Testimony before the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, 7-30-09, http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=1909f092-e750-4b29-b526-378ee5db1423, 
In thinking about the best ways to deal with this growing threat, we need to keep clearly in mind the close relationship between the major challenges we’re facing. Energy, security, economics, and climate change – these are all connected. It is a system of systems. It is very complex. And we need to think of it in that way and not simply address small, narrow issues, expecting to create the kind of change needed to fundamentally improve our future national security. Interconnected challenges require comprehensive solutions. It will take the industrialized nations of the world to band together to demonstrate leadership and a willingness to change – not only to solve our current economic problems, but to address the daunting issues related to global climate change. And here, I’d say the U.S. has a responsibility to lead. If we don’t make changes, then others won’t. We need to look for solutions to one problem that can be helpful in solving other problems. That’s one of the things we uncovered in our work – there are steps that can help us economically, militarily, diplomatically. And those steps fit with the direction the world is heading in considering climate solutions. Those are good and much needed connections. As retired Marine Corps General Anthony Zinni, former commander of U.S. Central Command said “The intensity of global temperature change can be mitigated somewhat if the U.S. begins leading the way in reducing global carbon emissions.” He concluded, “We will pay now to reduce greenhouse gas emissions today…or we will pay the price later in military terms and that will involve human lives.”

Climate change is worse than global nuclear war

Lovell 2007

Jeremy “Global Warming Impact Like ‘Nuclear War’,” REUTERS, 9-12-07, www.commondreams.org/archive/2007/09/12/3791/, accessed 5-2-08.
London - Climate change could have global security implications on a par with nuclear war unless urgent action is taken, a report said on Wednesday.  The International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) security think-tank said global warming would hit crop yields and water availability everywhere, causing great human suffering and leading to regional strife.  While everyone had now started to recognize the threat posed by climate change, no one was taking effective leadership to tackle it and no one could tell precisely when and where it would hit hardest, it added.  “The most recent international moves towards combating global warming represent a recognition … that if the emission of greenhouse gases … is allowed to continue unchecked, the effects will be catastrophic — on the level of nuclear war,” the IISS report said.  “Even if the international community succeeds in adopting comprehensive and effective measures to mitigate climate change, there will still be unavoidable impacts from global warming on the environment, economies and human security,” it added.  Scientists say global average temperatures will rise by between 1.8 and 4.0 degrees Celsius this century due to burning fossil fuels for power and transport.  The IISS report said the effects would cause a host of problems including rising sea levels, forced migration, freak storms, droughts, floods, extinctions, wildfires, disease epidemics, crop failures and famines.  The impact was already being felt — particularly in conflicts in Kenya and Sudan — and more was expected in places from Asia to Latin America as dwindling resources led to competition between haves and have nots.  “We can all see that climate change is a threat to global security, and you can judge some of the more obvious causes and areas,” said IISS transnational threat specialist Nigel Inkster. “What is much harder to do is see how to cope with them.”

Climate good—Bizcon Module
Failure to produce congressional legislation will result in court action, which will gut business predictability

Environment Daily 9/23 “Obama offers a hand to Senate negotiations over cap-and-trade bill”

If Congress does not act, Browner said, industry is likely to face a series of court rulings that force it to reduce its emissions. She cited Monday's decision by a federal appeals court in New York that said states and land trusts could use common law to sue a greenhouse gas emitter for causing a public nuisance.  "What this means is the courts are starting to take control of this issue," Browner said. "And if they were to follow this logic out, they would be setting standards. Obviously, that's not something that anybody wants. We need a unified set of rules for the country. We need to give the businesses the kind of predictability and certainty so they can make the capital investments that are going to get us the kind of reductions we need.  "That is best done through legislation," Browner added. "I think whether it's the Supreme Court case of several years ago, this more recent decision, everything is moving toward getting legislation done because it is the best way to do it." 'The reality of the calendar'

Business confidence maintains the United States economy.

John Braithwaite (fellow at the Australian Research Council Federation) 2004 Annals of the American Academy of political and social science http://72.14.203.104/search?q=cache:Ct-LT6hnUnkJ:regnet.anu.edu.au/network/ragenda/hope/link_documents/Hope.JB.pdf+recession+%22business+confidence%22+braithwaite&hl=en

The challenge of designing institutions that simultaneously engender emancipation and hope is addressed within the assumption of economic institutions that are fundamentally capitalist. This contemporary global context gives more force to the hope nexus because we know capitalism thrives on hope. When business confidence collapses, capitalist economies head for recession. This dependence on hope is of quite general import; business leaders must have hope for the future before they will build new factories; consumers need confidence before they will buy what the factories make; investors need confidence before they will buy shares in the company that builds the factory and bankers need it to lend money to build it; scientists need confidence to innovate with new technologies in the hope that a capitalist will come along and market their invention. Keynes’ (1936) General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money lamented the theoretical neglect of “animal spirits” of hope (“spontaneous optimism rather than … mathematical expectation” (Keynes 1936, 161)) in the discipline of economics, a neglect that continues to this day (see also Barbalet, 1993).

U.S. decline goes global.

Eric Pfanner 1/10/2003 International Herald Tribune http://www.iht.com/articles/2003/01/10/a11_21.php

The global economy piggybacks on the United States, benefiting when America breaks into a run and suffering when the U.S. pace wanes.

The impact.

Walter Russel Mead (Policy Analyst, World Policy Institute) 1992 

Hundreds of millions--billions--of people have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles--and drawn closer to the west--because they believe that our system can work for them. But what if it can't? What if the global economy stagnates--or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India--these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the 30s.
Warming Bad—Disease Module

Warming causes disease

The Military Advisory Board, NATIONAL SECURITY AND THE THREAT OF CLIMATE CHANGE, CNA Corporation, 2007, p. 44.

Projected climate change poses a serious threat to America’s national security. Potential threats to the nation’s security require careful study and prudent planning— to counter and mitigate potential detrimental outcomes. Based on the evidence presented, the Military Advisory Board concluded that it is appropriate to focus on the serious consequences to our national security that are likely from unmitigated climate change. In already-weakened states, extreme weather events, drought, flooding, sea level rise, retreating glaciers, and the rapid spread of life-threatening diseases will themselves have likely effects: increased migrations, further weakened and failed states, expanded ungoverned spaces, exacerbated underlying conditions that terrorist groups seek to exploit, and increased internal conflicts. In developed countries, these conditions threaten to disrupt economic trade and introduce new security challenges, such as increased spread of infectious disease and increased immigration. Overall, climate change has the potential to disrupt our way of life and force changes in how we keep ourselves safe and secure by adding a new hostile and stressing factor into the national and international security environment.
Disease causes Extinction

ZIMMERMAN AND ZIMMERMAN 1996
 (Barry and David, both have M.S. degrees from Long Island University, Killer Germs p 132) WE DO NOT ENDORSE GENDERED LANGUAGE


Then came AIDS…and Ebola and Lassa fever and Marburg and dengue fever.  They came, for the most part, from the steamy jungles of the world.  Lush tropical rain forests are ablaze with deadly viruses.  And changing lifestyles as well as changing environmental conditions are flushing them out.  Air travel, deforestation, global warming are forcing never-before-encountered viruses to suddenly cross the path of humanity.  The result—emerging viruses.


Today some five thousand vials of exotic viruses sit, freeze-dried, at Yale University—imports from the rain forests.  They await the outbreak of diseases that can be ascribed to them.  Many are carried by insects and are termed arboviruses (arthropod borne).  Others, of even greater concern, are airborne and can simply be breathed in.  Some, no doubt, could threaten humanity’s very existence.  Joshua Lederberg, 1958 winner of the Nobel Prize in Physiology or Medicine and foremost authority on emerging viruses, warned in a December 1990 article in Discover magazine:  “It is still not comprehended widely that AIDS is a natural, almost predictable phenomenon.  It is not going to be a unique event.  Pandemics are not acts of God, but are built into the ecological relations between viruses, animal species and human species…There will be more surprises, because our fertile imagination does not begin to match all the tricks that nature can play…”  According to Lederberg, “The survival of humanity is not preordained…The single biggest threat to man’s continued dominance on the planet is the virus”  
Warming Bad—Terror Module

WARMING CAUSES TERRORISM--SOCIAL STRESSES

The Military Advisory Board, NATIONAL SECURITY AND THE THREAT OF CLIMATE CHANGE, CNA Corporation, 2007, p. 16.

Many developing countries do not have the government and social infrastructures in place to cope with the types of stressors that could be brought on by global climate change. When a government can no longer deliver services to its people, ensure domestic order, and protect the nation’s borders from invasion, conditions are ripe for turmoil, extremism and terrorism to fill the vacuum. Lebanon’s experience with the terrorist group Hezbollah and the Brazilian government’s attempts to reign in the slum gang First Capital Command [12] are both examples of how the central governments’ inability to provide basic services has led to strengthening of these extra-governmental entities.

A nuclear terrorist attack against the US spurs retaliation, killing millions

Easterbrook, visiting fellow - Brookings Institute, 2001 [Gregg, CNN,November 2, 2001, p. lexis]
Terrorists may not be held by this, especially suicidal terrorists,  of the  kind that al Qaeda is attempting to cultivate.  But I think, if I could leave you with one message, it would be this: that the search for terrorist atomic weapons would be of great benefit to the Muslim peoples of the world in addition to members, to people of the United States and Western Europe, because if an atomic warhead goes off in Washington, say, in the current environment or anything like it, in the 24 hours that followed, a hundred million Muslims would die as U.S. nuclear bombs rained down on every conceivable military target in a dozen Muslim countries
Warming  Bad—Extinction Module

Warming results in global extinction

OECD-NEA 2000 “Nuclear Energy in a Sustainable Development Perspective,” http://www.oecdnea.org/html/ndd/docs/2000/nddsustdev.pdf

In OECD countries, population stability, efficiency gains and the shift to less energy-intensive economies are likely to limit energy demand growth. In the next half-century or so, most of the energy demand growth will occur in non-member countries. Starting from a lower base and driven by population and economic growth, the demand for energy services will increase rapidly in those countries, leading to a continued increase in total world primary energy consumption [10]. Despite gains in the efficiency of electricity use, electricity demand is likely to grow significantly during the next two decades, at rates of about 3% per year worldwide and 5% or more in the developing countries according to business-as-usual projections [6]. By 2020, this will necessitate a doubling of the current world generating capacity of about 3 000 GWe beyond the replacement of about 600 GWe of obsolescent plant capacity. Most of the growth will take place in the developing countries. In the business-as-usual scenario, the OECD share of primary energy, electricity and nuclear energy consumption will decline to 42%, 46% and 72% respectively by the year 2020. Energy production and use give rise to significant health and environmental impacts. Energy involves large volumes of material flows, and large-scale infrastructures to extract, process, store, transport and use it, and to handle the waste. The flows of many of the world’s large rivers are dammed or diverted for hydropower. Besides commercial energy sources, large volumes of non-commercial wood and other biomass are burned for energy supply, especially in non-OECD countries. Acid gas and particulate emissions from fossil fuels degrade local and regional air quality. Some radioactive substances have very long active lives, as do other natural and man-made hazardous materials. On a global scale, the possibility of significant climate change, largely caused by greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel burning, especially carbon dioxide, presents a fundamental challenge to the goals of sustainable development, and to the future of human civilisation. The ways in which energy is supplied largely determine the health and environmental impacts of the sector. The efficiency and quality of energy forms will be important factors in their growth. Electricity production is likely to increase its share of the increasing global primary energy consumption. Its convenience, versatility and cleanliness at the point of use, along with its role in the information economy, ensure its desirability and its future demand growth. The variety of sources from which it can be produced allows for a range of supply options with different implications for sustainable development. For instance, the role of nuclear energy in avoiding carbon dioxide emissions is evident from Table 1.1. In the interest of bringing basic living standards to the world’s people, it seems reasonable that sustainable development goals must accommodate significant growth in global electricity demand. Most of that growth will occur outside the OECD. The energy infrastructure to be built in non-OECD countries over the next two decades of expected rapid growth largely will determine the global sustainability of energy supply and use beyond that period. OECD countries will play a significant role in this regard, as the source of much of the technology and financing. Both sets of countries can benefit from co-operation in areas of institutional development such as policy, regulation and the use of economic instruments, notably with respect to sustainable development.
EXT. US Action Solves Warming

US Action is key to effective climate legislation

Dutzik 2006

Tony Frontier Group and Emily Figdor, U.S. PIRG Education Fund, Environment North Carolina, Research & Policy Center, RISING TO THE CHALLENGE: SIX STEPS TO CUT GLOBAL WARMING POLLUTION IN THE UNITED STATES, Summer 2006. www.environmentnorthcarolina.org/uploads/Ue/Sz/UeSzbzUzGX8deYBF1HJ0fg/Rising_to_the_Challenge.pdf, accessed 3/10/08.

But there is good news in the climate science, too. The evidence suggests that if we begin to reduce emissions of global warming pollutants immediately and significantly, we still have time to avoid the most catastrophic impacts of global warming. The United States has an indispensable role to play in reducing global warming emissions. The United States is by far the world’s largest consumer of fossil fuels and emitter of global warming pollution, and thus must make a firm commitment to curbing emissions—and carry through on that commitment—in order for the world to achieve the emission reductions needed to safeguard the climate.

US Action on climate solves global emissions

Haverkamp 2008

Jennifer, Senior Counsel, Environmental Defense Fund, Testimony before Senate Finance Committee, CQ CONGRESSIONAL TESTIMONY, 2-14-08, lexis.

Engaging developing countries in cutting their total GHG emissions is essential if the world is to curb climate change. The United States is the world's largest current and historical GHG emitter. Fast-growing developing countries, however, will soon emit more than we do - in fact, in terms of energy sector emissions, there are indications that China already does.1 Global warming can't be solved unless both the U.S. and large developing countries cut total GHG emissions. The best available scientific evidence indicates that the risk of catastrophic global-scale impacts - like disintegration of the Greenland Ice Sheet, which would eventually raise sea levels by 23 feet - will increase substantially if warming exceeds about 2.2F above today's temperatures, or 2C above preindustrial levels. Greenhouse gases remain in the atmosphere for decades to centuries, trapping heat and accelerating warming. Because emissions vastly exceed uptake by oceans and forests, concentrations - and temperatures - are rising. Disaggregating a global emissions target into country by country emissions cuts can be done in various ways. But two points are widely agreed: industrialized countries, which are responsible for much of the greenhouse gas pollution currently in the atmosphere, can and should take the lead; and all major emitters in the world, whether industrialized or developing, must participate. A number of large-emitting developing countries have taken, or are considering, steps to slow the increase in their GHG emissions. And the results of the Bali meeting in December are encouraging: the pre-Kyoto "Berlin mandate" of no commitments for developing countries is no more, replaced for the first time with the possibility of developing countries committing to actions in the course of the newly launched negotiations. But most developing countries are reluctant to take further climate protection steps unless and until the United States does. And most are certainly not likely to take more stringent or faster steps than the U.S. does. What Congress does will be crucial.

Dems not key climate
No chance of CAP and trade—its dead
POLITICO, “Energy Bill Still Stuck in Neutral,” 6-9-10, lexis.

So far, the worst oil spill in American history hasn't jump-started climate  change legislation  in a gridlocked, shell-shocked Senate, as many Democrats had hoped it would.        There is a powerful will on the Hill to punish BP by eliminating a cap on the company's liability. But that fervor isn't translating into support for the comprehensive energy reform bill unveiled by Sens. Joe Lieberman  (I-Conn.) and John Kerry  (D-Mass.) earlier this year, despite President Barack Obama's vow to wrangle the votes personally.   Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid  (D-Nev.) will hold a make-or-break session Thursday with committee chairmen to discuss strategies for pushing the bill ahead.   The renewed effort spurred by the Gulf crisis hasn't bridged significant gaps between the parties on controversial drilling and cap-and-trade provisions - leaving the chances of getting a comprehensive climate change bill done this year in serious doubt.   "Nothing is going to get 60 votes," said Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), who pulled out of bipartisan climate talks earlier this year, hobbling the effort.   "Cap and trade as we know it today is dead," Graham said. "The Kerry-Lieberman-Graham thing fell apart because ... I just never saw a commitment from the Democratic leadership to pursue it."

Republicans pushing climate legislation

Cleantechnica.com 10

(Senate GOP Pushing Energy Bill Socialism? : CleanTechnica, http://cleantechnica.com/2010/06/18/senate-gop-pushing-energy-bill-socialism/) JR 

Senate Republicans have long opposed cap-and-trade legislation to grow clean non-polluting energy (along with all the other legislation they opposed that would do it too). Cap-and-trade is a free market option. Each company can pick the best way for them to become more carbon efficient. One alternative is top-down command and control: the “socialist” approach that has government mandating standards, rather than just setting a cap for emissions and allowing polluters to trade with each other to fund the ways of reducing pollution. Yet, ironically, the Senate GOP is now rejecting the free market option in favor of the very same top-down socialist approach in a command and control bill proposed by Senator Lugar, who appears to be acting in good faith. He is one of the few Republicans who has ever voted for climate and clean energy policy. It is supported by Senator Graham, who hasn’t. 
Climate Action Bad—Competitiveness Module

Cap and trade will kill competitiveness by pushing companies overseas and actually increases emissions because developing countries won’t have safety regulations.

Holecek – 11/7/08 

(Andrea, The Times, “New environmental policy could hurt steelmakers, manufacturing,” http://nwi.com/articles/2008/11/07/business/business/docd02314e7dc222413862574f900781cbf.txt)
President-Elect Barack Obama's reported plan to implement a cap-and-trade policy to reduce carbon dioxide emissions could make the integrated steel industry noncompetitive, according to a noted steel analyst.  Charles Bradford, president of New York-based Bradford Research Inc./Soleil Securities, said a cap-and-trade policy could put Northwest Indiana's large steelmakers out of business because of its high cost.  The Alliance to Save Energy and other environmental organization are urging the president-elect to make good on his campaign promises to focus on energy efficiency, including a economy-wide cap-and-trade program, as a key solution to the nation’s energy, economic, and environmental challenges.  "He (Obama) wants cap and trade where people have to pay for their carbon emissions," Bradford said. "Integrated steelmakers put out three times more carbon emissions than the minimills."  Integrated steelmakers, such as U.S. Steel Corp. and ArcelorMittal, produce steel using a two-step process, first by heating a combination of iron ore, coke and limestone in blast furnaces to produce pig iron, which is then made into steel in basic oxygen furnaces.  Minimills melt steel scrap metal in electric furnaces to produce steel.  Bradford said the integrated companies currently are losing their competitiveness.  "In the summer they (integrateds) were the low cost producers because the price of prime scrap was $878 a ton, now its $133 a ton," he said. "At the same time (the integrateds) steelmaking costs are $600 or closer to $700 a ton. The minimills are under $300 (per ton) when you add conversion costs."  However, because minimills use considerably more electricity than integrated steelmakers, their costs could rise if energy production would become more expensive under a cap and trade policy.  U.S. Steel Corp. spokesman John Armstrong, wouldn't comment on competitiveness issues between U.S. steelmakers. U.S. Steel's concern is that any U.S. carbon reduction program could put U.S. manufacturing as a whole at a disadvantage in the global marketplace and force manufacturing offshore, he said.  "Our biggest concern about (carbon dioxide) reduction schemes is that unless developing countries are held to the same standards, industry will go offshore," Armstrong said. "One of the ultimate paradoxes is that it would increase rather than decrease (carbon dioxide) emissions because developing countries don't have the same efficiencies in production of electricity, and don't would have stringent emission requirements and could generate more (carbon dioxide)."  Nancy Gravatt, spokeswoman for the American Iron and Steel Institute, said the steel industry is "very energy intense and its processes involve carbon.  "It's part of the process so its obviously a major concern as to what type of legislative approach will be taken for carbon reduction," she said  Global manufacturing competitiveness is a big concern, Gravatt said.  "Coming into office in an economy in financial crisis, President-elect Obama would have to take U.S. manufacturing competitiveness into consideration as he evaluates climate policy," she said.  The steel industry has advanced a global steel sectorial approach to a policy on climate change, Gravatt said.  "It would be approach that holds foreign manufacturers to comparable standards so U.S. jobs stay in America," she said. "It would be more be more harmful to the environment if U.S. manufacturers migrate to foreign lands where they won't have to deal with U.S. emissions standards."
Global nuclear war

Khalilzad 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system. [He continues...] The United States is unlikely to preserve its military and technological dominance if the U.S. economy declines seriously. In such an environment, the domestic economic and political base for global leadership would diminish and the United States would probably incrementally withdraw from the world, become inward-looking, and abandon more and more of its external interests. As the United States weakened, others would try to fill the Vacuum. To sustain and improve its economic strength, the United States must maintain its technological lead in the economic realm. Its success will depend on the choices it makes. In the past, developments such as the agricultural and industrial revolutions produced fundamental changes positively affecting the relative position of those who were able to take advantage of them and negatively affecting those who did not. Some argue that the world may be at the beginning of another such transformation, which will shift the sources of wealth and the relative position of classes and nations. If the United States fails to recognize the change and adapt its institutions, its relative position will necessarily worsen.
Competitiveness Impact—Steel Industry
Even if they win cap and trade doesn’t collapse overall competitiveness, they have conceded that it will certainly collapse the steel industry – that’s Holecek.

And, the steel industry is key to the economy and hegemony.

Harley Shaiken, professor specializing on labor and the global economy at UC-Berkeley, March 22, 2002, Detroit News, “Yes: Steel industry vital to healthy U.S. economy, national security,” http://www.detnews.com/2002/editorial/0203/25/a11-446451.htm

But because an advanced industrial economy needs a vibrant steel industry, not just a source of steel products, the U.S. steel industry needs some temporary resuscitation and long-term structural support to survive. More than 30 firms have gone bankrupt since 1998 -- and far more would likely have fallen over the edge without President George W. Bush's recent modest measures. The hard lesson of this debacle might well have been that it's easier to see an industry like steel implode than to rebuild it when it's needed. Why does America need a steel industry? Steel executives want to keep their companies afloat and the steelworkers union wants to preserve members' jobs. But beyond their immediate concerns, an important, long-term public interest is involved. First, steel provides critical linkages throughout manufacturing. A healthy steel industry can spur innovations in downstream industries such as autos. These industries would enjoy earlier access to new processes and products. U.S. steel firms, for example, are spearheading an international consortium on advanced vehicle concepts. It doesn't help that three of the largest U.S. firms involved are in bankruptcy. Second, steel remains an important source of well-paid, middle-class jobs. While more than 70,000 jobs are threatened at bankrupt steel producers, an additional 250,000 jobs at suppliers and firms dependent on steelworker spending are impacted, according to Professor Robert Blecker at American University. A collapsing steel industry cuts a wide swath of destruction through communities. Finally, a domestic industry provides more stable sources of supply, which is pivotal in a national security crisis. Steel is genuinely a strategic industry unless we are thinking about aluminum aircraft carriers and mahogany tanks.

Economic collapse causes extinction.

Liutenant Colonel Bearden, 2000 (Lieutenant Colonel in the U.S. Army, 2000, The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How We Can Solve It, 2000, http://groups.yahoo.com/group/Big-Medicine/message/642)

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China - whose long range nuclear missiles can reach the United States - attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is his side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all, is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs, with a great percent of the WMD arsenals being unleashed . The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.

EXT. Climate Bill Kills Competitiveness
EU proves – if we adopt a cap and trade system companies will shift to places without regulation, killing competitiveness.

Scott – 8/4/08 (Mark, Business Week, “Is Europe Leading or Losing on CO2 Emissions?” http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/content/aug2008/gb2008084_780404.htm?campaign_id=rss_eu)
That argument receives short shrift from European industry groups. They fear the rising cost of CO2 will add billions of dollars to operating costs and lead thousands of workers to lose their jobs. According to the German Cement Industry Federation, their members' costs will rise $1.4 billion (BusinessWeek.com, 7/18/08) due to expenses linked to the EU ETS. That represents almost half of the sector's current annual revenues and could give foreign rivals an economic edge.  Others warn that future investment could grind to a halt if the cost to offset carbon becomes prohibitively expensive. Tim Warham, London-based assistant director in Deloitte's economics consulting team, says firms in energy-intensive sectors such as cement and chemical processing may wind down European plants in favor of facilities in regions that don't charge for CO2 emissions. "If there's a difference in overall [operating] costs," he says, "Europe could be handing a competitive advantage to others."

Climate Bad—Trade Module

CAP-AND-TRADE SPURS PROTECTIONISM--POLITICALLY HAS TO INCLUDDE PROTECTIONS FOR DOMESTIC INDUSTRIES, CAUSES TRADE WAR

David Kreutzer, Senior Policy Analyst, Heritage Foundation, Testimony before the House Energy and Commerce Committee, 4-22-09, www.heritage.org/Research/Testimony/The-Economic-Impact-of-Cap-and-Trade, accessed 5-2-10.

Cap-and-trade programs frequently include provisions to protect domestic industries from competition with firms in countries that have not adopted similarly costly mechanisms for reducing CO2. While the intent is certainly understandable, the provisions create the possibility of a protectionist wolf in global-warming clothes. Putting these protectionist policies into operation is a bureaucratic nightmare. Every product from every country will need to be judged to determine the level of advantage it may have due to different carbon-cutting regimes. Since different countries can have different approaches and since different manufacturers can use different technologies and processes, assigning an offsetting CO2 tariff will necessarily involve arbitrary decisions. The potential for a trade war is very real.
Trade is key to prevent war and global economic Meltdown
Scottsman 4-17-00

I try to interest my New York dinner companions in some European facts of life. The American economy is the locomotive that is pulling the whole world economy along. If US consumers feel impoverished by their declining share wealth and stop spending, then the world goes into recession. Maybe less so in Europe because America's burgeoning trade deficit reflects huge imports from China and the developing economies. If Yonkers and Flatbush stop buying, they'll be jumping off window ledges in Shanghai, not the Battery.  This high-minded line gets me nowhere with my dinner companions. Americans have reacted to their booming economy and transcendental technology lead by retreating into themselves politically and culturally. The biggest news here - bigger than the stock market freefall - is a wee refugee boy from Cuba whose daddy wants him home. Fidel needs something to whip up popular support in his dotage and the mad Cuban exiles hand it to him on a plate by keeping little Elian in Miami. Glasgow Council officials would have had him on the first flight back.  For a transient Euro visitor like myself, there are disturbing signs that any economic slowdown in America will play into the hands of the New Isolationists, despite Gordon Brown jetting in to Washington DC for the G-7 and International Monetary Fund summit.  The anti-globalisation protesters are here in force to attempt the same mayhem they caused last year at the WTO in Seattle. But Pacific Coast Seattle is a pussy cat compared to jaded Washington DC, where the police have been banjaxing protesters since the hunger marches of the Thirties, when General MacArthur had them summarily machine-gunned.  Today's protesters are a strange alliance of right-wing trade unionists trying to ban foreign imports and isolationist green activists who think multinational companies are a conspiracy to exploit the Third World. Any economic downturn will be grist to their naive mill.  I pontificate to my dinner companions (I've had most of the wine).  True, foreign countries often pay lower wages than in America, except Europe where industrial wages have been higher for a couple of decades. Is this exploitation? No: the Third World workers receiving "low" wages (compared to America) are usually the highest-paid workers in their own country. As a rule, their only alternatives - subsistence agriculture or prostitution - lack appeal.  Free trade also benefits Americans with quality, cheap imports for the shopper's cornucopia that is Manhattan. And it frees up New Yorkers like my dinner companions to be sculptors or designers for foreign-manufactured Gap clothes.  Anyway, under free trade, US manufacturing exports have actually doubled in the past decade. The blue-collar trade unionists trying to ban imports are more of a threat to Third World (and Scottish) livelihoods than the black -hearted multinationals.  Speaking of which, over the typically weak-as-dishwater American coffee, Kerevan did his usual bit about multinational companies being one of the greatest ever boons to humankind. Nations and their political elites initiate wars but multinational companies create a global interdependence which makes armed conflict difficult. They are preferable to the autarchy that followed the 1929 Wall Street Crash, which culminated in the 30 million dead of the Second World War.  Another small matter forgotten by this opportunist hard-hat/green sandals alliance is that the right-wing New Isolationists in the US Congress also want to kill off the IMF and World Bank. Only Gordon Brown is flying the flag for reforming the IMF and extending its anti-poverty remit, but his patronising tone is getting him a mixed press here.
EXT. Climate bill kills Trade

Cap and Trade includes a provision that puts a tariff on countries who don’t adopt similar policies. The impact is global trade war.

Gary D. Halbert July 14, 2009 [http://www.investorsinsight.com/blogs/forecasts_trends/archive/2009/07/14/cap-and-trade-bad-for-the-economy-amp-us.aspx]

The Cap-and-Trade bill passed by the House (219-212), while bad enough on its own, unfortunately contained a very onerous last-minute provision that calls for a tariff on imported goods from other countries that do not adopt similar cap-and-trade policies of their own. Even Obama opposed this tariff provision, but the Democrats (and eight Republicans) passed it anyway.

China, India and other large trading partners have no interest in adopting cap-and-trade. Therefore, the US Cap & Trade bill, if passed with the foreign tariff provision by the Senate, will almost certainly result in a global trade war. Some have called it the Smoot-Hawley bill of the 21st century if the tariff provision stays in. It remains to be seen if the Senate will also pass the bill over the next few weeks, which as of this writing seems doubtful, but who knows as Obama fights hard to see it become a reality.

Cap and trade kills free trade

David B. Rivkin, Co-Hair, Center for Law and Counterterrorism, Foundation for Defense of Democracies, Testimony before the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, 7-30-09, http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Files.View&FileStore_id=a84ba74e-0b9d-4924-8ac5-ce156e9b931b, accessed 5-2-10.

Trade penalties are similarly unlikely to be a very effective tool in this context, for a number of reasons. First, carbon tariffs are very likely illegal under WTO rules. Numerous countries, as well as senior U.N. officials, have already denounced the possibility of carbon tariffs as a violation of WTO principles. See Dina Capiello, “U.N. Climate Expert Warns Against Carbon Tariffs,” The Washington Post (July 22, 2009).7 They will be able to make a strong argument that a carbon tariff is “trade protectionism in the disguise of environmental protection.” See Remarks by Yao Jian, Spokesman for Ministry of Commerce of People’s Republic of China, reported in Alan Beatie & Kathrin Hille, “China joins carbon tax protest,” The Financial Times (July 3, 2009).8 This argument draws strength from the popularity of the Waxman-Markey bill among protectionist labor groups. Whether illegal under the WTO or not, it is a certainty that carbon tariffs would be challenged – repeatedly and acrimoniously – before the WTO Dispute Resolution System. Climate-based protectionism would carry with it all the negative consequences of other forms of protectionism. If the United States puts carbon tariffs in place, other countries will likely retaliate. Protectionism pries countries apart. It widens oceans, divides friends and pushes rivals further apart. Trade would be impaired just as the world economy is struggling to recover from the worst downturn since the Great Depression (which was itself largely caused by retaliatory tariffs).

Trade Good—Nuclear War

A new wave of protectionism would erupt into nuclear conflict

Spicer, The Challenge from the East and the Rebirth of the West, 1996, p. 121

The choice facing the West today is much the same as that which faced the Soviet bloc after World War II: between meeting head-on the challenge of world trade with the adjustments and the benefits that it will bring, or of attempting to shut out markets that are growing and where a dynamic new pace is being set for innovative production.  The problem about the second approach is not simply that it won't hold: satellite technology alone will ensure that he consumers will begin to demand those goods that the East is able to provide most cheaply.  More fundamentally, it will guarantee the emergence of a fragmented world in which natural fears will be fanned and inflamed.  A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war.  I do not say that the  converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife.  Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd.  But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability.  With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead.
Climate Bad—Economy module

Cap-and trade kills the economy
Pyle, Thomas. January, 2009. “Cap-and-Trade Is Bad: A Stealth Tax on Energy” EnergyBiz Magazine. http://www.energycentral.com/centers/energybiz/ebi_list.cfm
Barack Obama and his team have made it clear that a cap-and-trade system will be an important tool for the new administration to provide green jobs and reduce the nation’s greenhouse-gas emissions. But the real purpose of cap-and-trade is to increase the cost of energy. The European experience shows that countries lose their enthusiasm once they experience the actual costs of these programs. Implementing cap-and-trade now would kick the U.S. economy while it’s already down. On the surface, cap-and-trade sounds like a straight¬forward procedure to reduce total greenhouse-gas emissions. In consultation with scientists and econo¬mists, the federal government picks annual quotas for total emissions and then issues a corresponding number of permits. Parties are then free to trade their permits at prices determined on a market. Theoretically, cap-and-trade achieves emissions reduction goals in an efficient way. If the government has picked the right cap, then the induced price of permits leads firms to internalize the alleged cost of greenhouse-gas emissions. Because the permits are tradable, emissions reductions occur in those sectors where they are most affordable. This lowers the total cost of compliance compared to a top-down govern¬ment plan, and it’s why proponents call cap-and-trade a market solution. Cap-and-trade sounds pleasant in theory, but in practice it has been a failure. Europe has the largest cap-and-trade system in the world, and instead of leading to a decrease in emissions, Phase I, between 2005 and 2007, led to a 1.9 percent increase in greenhouse-gas emissions. What’s worse, electricity bills in much of Europe have substantially increased because of cap-and-trade policies. The failure of the emission trading scheme to lower emissions is understandable when we consider the incentives facing politicians. Politicians want to talk a good game on climate, but they do not want to impose massive pain on citizens or businesses. As a result, politicians in Europe installed a lenient cap, which resulted in increasing emissions. After Phase I failed to even modestly reduce emissions in Europe, countries are not keen to impose the substantial costs that cap-and-trade would require. The German chancellor’s chief spokesman recently declared, “We’ve got to prevent companies from being threatened by climate protec¬tion requirements.” European proponents of the Kyoto Protocol like to talk about emission reductions achieved since 1990. This is because the economic collapse of Eastern Europe led to dramatic greenhouse-gas emission reductions in Europe as a whole. But when we consider the greenhouse-gas emissions from industrial economies in Europe, we see that the Kyoto Protocol has not yielded any reductions. According to recently released data from the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, from 1990 to 2006 greenhouse-gas emissions are up by 15.2 percent in Austria, 18.5 percent in Germany, 24.4 percent in Greece, 25.5 percent in Ireland, 9.9 percent in Italy, 6.2 percent in Japan, 28.5 percent in New Zealand, 37.6 percent in Portugal, and 49.5 percent in Spain. France’s emissions have decreased by 4 percent, and the UK’s emissions have decreased by 15.9 percent. Note that over the same period, U.S. greenhouse-gas emissions increased 14.7 percent. Even though it rejected the Kyoto Protocol, the United States has done better than many countries that signed on to the commitment. Ironically, in practice, cap-and-trade would not even give Americans the benefits of a more stable climate. Even on the climate models’ own terms, cap-and-trade programs will only avert harmful climate change if they are adopted by all major governments and uniformly enforced for the next several decades. If even a single major emitter refuses to participate, or if some governments agree to a treaty but then look the other way as their politically connected indus¬tries cheat, then the efforts of the other participants to limit their own emissions are largely moot. The details of cap-and-trade become complicated, but in the final analysis it is a stealth tax on energy. Wherever these schemes to limit greenhouse gases have been tried, they have failed. This is the reality. Cap-and-trade may look good on paper, but in practice it will impose massive costs for dubious environmental gain. Cap-and-trade is the last thing the U.S. economy needs in the midst of a serious recession, or any other time for that matter.
economic collapse causes nuclear war

Cook, Retired Federal Analyst for the U.S. Treasury Department, now a writer and consultant, 07 (Richad, June 14th, “"It's Official: The Crash of the U.S. Economy has begun," Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5964)

Times of economic crisis produce international tension and politicians tend to go to war rather than face the economic music . The classic example is the worldwide depression of the 1930s leading to World War II . Conditions in the coming years could be as bad as they were then. We could have a really big war if the U.S. decides once and for all to haul off and let China, or whomever, have it in the chops. If they don't want our dollars or our debt any more, how about a few nukes? 
EXT. Climate Bill Kills Econ
TREATY-DRIVEN EMISSIONS CUTS WOULD DEVASTATE OUR ECONOMY

Ben Lieberman, Senior Policy Analyst, Heritage Foundation, "What Americans Need to Know About the Copenhagen Global Warming Conference," SPECIAL REPORT, 11-17-09, www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/11/What-Americans-Need-to-Know-About-the-Copenhagen-Global-Warming-Conference, accessed 5-2-10.

What Are the Economic Concerns?  The goal of the Kyoto Protocol, the building block for Copenhagen, is similar to the purpose of the Waxman-Markey global warming bill, which narrowly passed the U.S. House of Representatives in June, and of the Kerry-Boxer bill being considered in the U.S. Senate. All three would set limits on emissions from fossil fuels -- the coal, oil, and natural gas that provide America with 85 percent of its energy. Such limits would act as a large energy tax, driving up the energy costs of individuals and consumers, forcing them to use less energy. More stringent emissions targets would require even larger increases in fossil energy prices to further discourage their use.  A Heritage Foundation analysis of Waxman-Markey found that this energy tax would have serious implications throughout the economy. For a household of four, energy costs (electric, natural gas, gasoline expenses) would rise by $436 in 2012 and by $1,241 by 2035, averaging $829 over that period.[11] Higher energy costs would increase the cost of many other products and services. Overall, Waxman-Markey would reduce gross domestic product by $393 billion annually and by a total of $9.4 trillion by 2035.[12] An initial analysis of the Senate bill finds comparable costs.[13]  Beyond the increased costs imposed on individuals and households, the Waxman-Markey bill would reduce employment, especially in the manufacturing sector. The Heritage analysis estimates that net job losses would exceed 1 million on average annually through 2035,[14] even after accounting for the overhyped green jobs. Analyses from the Brookings Institution, National Black Chamber of Commerce, and other institutions found roughly comparable effects.[15]  Assuming proponents of a Copenhagen treaty want targets at least as stringent as those in the Waxman-Markey bill -- a 17 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from 2005 baseline levels in 2020 up to an 83 percent reduction by 2050 -- U.S. compliance costs would be similarly high.

Climate Action Bad—A2: Solves Econ

Green Jobs don’t solve economic growth.

Lieberman 2010 Ben, Senior Policy Analyst, Heritage Foundation, "Green Jobs: Environmental Red Tape Cancels Out Job Creation," WEBMEMO, 2010 www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/02/Green-Jobs-Environmental-Red-Tape-Cancels-Out-Job-Creation

Can Green Jobs Reduce Unemployment?  Not when they require significant government assistance. When the President and Congress talk about green jobs, they are talking about ones created via federal tax breaks, subsidies, or outright mandates. For example, wind- and solar-generated electricity already enjoys subsidies nearly 50 times higher per unit of energy output than ordinary coal and 100 times higher than natural gas.[4]  Green-job subsidies siphon resources and jobs away from other parts of the economy. A study of alternative energy in Spain estimates that the cost of such subsidies for wind and solar prevents 2.2 such private-sector jobs for each green job created.[5]  Mandates (such as those in place requiring the use of ethanol in gasoline and proposed ones to set federal renewable electricity standards) kill jobs by raising energy costs. The only reason these alternative energy sources need to be mandated in the first place is that they are too expensive to compete otherwise. Thus, in addition to forcibly supplanting traditional energy jobs, renewable energy mandates raise energy costs and thus destroy jobs, especially in energy-intensive manufacturing.  President Obama has done many media events at wind turbine factories, boasting about the green jobs at each. However, for every federally created green job seen, there are unseen jobs that are destroyed.

***VAT***
Dems Key to VAT

Dem Majority Key to VAT
Hutchinson, 6-23 
(2010, Martin, Contributing Editor, Money Morning, “The Midterm Elections: No Panacea for the U.S. Economy”, http://moneymorning.com/2010/06/23/midterm-elections/) JR

With President Obama remaining in office, the Republican "wish list" will not pass. But the Democrat wish list will also be in trouble. The U.S. budgetary position will be dire, so large new spending programs will be impossible. Taxes will increase, beyond the reversal of most of the 2001 tax cuts. However, whatever the Deficit Commission reports in December, it's very unlikely that the huge revenue-raising device of a value-added tax (VAT) will be granted to a Democrat president by a Congress where Republicans are strong.

VAT Good—Deficits 

VAT closes the deficit which is key to the economy

Rampbell 2010

Catherine,  “Many See the VAT Option as a Cure for Deficits” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/11/business/11vat.html?pagewanted=2&_r=1&adxnnlx=1261422110-CfN8PRWgk%20Oa3ruX9r85Qg
The favored route of economists is known as a value-added tax, which is a tax on goods and services that is collected at every step along the production chain, from raw material to a consumer’s shopping bag. Similar to a sales tax, it generally results in consumers paying more for the things they buy. The revenues could be used to pay for health care or other social programs, or just to pay down existing debt. Like universal health care, every other industrialized country in the world already has a value-added tax (as do about 100 emerging countries). And also like universal health care, this once-taboo policy option has recently been invoked, at times begrudgingly, by many prominent Washingtonians, including the House speaker, Nancy Pelosi; John Podesta, who was co-chairman of President Obama’s transition team; and two former Federal Reserve chairmen, Alan Greenspan and Paul A. Volcker Introducing such a tax would probably require an overhaul of the entire federal tax code, no small order, and something the government last did in 1986. At the time the goal was to simplify the tax system, to raise money more efficiently and with fewer headaches for taxpayers. Since then, federal spending has ballooned, while the government’s ability to raise taxes has become increasingly inefficient. Consider the page length of the tax code and tax regulations, which has expanded by more than 70 percent, according to Thomson Reuters Tax and Accounting. (There are more words crammed onto each page, too.) The tax system is now a compendium of lobbied-for ifs, ands and buts. As the tax code has been embellished and then Swiss-cheesed, the portion of Americans footing the nation’s income tax bill has shrunk. “There are many more deductions and credits, which can often encourage inefficient behavior such as tax shelters,” said Leonard E. Burman, a public affairs professor at Syracuse University, about the changes to the tax system since the 1986 reform. “The ideal tax system has a broad base — few deductions or exemptions — and low rates.” Most of the rest of the industrialized world — including, most recently, Australia — has already taken this lesson to heart by imposing value-added taxes. Unlike income taxes, which are often front-loaded on the rich, then subsequently diluted, a value-added tax is paid by almost everybody. That broad base is one of its major advantages, and why the International Monetary Fund frequently recommends it to countries that need to raise money quickly. What is good for economic purposes, however, can be bad politics, especially since Mr. Obama pledged not to raise taxes on the bottom 95 percent of Americans. (And many Republicans have pledged not to raise taxes on the bottom 100 percent of Americans.) The value-added tax is also the darling of many economists for its bounce-a-quarter-off-its-abs efficiency. Its administrative costs to the government are generally low. It is also considered less of a drag on the economy over the long run than raising income taxes, which discourage people from saving money and thereby making capital available to businesses.
economic collapse causes nuclear war

Cook, Retired Federal Analyst for the U.S. Treasury Department, now a writer and consultant, 07 (Richad, June 14th, “"It's Official: The Crash of the U.S. Economy has begun," Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5964)

Times of economic crisis produce international tension and politicians tend to go to war rather than face the economic music . The classic example is the worldwide depression of the 1930s leading to World War II . Conditions in the coming years could be as bad as they were then. We could have a really big war if the U.S. decides once and for all to haul off and let China, or whomever, have it in the chops. If they don't want our dollars or our debt any more, how about a few nukes? 
EXT. VAT key to the Economy 

VAT key to the economy—multiple reasons

Thompson 2010

Derek, “Value-Added Tax: What You Need to Know” http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2010/04/value-added-tax-what-you-need-to-know/39524/
Here's why we need it: If you think the deficit looks bad now, wait a few years. Rising health care costs for retired baby boomers will push U.S. debt levels past their World War II-levels. But whereas WWII ended and we owed that debt to ourselves, our entitlement system is woven into American life and we owe half the resulting debt to foreign countries. Approaching this challenge will require some combination of robust growth, spending cuts, entitlement reform and more tax revenue. Where should this tax revenue come from? There are three reasonable sources. First, some revenue should come from cleaning out the underbrush of special interest deductions and exemptions that hide hundreds of billions of dollars from taxes. But every tax code in the world molds to the interests of the public, and dramatically reducing these carve-outs is unlikely. Second, some revenue should come from higher income taxes on the rich, whose total tax rates have fallen consistently over the last 40 years -- while spending grew. But higher taxes on the rich alone won't close the deficit. That brings us to revenue-source number three: we will have to raise taxes on lower- and middle-class families, and the VAT is probably the most efficient, most equitable, and most non-distortionary way to do it. So what is a value-added tax, anyway? What it sounds like: a consumption tax on the "value added" at each stage of production. Here's how that works: Imagine a $1 loaf of bread you buy from the supermarket with a VAT of 10%. You've got a farmer, a baker, and a supermarket in the production chain. The farmer grows the wheat and sells it to the baker. The baker makes a loaf, sells it to the supermarket. The supermarket sells the loaf to me. Each link on the production chain pays the government 10% of the price of its product minus 10% of the price it paid for the goods to make that product. Ultimately, the government collects a total of 10 cents on the $1 loaf. At the supermarket, I pay the bread price plus the VAT: $1.10. Maybe that sounds complicated. But it's actually much easier to collect VAT than a national retail sales tax because there is a counterparty to every transaction. The baker can try to avoid paying her share of VAT. But the government will see that the supermarket reported the purchase of her bread, and it can go to the baker and say "you forgot to report your sales." With the individual income tax, we ask the IRS to police tax evaders. With a VAT, the production chain helps to police itself. For most Americans, this is all happening under the hood. All we would see are higher prices and less overall consumption. Who could want such a thing? Maybe all of us. Remember that debt crisis? A VAT could reduce the deficit and its announcement would signal to foreign investors that we're serious about deficit reduction, reducing our long-term interest rates and making it easier to borrow. What's more, if a tax on consumption discourages some consumption, it might encourage Americans to save more, which might not be such a bad thing considering an avalanche of consumer debt added to the last recession.
A2: VAT Hurts Poor

1. No impact—deficit is the biggest internal to economic meltdown

2. VAT is good for poor people

Thompson 2010

Derek, “Value-Added Tax: What You Need to Know” http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2010/04/value-added-tax-what-you-need-to-know/39524/
On the other side, liberals worry that a tax on consumption will hit the poorest the hardest, because lower-income Americans spend more of what they make. But policy makers could solve this regressivity in many ways. Most simply, pairing the VAT with a tax credit for poorer families could actually make the tax progressive. They could also spare some common products from the VAT (indeed, no country's VAT extends over the entire economy, and realistically an American VAT would probably hit only about a third of GDP). Lawmakers would also probably introduce a VAT in exchange for some combination of cuts to income, payroll, or corporate taxes.

A2: VAT not Key

VAT is key—no other method solves the deficit

Murphy 2010

Cait, “VAT: Will the U.S. Adopt a Value-Added Tax?” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503983_162-20001918-503983.html

Despite long-standing political opposition, the VAT is starting to get attention for the simple reason that it may be the best among several bad options. A useful rule of economics is that if something cannot go on forever, it will stop. Current U.S. fiscal trends are unsustainable. At some point, even Congress will recognize this fact and be forced to act. It has three options. Tax the rich: Always a popular idea, but the math doesn't add up. Top tax rates are already likely to go up to almost 40 percent. An increase much above that is counterproductive, reducing incentives to work and invest while creating incentives to find tax shelters and other ways to avoid paying. And the income tax well is neither wide nor deep enough to fill more than a small piece of the $13.8 trillion hole. Ditto for taxing big business more heavily. The U.S. corporate tax rate (35 percent) is already among the highest in the world. Raising that is an excellent way to reduce competitiveness. Cut spending: If government spending were brought into line with revenues, new taxes wouldn't be needed. But that isn't happening. Ellis, of Americans for Tax Reform, points out that even if federal tax revenues return to their 40-year average of 18 to 20 percent of GDP (in 2009, it dipped to about 15 percent), the spending promises on the books for 2010 and beyond start at some 25 percent of GDP. That number is hard to knock down because the majority of federal spending is for Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security, all of which are set to grow briskly as baby boomers retire. No one in either party seems interested in taming these leviathans. "It is almost literally impossible to close the gap on spending alone," says Michael Linden, associate director of Tax and Budget Policy for the left-leaning Center for American Progress.

Dems Not Key to VAT

There is ZERO chance a VAT happens, ever. 

Weigant 2010

Chris, Political Commentator, and Blogger, 4/19, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/a-big-vat-lie_b_543703.html
The fact that this goes against the bedrock belief of all Republicans -- tax cuts cause revenue increases -- has not seemed to dawn on them yet. If you are (for instance) a good Reaganite, then you believe that cutting taxes means government revenues go up -- always. It's a basic tenet of Republicanism. Since Obama cut taxes, you'd think they'd be predicting a flood of government income -- obviating the need for any tax hikes. But, Republicans argue, all that extra spending will overwhelm this and necessitate tax increases. We just know they're coming, because -- did we mention -- Obama is a Democrat, fer cryin' out loud! But once you examine the fantasy tax Republicans are fear-mongering right now, the prospects of its passage are laughably small -- even if Obama were championing the issue (which he most emphatically is not). And why would Republicans be afraid such a tax is going to pass next year, since they feel confident Congress will be much more Republican after the midterms? In other words, if it can't pass this Congress, how in the world is it going to pass the next (more-Republican) one? Here is the reality of the situation (which has been, so far, largely absent in the mainstream media's coverage of this non-debate). Paul Volcker was asked some un-transcribed question. He answered that, in his opinion (he is not an official White House anything, merely an "outside economic advisor" to President Obama), the political climate right now is more favorable to passing a VAT than it used to be. He is wrong about that, but never mind. Nancy Pelosi, using a familiar political dodge, refused to rule out a VAT -- or anything else -- by repeating the canard "everything's on the table." None of this is, by definition, "support" for enacting a VAT, by the way. But that didn't stop Republicans from conflating it all, and gleefully rolling it out as the latest thing to be scared of from Obama's tax-happy White House and the tax-loving Democrats in Congress. The idea of Democrats passing this any time soon is downright ludicrous. In the first place, the value-added tax is like a sales tax on steroids. It is a "regressive" tax, because it hits those with lower incomes hardest. It is not, in any way, shape, or form, "progressive." In the second place, it would drive American manufacturing out of this country (to non-VAT countries) faster than NAFTA. But, to give Republicans a shred of credibility, Obama and the Democrats have passed a regressive tax which hit lower-income folks directly, and they did so almost immediately after taking office (the tobacco tax). And NAFTA passed under a Democratic president. So it's not totally outside the realm of possibility, you might be excused for thinking. But here's the real nail in the coffin of any chances of a VAT passing -- Senator John McCain forced the Senate to take a non-binding vote on the issue just last week (to score political points, of course). His anti-VAT measure passed 85-13. Meaning there is simply no chance of a VAT making it through the Senate, in any foreseeable future. Even if Obama were foolish enough to introduce the idea, it is dead on arrival in the Senate. Period. But while President Obama has shown a certain amount of weasel room on his pledge not to raise taxes on anyone "making less than $200,000 a year" (such as the tobacco tax, or the "Cadillac" health plan tax), and while the official stance now seems to be that Obama won't raise "income taxes" on the under-$200,000 group; it is still pretty easy to see that he's not about to propose any sort of VAT, either now or in the foreseeable future. That 85-13 vote means that a VAT is an issue which is guaranteed to lose in the Senate. And Obama, so far, has not shown any sort of willingness to champion ideas which are proven political losers. And it's hard to see that changing any time soon, either -- no matter how hard Republicans wish it would. The entire issue, as far as I can tell, is nothing more than a gigantic red herring Republicans are desperately trying to drag across the media's (and America's) consciousness. It feeds into Republican resentment that a Democratic Congress and President Obama could actually pass a tax cut which benefits 95 percent of the public. They're angry out there -- really angry -- that their taxes have been lowered, in other words. This leads to dark fantasies of future tax hikes (since they don't have any current ones to get angry about), and this anger has found a target in the particularly dim fantasy of those wily Democrats passing a VAT, somehow. In other words, it's a perfect issue for Republicans to campaign on. Because it is mythological, it's impossible to rationally defend against the hypothetical nature of the argument. Even rebutting the fantastical notion puts Democrats on the defensive and feeds into the Republican talking point. The intelligent way for Democrats to counter the fear-mongering is to laugh at it as a paranoid fantasy of the Right

VAT Bad—Economy Module

VAT hurts growth.

Dubay 2010

Curtis, Opposition to VAT Mounting in House of Representatives, May 17, //blog.heritage.org/?p=33867
The VAT threat will lurk in dark corners until either Congress brings the deficit under control or Obama is ready to bring it out into the open. Until then, murmurings will continue that a VAT is the only way to solve our fiscal mess. Unfortunately, it appears at least to have been part of President Obama’s plan all along to drive spending up rapidly – to “glut the beast” – to make a VAT seem inevitable. If Congress did pass a VAT, it would impose a tremendous increase in the tax burden that would severely curtail economic growth. Everything we buy would jump in price, effectively slashing workers’ and families’ incomes. Even worse, the VAT would permanently cement in place Obama’s big government vision while giving Congress easy access to a never-ending well of our money to dip into each time it wants more money to spend. Because of the enormous cost the VAT would inflict, Senator McCain recently pushed a sense of the Senate resolution that stated: “It is the sense of the Senate that the Value Added Tax increase will cripple families on fixed income and only further push back America’s economic recovery and the Senate opposes a Value Added Tax.”
Economic collapse causes nuclear war

Cook, Retired Federal Analyst for the U.S. Treasury Department, now a writer and consultant, 07 (Richad, June 14th, “"It's Official: The Crash of the U.S. Economy has begun," Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5964)

Times of economic crisis produce international tension and politicians tend to go to war rather than face the economic music . The classic example is the worldwide depression of the 1930s leading to World War II . Conditions in the coming years could be as bad as they were then. We could have a really big war if the U.S. decides once and for all to haul off and let China, or whomever, have it in the chops. If they don't want our dollars or our debt any more, how about a few nukes? 
VAT Bad—Fraud

VAT doesn’t solve deficit—rampant fraud

Dubay 2010

Curtis  “Value-Added Tax: No Easy Fix for the Deficit,” January 21, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/Value-Added-Tax-No-Easy-Fix-for-the-Deficit#_ftn1
VATs are common in other countries, especially in the European Union (EU).[2] Despite the perception that VATs are difficult to evade, data show that fraud to avoid the VAT is widespread in the EU. In fact, the fraud is causing revenue shortfalls large enough that many EU countries are scrambling to prevent the abuse.[3] Under the most common form of the VAT—the credit-invoice method—businesses pay the tax on their purchases and collect it on their sales. After deducting the taxes they paid on purchases from the amounts they collected on sales, businesses remit the difference to the government. This system is supposed to ensure that every business in the supply chain pays the correct amount of tax. For instance, if a business undercharges the VAT to the next company in the production chain, the second company has to pay a higher VAT to the government. The total amount of tax collected by the government remains the same regardless of which company pays it. Therefore, each business has an incentive to make sure the other businesses it deals with are in compliance so they do not pay a bigger share of the tax than required. Fraud persists with the VAT despite the theoretical advantages, mostly in four forms. 1. False Claims of Taxes Paid. Businesses create false invoices for the purchase of inputs they never bought and get bigger deductions for taxes paid than they are entitled to. 2. Credit Claimed for Non-Creditable Purchases. Typically, VATs have a variety of rates and exemptions. For example, basic needs such as food, medicine, and clothing often receive preferential VAT rates or outright exemptions from the tax, as do certain industries considered economically vital or politically sensitive. Businesses that sell both VAT-exempt and non-exempt items have an incentive to allocate the purchase of supplies they use to produce exempt items toward the production of non-exempt items. This improper shifting increases the business’s tax refund because it allows them to claim deductions on their tax returns for the taxes paid on inputs where there should be none. This fraud is common because it is difficult for authorities to prove which supplies the business used to produce the different products. 3. Bogus Traders. Businesses are set up exclusively to produce VAT invoices so other businesses can claim refunds on taxes they never paid. 4. Hidden Sales. Professional service providers, such as doctors and lawyers, often engage in this kind of fraud. They offer relatively high-value services, but their purchases from other businesses are relatively low cost. They charge their unknowing customers full price and collect the proper amount of VAT on the sale. But to the authorities, they show that they charged a lower price. The service provider forwards to the government less tax than it collected from its customers and pockets the difference. It is always hard for tax authorities to determine the actual sales of an intangible good like a service. Many state and local governments in the United States often forego levying sales tax on most services because of this difficulty. Moreover, service providers and individuals can circumvent the tax by agreeing to use cash or barter transactions. This avoids a paper trail altogether and makes it nearly impossible for authorities to prove abuse.[4]

VAT Bad—A2: Solves Deficit

VAT doesn’t solve deficit—EU proves

Dubay 2010

Curtis  “Value-Added Tax: No Easy Fix for the Deficit,” January 21, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/Value-Added-Tax-No-Easy-Fix-for-the-Deficit#_ftn1
A recent study estimates that VAT fraud in the EU creates annual revenue shortfalls as high as 30 percent of potential tax collections in some countries. Shortfalls average 12 percent for all countries in the EU.[5] In comparison, the U.S. Department of Treasury estimated the net tax gap for all taxes in 2005 (the latest available data) stood just under 12 percent of potential receipts.[6] The study also shows it takes years for countries to get up to speed enforcing the VAT. So the U.S. could reasonably expect shortfalls in this range—especially during the early stages of implementing a VAT. Some suggest a VAT rate of 20 percent for the U.S. At this rate, it would have raised $1.26 trillion based on the size of the economy in 2008,[7] a 50 percent tax increase for that year. Based on the data from EU countries and the size of the economy in 2008, the U.S. would likely have had a VAT receipts gap of between $156 billion (if its enforcement efforts were exemplary and it limited the tax gap to the EU average) and $390 billion (if they were not). This figure would grow in future years as the economy expands. Annual shortfalls of these magnitudes would prevent a VAT from eliminating the deficit and lowering the debt. If it passed a VAT, Congress would undoubtedly budget based on the expectation of receiving all the revenue it anticipates the tax raising. When the revenue comes in short, as it surely would, the deficit would increase by the amount of the gap, and a substantial deficit would persist. A VAT would fail to close the exploding deficits forecast for future years as businesses would engage in all kinds of fraud to avoid paying the VAT. The deficits that remain year after year would lead to continuous calls for even higher taxes, which would lead to more fraud and bigger deficits. Congress should end this cycle by simply restraining spending to historical levels and scrapping higher taxes, including the VAT.
VAT Bad—A2: Solves Econ

VAT wouldn‘t go into effect for years—won’t solve short term economic decline.

Thompson 2010

Derek, “Value-Added Tax: What You Need to Know” http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2010/04/value-added-tax-what-you-need-to-know/39524/

Of course, a VAT could take years to set up and special interests would carve it up with exemptions, just as they have for the rest of the tax system. But there are reasons for both liberals and conservatives to support the VAT. Conservatives want a tax system with a broader base and lower marginal rates. Liberals want to protect programs like Medicare and education spending with new taxes that don't overburden lower-income families. A VAT would serve both interests.
VAT Impossible for the next decade

Murphy 2010

Cait, “VAT: Will the U.S. Adopt a Value-Added Tax?” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503983_162-20001918-503983.html

To be sure, no one expects a VAT to join the tax code this year or next. But what about by 2020? The odds narrow sharply. "There's very little chance in the next few years," says Brian Harris, a senior research associate at Brookings, a left-of-center think tank, "but a substantial chance in the next decade or so." And Ryan Ellis, tax policy director at the right-of-center Americans for Tax Reform, who loathes the idea, says of the VAT, "I think it's coming, in the next five to 10 years certainly."
***IMMIGRATION***

Dems Key Immigration Reform
Democratic wins key to immigration reform
Darrell West, Vice President and Director, Governance Studies, Brookings Institution and Thomas E. Mann, Senior Fellow, Governance Studies, Brookings Institution, “Prospects for Immigration Reform in the New Political Climate,” BROOKINGS IMMIGRATION SERIES n. 2, July 2009, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2009/07_immigration_mann_west/07_immigration_mann_west.pdf, accessed 8-20-09.

Immigration reform in the new political landscape will be shaped by a popular Democratic president armed with substantial Democratic majorities in the House and Senate. However, unified party control of the national government does not guarantee comprehensive policy-making. Democrats controlled Congress and the presidency during the Carter administration but were unable to reform energy policy. During the Clinton administration, Democrats were in a similarly strong political position, yet could not enact the centerpiece of the president’s domestic agenda: health-care reform. Still, on controversial subjects requiring intricate compromise, it helps to have one party clearly in charge. This institutional position makes it easier to negotiate policy differences because it narrows the range of principles that must be negotiated. Such a dynamic is especially the case during periods of extreme polarization of the sort witnessed in recent years. With each party striving for electoral advantage and extremes from each party demanding ideologically pure responses, it is difficult to enact comprehensive measures. Contentious issues such as immigration reform require some support within the opposition party to firm up or compensate for majority party members that might defect under cross-pressures. The supermajority hurdles in the Senate that flow from the filibuster also necessitate bargaining across party lines. The new climate facilitates reform because it features renewed attention to big ideas and bold policy actions. The 2008 election took place against a backdrop of a global recession, destabilized financial institutions and a strong sense among the American public that old policy approaches were failing and new ones were required. An October 2008 CBS/New York Times national survey found that only 7 percent of Americans thought the country was headed in the right direction while 89 percent felt it was seriously off track. After President Obama’s first 100 days, that 7 percent had jumped to nearly 50 percent. With massive public discontent and big majorities, President Obama has pledged a new policy course in areas from financial regulation and education to health care and energy. As reflected in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, there is a willingness to tackle tough issues and try new policy approaches. In his inaugural address, Obama promised to alter the status quo. Noting that critics had complained that he had “too many big plans,” the chief executive responded that “the ground has shifted” and it was time for action. On immigration reform, Obama has expressed support for comprehensive legislation. At a March 18 town hall meeting in Costa Mesa, Calif., he explained that “I know this is an emotional issue. I know it's a controversial issue. I know that the people get real riled up politically about this, but ultimately, here's what I believe: We are a nation of immigrants ... I don't think that we can do this piecemeal.” During his April 29 press conference, the president reiterated his desire to move the process forward, saying “We can't continue with a broken immigration system. It's not good for anybody. It's not good for American workers. It's dangerous for Mexican would-be workers who are trying to cross a dangerous border.” With experienced leaders in key departments, the Obama administration is well-positioned to achieve immigration reform. For example, Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano is a former governor of Arizona who brings detailed immigration knowledge and political skills. Commerce Secretary Gary Locke is an Asian American who presided as governor of Washington, a state with considerable in-migration, especially from Asian countries.

GOP MIDTERM VICTORY REVENTS IMMIGRATION REFORM

Leonard 2009
Andrew Leonard, “Obama’s Secret Plan for a Successful Presidency,” SALON, 10-16-09, http://www.salon.com/technology/how_the_world_works/2009/10/16/obamas_secret_plan_for_a_successful_presidency/print.html, accessed 12-5-09.

The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.
Dems Key Immigration Reform
Democratic Majority key to Immigration Reform

Darrell West, Vice President and Director, Governance Studies, Brookings Institution and Thomas E. Mann, Senior Fellow, Governance Studies, Brookings Institution, “Prospects for Immigration Reform in the New Political Climate,” BROOKINGS IMMIGRATION SERIES n. 2, July 2009, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2009/07_immigration_mann_west/07_immigration_mann_west.pdf, accessed 8-20-09.

Immigration reform in the new political landscape will be shaped by a popular Democratic president armed with substantial Democratic majorities in the House and Senate. However, unified party control of the national government does not guarantee comprehensive policy-making. Democrats controlled Congress and the presidency during the Carter administration but were unable to reform energy policy. During the Clinton administration, Democrats were in a similarly strong political position, yet could not enact the centerpiece of the president’s domestic agenda: health-care reform. Still, on controversial subjects requiring intricate compromise, it helps to have one party clearly in charge. This institutional position makes it easier to negotiate policy differences because it narrows the range of principles that must be negotiated. Such a dynamic is especially the case during periods of extreme polarization of the sort witnessed in recent years. With each party striving for electoral advantage and extremes from each party demanding ideologically pure responses, it is difficult to enact comprehensive measures. Contentious issues such as immigration reform require some support within the opposition party to firm up or compensate for majority party members that might defect under cross-pressures. The supermajority hurdles in the Senate that flow from the filibuster also necessitate bargaining across party lines. The new climate facilitates reform because it features renewed attention to big ideas and bold policy actions. The 2008 election took place against a backdrop of a global recession, destabilized financial institutions and a strong sense among the American public that old policy approaches were failing and new ones were required. An October 2008 CBS/New York Times national survey found that only 7 percent of Americans thought the country was headed in the right direction while 89 percent felt it was seriously off track. After President Obama’s first 100 days, that 7 percent had jumped to nearly 50 percent. With massive public discontent and big majorities, President Obama has pledged a new policy course in areas from financial regulation and education to health care and energy. As reflected in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, there is a willingness to tackle tough issues and try new policy approaches. In his inaugural address, Obama promised to alter the status quo. Noting that critics had complained that he had “too many big plans,” the chief executive responded that “the ground has shifted” and it was time for action. On immigration reform, Obama has expressed support for comprehensive legislation. At a March 18 town hall meeting in Costa Mesa, Calif., he explained that “I know this is an emotional issue. I know it's a controversial issue. I know that the people get real riled up politically about this, but ultimately, here's what I believe: We are a nation of immigrants ... I don't think that we can do this piecemeal.” During his April 29 press conference, the president reiterated his desire to move the process forward, saying “We can't continue with a broken immigration system. It's not good for anybody. It's not good for American workers. It's dangerous for Mexican would-be workers who are trying to cross a dangerous border.” With experienced leaders in key departments, the Obama administration is well-positioned to achieve immigration reform. For example, Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano is a former governor of Arizona who brings detailed immigration knowledge and political skills. Commerce Secretary Gary Locke is an Asian American who presided as governor of Washington, a state with considerable in-migration, especially from Asian countries.

Immigration Reform Good—Econ

Immigration Reform saves the econ

Marshall Fitz and Angela Kelly, "Immigration Reform Will Enhance Economic Recovery," Center for American Progress, 12-16-09, www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/12/pdf/immigration_economy.pdf, accessed 5-1-10.

It is clear that we have an integrated, albeit unregulated, North American labor market and that the market is highly sensitive to changing economic conditions in the United States. Yet our immigration policies have failed to regulate this market, cannot respond to changing economic conditions, and have actually warped the economic incentives of undocumented migrants. Reforming our immigration laws will increase our tax base, boost growth, and strengthen our economic recovery.

Economic collapse causes nuclear war

Cook, Retired Federal Analyst for the U.S. Treasury Department, now a writer and consultant, 07 (Richad, June 14th, “"It's Official: The Crash of the U.S. Economy has begun," Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5964)

Times of economic crisis produce international tension and politicians tend to go to war rather than face the economic music . The classic example is the worldwide depression of the 1930s leading to World War II . Conditions in the coming years could be as bad as they were then. We could have a really big war if the U.S. decides once and for all to haul off and let China, or whomever, have it in the chops. If they don't want our dollars or our debt any more, how about a few nukes? 
Immigration Reform Good—Econ 

Immigration Reform is key to economic growth.
Fitz and Kelly 2009
Marshall Fitz and Angela Kelly, "Immigration Reform Will Enhance Economic Recovery," Center for American Progress, 12-16-09, www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/12/pdf/immigration_economy.pdf, 

The economy has stabilized and is beginning to show signs of a slow recovery, but unemployment remains at historic levels.1 The recession has devastated the nation’s workforce and savings, and the federal government’s top domestic priority for the foreseeable future must be on job creation and economic growth. Against this backdrop, it may seem counterintuitive to argue that now is the time for immigration reform. But it actually makes perfect sense. Undocumented immigration levels have dropped precipitously as a result of the recession. And that diminished pressure offers breathing room to rationalize our immigration policies and implement reforms that will promote economic growth while restoring control over our borders and in our workplaces. Requiring undocumented workers to register, get legal, pay taxes, and learn English will level the playing field for all workers and all employers. Developing new legal channels to funnel future economic migrants and better enforcement mechanisms to keep employers honest and target criminals will restore the rule of law. A look at the nexus between migration levels and the state of the economy brings into sharp relief how immigration reform can help drive economic growth, and why now is the right time to move forward.
Economic decline results in nuclear war.

Bearden 2000

T.E., Fellow, Alpha Foundation’s Institute for Advaned Study & Director, Association of Distinguished American Scientists, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How to Solve It Quickly,”, June 12, www.cheniere.org/techpapers/Unnecessary%20Energy%20Crisis.doc, 

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions.  Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released.  As an example, suppose a starving North Korea {2} launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response.  Or suppose a desperate China whose long range nuclear missiles can reach the United States attacks Taiwan.  In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary.  The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed.  Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all, is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible.  As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs, with a great percent of the WMD arsenals being unleashed .  The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.

Immigration Reform Good—Terrorism Module
Immigration Reform Key to Terrorism

Griswold 2002

Daniel T., Associate Director, Center for Trade Policy Studies, Cato Institute, “Willing Workers: Fixing the Problem of Illegal Mexican Migration to the United States,” TRADE POLICY ANALYSIS n. 19, 10-15-02, http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/pas/tpa-019.pdf
Members of Congress rightly understood, when crafting the legislation, that Mexican migration is not a threat to national security. Indeed, legalizing and regularizing the movement of workers across the U.S.-Mexican border could enhance our national security by bringing much of the underground labor market into the open, encouraging newly documented workers to cooperate fully with law enforcement officials, and freeing resources for border security and the war on terrorism. Legalization of Mexican migration would drain a large part of the underground swamp that facilitates illegal immigration. It would reduce the demand for fraudulent documents, which in turn would reduce the supply available for terrorists trying to operate surreptitiously inside the United States. It would encourage millions of currently undocumented workers to make themselves known to authorities by registering with the government, reducing cover for terrorists who manage to enter the country and overstay their visas. Legalization would allow the government to devote more of its resources to keeping terrorists out of the country. Before September 11, the U.S. government had stationed more than four times as many border enforcement agents on the Mexican border as along the Canadian border, even though the Canadian border is more than twice as long and has been the preferred border of entry for Middle Easterners trying to enter the United States illegally.74 A system that allows Mexican workers to enter the United States legally would free up thousands of government personnel and save an estimated $3 billion a year75—resources that would then be available to fight terrorism.
A nuclear terrorist attack against the US spurs retaliation, killing millions

Easterbrook, visiting fellow - Brookings Institute, 2001 [Gregg, CNN,November 2, 2001, p. lexis]
Terrorists may not be held by this, especially suicidal terrorists,  of the  kind that al Qaeda is attempting to cultivate.  But I think, if I could leave you with one message, it would be this: that the search for terrorist atomic weapons would be of great benefit to the Muslim peoples of the world in addition to members, to people of the United States and Western Europe, because if an atomic warhead goes off in Washington, say, in the current environment or anything like it, in the 24 hours that followed, a hundred million Muslims would die as U.S. nuclear bombs rained down on every conceivable military target in a dozen Muslim countries
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