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***1NC Shell***
Oil prices are massively declining now
Gue, Bachelor’s degree in economics and management and master’s degree in finance at U of London, co-editor of
The Partnership, 5-26-2010 (Elliot, “Limited Downside for Oil Prices”, 
http://www.investingdaily.com/tes/17349/limited-downside-for-oil-prices.html)
On a closing basis, oil prices have declined as much as 24 percent since topping out on April 6. The recent pullback in crude prices resembles the three smaller corrections listed on the table in terms of duration and severity. In an “average” correction oil would retest summer 2009 lows of just under $60 a barrel and would last until September.  I see a retest of the July 2009 lows as a worst-case scenario for oil this year. My base case remains that crude bottoms at $65 to $70 a barrel before rallying to new recovery highs of close to $100 a barrel by year-end.  One thing is certain: Despite what you may have heard on television, there’s nothing unprecedented or magical about the recent pullback in oil prices. It’s part of the normal trading pattern and is entirely consistent with corrections in previous bull markets.  Supply and Demand My case that oil is nearing an important low is backed by far more than just historical precedent; the economics of supply and demand are turning in favor of crude.  As you can see in the graph below, US oil demand is on the rise.   Source: Energy Information Administration  The Energy Information Administration (EIA) releases weekly data showing the total petroleum products supplied in the US market, including motor gasoline, jet fuel and distillates such as diesel. The above graph compares the four-week average of demand to the same four-week period a year earlier.  It’s not hard to see that US oil demand declined by as much as 10 percent during the 2008-09 recession and credit crunch. The decline was of far greater magnitude and lasted for much longer than aftermath of the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, also visible on the chart. But since the beginning of the year, oil demand is up 5 percent from a year ago.  According to the EIA’s most recent data, total US demand for petroleum products is up 4.8 percent year over year. Gasoline demand is up 2.1 percent, jet fuel demand is up 4.3 percent and distillates consumption is up 12.3 percent. With oil and gasoline prices declining from recent highs just as the US moves into the peak-demand summer driving season, I see the potential for even larger growth over the summer months.
Rapids and slow withdrawal both increase risk premium on investors for crude oil prices
Energy tech stocks 9/12/07 – Cites George Friedman a noted political scientist and head of the private intelligence firm Stratfor
http://energytechstocks.com/wp/?p=272 

According to Friedman, the other choices Washington has that would be even worse than creating a DMZ include the rapid withdrawal of U.S. troops, which Friedman said would leave the Saudis completely exposed and force them to cede to Iran at least partial control over Saudi oilfields. Another option – a slow withdrawal – would be “by far the most irrational,” according to Friedman, because it would cost a great many U.S. lives and still leave Saudi Arabia politically exposed to Iran. The only other option Friedman sees – continuing the present U.S. policy – ties up too many U.S. forces, leaving America vulnerable to military opportunism by Russia and others, he said. Friedman cautioned that the DMZ option carries a heavy price tag: the sacrifice of the independent Kurdish province in northern Iraq. Friedman believes that a U.S. troop withdrawal would quickly lead to Turkish troops exerting control over Kurdistan. “If the Kurds resist, there will be a shooting war. It will be short and sweet,” with the Kurds on the losing end, according to Friedman. Looking at Friedman’s forecast from an energy perspective, all this military redeployment in the world’s most important oil region likely would increase the war risk premium traders put on crude prices. Over the long term, however, it’s possible the energy market would take comfort in knowing that any attempt to take over Saudi Arabia’s oilfields – the most important oilfields in the world – would be openly met with a major show of American force. 

***1NC Shell***

Oil price spike collapses the global economy
Kenneth M. Pollack (Director of Research at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the

Brookings Institution. From 1995 to 1996 and 1999 to 2001, he served as Director for Persian Gulf

Affairs on the staff of the National Security Council) 2003 “ Securing the Gulf “ 
America's primary interest in the Persian Gulf lies in ensuring the free and stable flow of oil from the region to the world at large. This fact has nothing to do with the conspiracy theories leveled against the Bush administration during the run-up to the recent war. U.S. interests do not center on whether gas is $2 or $3 at the pump, or whether Exxon gets contracts instead of Lukoil or Total. Nor do they depend on the amount of oil that the United States itself imports from the Persian Gulf or anywhere else. The reason the United States has a legitimate and critical interest in seeing that Persian Gulf oil continues to flow copiously and relatively cheaply is simply that the global economy built over the last 50 years rests on a foundation of inexpensive, plentiful oil, and if that foundation were removed, the global economy would collapse. Today, roughly 25 percent of the world's oil production comes from the Persian Gulf, with Saudi Arabia alone responsible for roughly 15 percent -- a figure expected to increase rather than decrease in the future. The Persian Gulf region has as much as two-thirds of the world's proven oil reserves, and its oil is absurdly economical to produce, with a barrel from Saudi Arabia costing anywhere from a fifth to a tenth of the price of a barrel from Russia. Saudi Arabia is not only the world's largest oil producer and the holder of the world's largest oil reserves, but it also has a majority of the world's excess production capacity, which the Saudis use to stabilize and control the price of oil by increasing or decreasing production as needed. Because of the importance of both Saudi production and Saudi slack capacity, the sudden loss of the Saudi oil network would plyze the global economy, probably causing a global downturn at least as devastating as the Great Depression of the 1930s, if not worse. So the fact that the United States does not import most of its oil from the Persian Gulf is irrelevant: if Saudi oil production were to vanish, the price of oil in general would shoot through the ceiling, destroying the American economy along with everybody else's. 

Econ collapse causes power vacuum multiple nuclear wars, terrorism, and extinction

 Aaron L. Friedberg (professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University,  served from 2003 to 2005 in the office of the Vice President of the United States as deputy assistant for national-security affairs and director of policy planning. PhD in Politics from Harvard) and Gabriel Schoenfeld (senior fellow at the Hudson Institute in Washington DC and a resident scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton) October 21, 2008 “The Dangers of a Diminished America” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html?mod=rss_opinion_main

Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future?  Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern.  If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk.  In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability.  The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures.

Oil Prices Low – Generic/Laundry List

Oil prices down 12 percent since May 3rd
Balamane 6-2-2010 (Lila, National gas prices fall despite Gulf disaster, http://tigerweekly.com/print/06-02-2010/14717/national-gas-prices-fall-despite-gulf-disaster)
Rising concerns about the poor status of the global economy have already aided in wholesale gas prices plummeting by 25 cents in past weeks. Pump prices nationwide this summer are expected to average from $2.91 to just below last summer's peak at $2.70, which appears extraordinary when compared to the $4.11 peak in gasoline prices in July 2008.  Since May 3, oil prices have declined by 12 percent to $76.20 a barrel, and gasoline prices have declined by ten percent to $2.19 a gallon.  The European debt crisis sent investors flocking to the now relatively safe dollar, lowering the analytical forecast of well above $3 a gallon retail average. Gasoline supplies have also risen about five percent since the outpost from national refineries has been growing faster than the demand.  When Tiger Weekly asked about the debt crisis overseas, chemical engineer Cherif B. of Dow Chemical Co. said, "Greece is the reason Europe is in debt. Greece is in a financial crisis due to carelessness that the European Union now has to fix."  The wild cards in this situation that could quickly change the luck of the draw are the currently muted violence in Nigeria and tensions in the Middle East. If uproar rises in these areas, national leaders and engineers may once again suffer many sleepless nights.  Analysts concur that the massive oil spill in the Gulf has no real impact on fuel prices due to its minimal impact on petroleum production.  Though the slightly favored price adjustment may not have a significant impact on the lifestyle of consumers, most motorists are glad to know that they will be able to save up some extra pocket change this summer. Cherif B. joked that he would like to visit Paris or London this summer since the rise of the dollar has promoted a "cheap trip to Europe."  These days, when the dollar goes up, oil prices go down. Just steer clear of BP oil. It may be tainted. 
 
World prices lower
Landers, Daily News, 6-4-2010 (Barry, “Purchasing choices can send a message”, 
http://www.canada.com/Purchasing+choices+send+message/3111576/story.html
Nanaimo stations are always first to raise prices and they only lower them long after world oil prices have declined.  World oil prices have decreased significantly and gas prices in the U.S.A. and the rest of Canada are much lower, but as usual, Nanaimo prices have not moved except for the usual raise of 10 cents per litre (45 cents per gallon or about $7 per average car fill up) then drop it 2 cents per litre ( 9.8 cents per gallon) a day or so later then sit on the higher prices scam.  Perhaps they might be inclined to consider their actions if customers did all their business at the pump and did not enter their convenience store. 

Oil Prices Low – European Debt Crisis

Prefer our statistical evidence
Khanvilkar, Bloomberg UTV, 6-8-2010 (Laxmikant, “Commodity Watch: Oil steady near $71/bbl”, http://www.bloombergutv.com/stock-market/commodities-market-news/53088/commodity-watch--oil-steady-near--71-bbl.html)
NYMEX crude for July delivery was up 24 cents at $71.68 a barrel, after settling down 7 cents a day earlier. US crude oil prices have declined by more than 18% since hitting a 19-month high above $87 a barrel in early May. According to survey crude inventories is likely to show a decline of 900,000 barrels last week as the country took fewer imports. Meanwhile, distillate stocks are seen up. The European debt crisis and the weak jobs picture could mean a cut in oil demand projections as the leading forecasters figure in less than rosy economic growth.
Oil Prices Low – Economy

Oil prices down now because of the economy
Whipple, staff writer, 5-27-2010 (Scott, “Gasoline prices drop in time for holiday weekend”, 
http://www.bristolpress.com/articles/2010/05/27/business/doc4bff3033b7244168170321.txt)
As Memorial Day weekend nears motorists in the state, expecting the usual increase in fuel prices, are in for a pleasant surprise. The gas price trend toward higher prices at the pumps has been reversed. Motor fuels prices in the nation and the state are declining — down by more than 9 cents a gallon over the last few weeks to a statewide average of $2.96 for regular. This decrease has followed a decrease in the world price of a barrel of crude oil. May 3 that price was $83; Thursday it traded at $73. Crude oil prices have declined largely as a result of a world economy still not in measurable recovery, a US economy that remains sluggish and lower consumer demand for energy overall, and for gradually building inventories.  “We expect that, all things with the world economy being equal, motor fuels prices may continue to decline a bit through the 4th of July,” said Gene Guilford, Jr., president of the Independent Connecticut Petroleum Association. “Nationally, daily demand for gasoline has decreased from 9.6 million barrels per day down to approximately 9.2 million barrels today, another factor contributing to decreasing gasoline prices.”
 

 

Oil Prices Low – Tropical Storm
Oil prices falling now – tropical storm
Sydney Morning Herald June 29, 2010 “Oil prices fall as supply concerns ease” http://www.smh.com.au/business/markets/oil-prices-fall-as-supply-concerns-ease-20100629-zfrr.html
Oil prices fell as tropical storm Aleax appeared on course to spare energy platforms in the Gulf of Mexico, easing supply concerns that have underpinned prices. New York's main contract, light sweet crude for delivery in August, closed at $US78.25 a barrel, down 61 cents from Friday. London's Brent North Sea crude for August slid 53 cents to settle at $US77.59.  Oil prices had jumped last week as the market fretted about the potential impact of Alex on global energy supplies and the disaster operations involved in the massive BP oil spill, pushing the New York contract $US2.35 higher on Friday. 
A2 Alt Cause – Oil Spill

Recent oil spill isn’t an alt cause – change in production was minimal
Habiby, Bloomberg, 6-21-2010 (Margot, “Post-Spill Costs May Not Boost Oil Price Much, Economist Says”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-06-21/post-spill-costs-may-not-boost-oil-price-much-economist-says.html)
A 20 percent increase in deepwater drilling costs for the U.S. Gulf of Mexico would have a minimal effect on global oil and gas prices, according to the former chief energy economist with the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas.  The costs from regulatory safeguards that may be imposed in the wake of the BP Plc oil spill would add about 18 cents a barrel to oil prices in 2011 and 28 cents in 2035, or about 0.5 cent and 0.8 cent per gallon of gasoline, said Stephen P.A. Brown, an Arlington, Texas-based non-resident fellow at Resources for the Future, a nonprofit energy research firm.  “The estimated effect of 20 percent higher costs for U.S. deepwater and ultra-deepwater drilling on the world oil price is relatively slight because the change in U.S. offshore-production is very small when seen in the context of the world oil market,” he said in a report published today.
 
Withdrawal Increase Oil Prices – Stability

US military withdrawal risks high oil prices.

Tony Batt, Stephens Washington Bureau. “Porter ties U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq to $9 Gasoline.” Aug. 30, 2007. http://www.lvrj.com/news/9466252.html
WASHINGTON -- Gasoline prices could rise to about $9 per gallon if the United States withdraws troops from Iraq prematurely, Rep. Jon Porter said he was told on a trip to Iraq that ended this week. The Nevada Republican, who returned Tuesday from his fourth trip to Iraq, met with U.S. Army Gen. David Petraeus, U.S. Ambassador Ryan Crocker, Iraqi Deputy President Tariq al-Hashimi and Iraqi Deputy Prime Minister Barham Saleh. "To a person, they said there would be genocide, gas prices in the U.S. would rise to eight or nine dollars a gallon, al-Qaida would continue its expansion, and Iran would take over that portion of the world if we leave," Porter said Wednesday in a phone interview from Las Vegas. Porter did not elaborate on the assessment that gasoline prices could spike. His spokesman, Matt Leffingwell, said afterward that the scenario "makes sense if Iran moves into Iraq." Porter "can't speculate directly on what is going to happen with gas prices, but the market prices for oil reflect the stability in that region," Leffingwell said.

American withdrawal raises gas prices – top commanders agree 

Eisman 8 (Dale, April 9, “ Petraeus says withdrawal from Iraq would drive up gas prices”, http://hamptonroads.com/2008/04/petraeus-says-withdrawal-iraq-would-drive-gas-prices),
, The Virginian-Pilot, PilotOnline.com, ,  

The war in Iraq and a potential American withdrawal from that country have “ripple effects that certainly will ripple all the way into the U.S.” America’s top military commander in Iraq told lawmakers today. Under questioning by Rep. Randy Forbes, R-4th District, Gen. David Petraeus suggested that an early exit by American troops could disrupt the flow of oil from Iraq and push today’s record-high U.S. gasoline prices even higher. U.S. withdrawal also could help Al-Qaida establish a base in Iraq for terrorist attacks in the U.S., Petraeus said. “We have an enormous interest in getting this right,” the general added. Petraeus and Ryan Crocker, the American ambassador to Iraq, were spending a second day on Capitol Hill, this time appearing before the House Armed Services Committee and the House Foreign Affairs Committee.       

Withdrawal Increase Oil Pirces – Pipeline Sabotage

Withdrawal would undermine iraq’s oil security and increase global oil prices
Carafano and Phillips 10/5/06 - James Jay Carafano is a Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security, and James Phillips is a Research Fellow in Middle East ern Studies in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation.
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/10/The-Dangerous-Consequences-of-Cutting-and-Running-in-Iraq 

Anarchy in Iraq and the possible breakup of the country into autonomous regions would severely affect Iraq’s oil exports. In 2005, Iraq produced about 1.9 million barrels per day (MBD) of oil and exported about 1.4 MBD. By June 2006, Iraqi oil production had risen to 2.5 MBD, and it has been on the rise ever since. A U.S. withdrawal would undermine the security of oil pipelines and other facilities and increase the vulnerability of Iraqi oil production to sabotage. The resulting drop in Iraqi oil exports would increase the upward pressure on world oil prices in an already tight oil market. Energy uncertainty would be increased further if Iraq splintered and Iran gained domination over a Shia-dominated rump state in the oil-rich south. 
Oil prices rise globally – U.S. withdrawal from Iraq makes pipelines vulnerable 
Bukay 10 (May 12, “Should the U.S. Immediately Begin Withdrawal from Iraq?”, http://www.answerbag.com/debates/us-immediately-withdrawal-iraq_1855460))–
, Dr., University of Haifa, (David, , ,  

Anarchy in Iraq and the possible breakup of the country into autonomous regions would severely affect Iraq’s oil exports. In 2005, Iraq produced about 1.9 million barrels per day (MBD) of oil and exported about 1.4 MBD. By June 2006, Iraqi oil production had risen to 2.5 MBD, and it has been on the rise ever since. A U.S. withdrawal would undermine the security of oil pipelines and other facilities and increase the vulnerability of Iraqi oil production to sabotage. The resulting drop in Iraqi oil exports would increase the upward pressure on world oil prices in an already tight oil market. Energy uncertainty would be increased further if Iraq splintered and Iran gained domination over a Shia-dominated rump state in the oil-rich south.     

Withdrawal Increases Oil Prices – Risk Premium
Withdrawal would raise risk premiums and raise prices since investors fear Iraq would fall into turmoil
Nixon 10/25/06 - Simon, founding editor of MoneyWeek and City editor of The Week.
http://www.moneyweek.com/news-and-charts/economics/the-iraq-war-a-disaster-for-bush-and-blair-but-not-for-markets.aspx 

Now consider the consequences of a US/UK defeat in Iraq and a withdrawal from the region – since, let’s face it, that’s where we’re heading. The first thing to note is that it will curb US enthusiasm for further imperial adventures. Look at the response to the North Korean nuclear test to see how badly its authority has been weakened. As a result, a war with Iran is virtually impossible to imagine now – a message not lost on the markets, where the price of oil has fallen to $60 a barrel from over $75. That’s still pretty high – twice the level before the Iraq adventure. The residual risk premium in the oil price reflects fears that US failure in Iraq could lead to a regional conflict, as neighbouring powers such as Iran, Turkey and Saudi Arabia try to prevent instability spreading. More likely, Iraq’s neighbours will cooperate to prevent their own countries becoming engulfed in the mayhem. Certainly, Iran has emerged much strengthened by the Iraq fiasco. That may be a blow to US pride, but it may not be such a bad thing. Beyond its current leadership, Iran is a subtle and sophisticated country that may yet prove a better guarantor of regional stability – albeit not the liberal democracy of Bush’s dreams – than the US. 
Withdrawal creates geopolitical uncertainty that causes oil prices to spike
Reimbold 12/1/08 – Jason, Director of Capital Markets for the PLS A&D Group, Reimbold founded www.GlobalOilWatch.com, an energy research portal for industry analysts and investors
It has been an interesting year in the oil and gas industry to say the least. At the start of the year, the market witnessed oil breaking the $100 threshold, but that was only the beginning.Throughout most of the year, oil tested the ceiling ultimately peaking at $145.29 on the NYMEX. In fact, in my January article “Can this boom be sustained”?, I stated that the combination of global supply and demand issues in addition to geopolitical uncertainty would be the primary driver of high energy prices and that we could expect record prices for oil provided the world did not enter into a global recession. Unfortunately, since late third quarter, the market has indeed been exhibiting the characteristics of such a recession.  The recent decline in the price of crude has been partially motivated by slowing demand in the US and other OECD nations, but it is important to point out that demand destruction was not the primary driver of this decline. The US credit crisis had a much greater impact worldwide than analysts had projected. Dissolving financial institutions, chaotic markets, and a federal bailout were a shock to both the world and the oil and gas industry. As financial chaos propagated through the US and global markets, the price of crude began to drop precipitously. At the time of publishing, the NYMEX futures price for crude had fallen as low as $62.73 which is a 56.8% drop from the July high of $145.29 per barrel.  The financial crisis has had a much greater impact on the price of crude this quarter than geopolitical uncertainty. This was demonstrated when OPEC announced a cut of $1.5 MMbpd in production in late October and the price of crude failed to increase. Nevertheless, the fundamentals should easily support oil prices above $50, and the markets are likely to see $100 oil again in the coming year.  In OECD countries, the demand for oil declined 2.6% in the first three quarters of 2008, and decline is projected to remain on trend. The EIA estimates consumption will decrease throughout 2009 to 48.37 MMbpd down from 49.09 MMbpd in fourth quarter 2008.  In contrast, non-OECD nations are estimated to increase consumption in 2009 by 3%, resulting in an increase of total worldwide consumption to 88.16 MMbpd, thereby outstripping estimated supply for 2009.  Total world oil production is expected to increase to 87.53 MMbpd by the end of 2009, and it’s reasonable to expect crude prices to remain elevated due to tight supply. Contributing to supply problems, the development of US reserves could be hindered by an adverse taxation policy that may be implemented by the new administration in Washington. New corporate taxes and shrinking CAPEX budgets, that have been the result of tightening capital markets, could further impede the development of domestic reserves thus supporting a higher floor for the price of crude. At the time of publishing, the NYMEX forward curve indicated a crude oil price of $74.33 for December 2009 delivery. In October, Barclays was projecting an average of $75 oil for 2009 while the EIA published the most aggressive projection of $112 per barrel for WTI. Although we may not see $140 oil in 2009, $40 oil appears improbable.   Furthermore, we are unlikely to see a lull in geopolitical uncertainty in the coming months. In fact, worldwide financial strain in addition to diminishing natural resources may lead to greater instability especially if the withdraw of US forces from Iraq is executed in an imprudent manner. 
Withdrawal Increase Oil Prices – Iran Take-over

US withdrawal from Iraq causes Iranian control – oil prices rise 

CSMN news, 2006 (last cited) “Pickens ties oil price to Iraq withdrawal”, http://www.csmn.cc/news_dis.asp?tb=xtb&id=56),
Oil may surpass $100 a barrel in a "worst-case" scenario where Iran exploits any withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq, billionaire Boone Pickens says. Oil prices in New York will rise to $80 a barrel within six months, said Pickens, whose bullish bets on energy have propelled him into the Forbes list of the richest Americans. Further gains may be triggered by "geopolitical events," he said during a visit last week to China, the world's second-biggest oil market. "If we pulled out of Iraq and take the worst case, that the Iranians moved into the void, if there was a void,and they pulled a lot of oil for the Iranians and then the Iraqis rebelled, that could run oil prices pretty high," said Pickens, who oversees more than $4 billion at Dallas-based BP Capital LLC hedge fund. Pickens predicted July 5, 2006, that crude would climb to $80 a barrel before the start of 2007. Oil futures touched $78.40 on July 14, 2006, the highest since trading began on the New York Mercantile Exchange in 1983. The futures peaked at more than $76 last week. "Oil prices will be $80 before I am 80," Pickens said in Beijing, noting that his 80th birthday is next May. Oil prices have risen fourfold since November 2001 on soaring demand led by China. Pickens' comments echo increased concern in industrialized nations about the capacity among oil producers to meet soaring demand as the world economy absorbs record-high prices. Oil prices are over $70 a barrel because suppliers are having "great difficulty" keeping up with increasing global demand, U.S. Energy Secretary Samuel Bodman said last week.
Withdrawal Increase Oil Prices – Emperical
Empirical proof – US presence has produced a huge boom to investors for Iraqi oil
Nixon 10/25/06 - Simon, founding editor of MoneyWeek and City editor of The Week.
http://www.moneyweek.com/news-and-charts/economics/the-iraq-war-a-disaster-for-bush-and-blair-but-not-for-markets.aspx 

In fact, those consequences may prove benign. To see why, consider the economic impact of the war so far. The three and a half years since the US invasion of Iraq has proved a huge boon to investors, bearing out the old Rothschild maxim: “Buy on the sound of gunfire.” The markets hit their low point in March 2003, just before the war began, and have never looked back since. Today, the Dow stands at an all-time high, European indices stand at five-year highs, and global growth has been robust. 

It took 6 years of US presence to make investors feel safe in investing in Iraqi oil
Cogan 7/1/2009 - James, The Daily Paul
http://www.dailypaul.com/node/98089 

It has taken more than six years of carnage—far longer than any pro-war analyst would have predicted—to establish the conditions where major corporations feel sufficiently confident to begin making substantial investments in Iraq’s oil industry. Iraqi resistance to the US invasion had first to be drowned in blood and the population reduced to a state of terror and insecurity. 

Perception Controls Oil Prices
Speculators make predictions that mirror the real economy – and those control prices
Warner 10/20/09 - Jeremy, assistant editor of the Daily Telegraph, “ Return of high oil prices threatens real damage” 
 http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/finance/jeremywarner/100001422/return-of-high-oil-prices-threatens-real-damage/

There are plainly fundamental forces at work too. Emerging market economies, particularly those of China and India, are once more booming. Yet I suspect the main mischief is again speculation. With interest rates at close to zero, you cannot get a return on cash right now, so money is being poured into riskier assets, including commodities and oil. An interesting article in the Financial Times this morning puts the near term upward pressure on oil prices down to heavy trading in options contracts ahead of the year end. Quite a lot of this activity is driven by forward hedging for real economy clients. But there is also a significant amount which is purely speculative in nature. Is it right that speculators should once more be putting the health of the world economy at risk? Speculation, it is often said, only reflects underlying realities. The speculator only makes money if his bets mirror the real economy pressures of supply and demand. Maybe, but cheap money in the quantities now being provided by central bankers and governments creates distortions which stand to upset these delicate balances.

 
 
High Oil Prices Kill Econ

Higher oil prices destroy the U.S. and world economy – history proves

International Energy Agency 2004 (“Analysis of the Impact of High Oil Prices on the Global Economy”,  

http://www.iea.org/papers/2004/high_oil_prices.pdf)

Oil prices remain an important determinant of global economic performance. Overall, an oil-price increase leads to a transfer of income from importing to exporting countries through a shift in the terms of trade. The magnitude of the direct effect of a given price increase depends on the share of the cost of oil in national income, the degree of dependence on imported oil and the ability of end-users to reduce their consumption and switch away from oil. It also depends on the extent to which gas prices rise in response to an oil-price increase, the gas-intensity of the economy and the impact of higher prices on other forms of energy that compete with or, in the case of electricity, are generated from oil and gas. Naturally, the bigger the oil-price increase and the longer higher prices are sustained, the bigger the macroeconomic impact. For net oil-exporting countries, a price increase directly increases real national income through higher export earnings, though part of this gain would be later offset by losses from lower demand for exports generally due to the economic recession suffered by trading partners. Adjustment effects, which result from real wage, price and structural rigidities in the economy, add to the direct income effect. Higher oil prices lead to inflation, increased input costs, reduced non-oil demand and lower investment in net oilimporting countries. Tax revenues fall and the budget deficit increases, due to rigidities in government expenditure, which drives interest rates up. Because of resistance to real declines in wages, an oil price increase typically leads to upward pressure on nominal wage levels. Wage pressures together with reduced demand tend to lead to higher unemployment, at least in the short term. These effects are greater the more sudden and the more pronounced the price increase and are magnified by the impact of higher prices on consumer and business confidence. An oil-price increase also changes the balance of trade between countries and exchange rates. Net oil-importing countries normally experience a deterioration in their balance of payments, putting downward pressure on exchange rates. As a result, imports become more expensive and exports less valuable, leading to a drop in real national income. Without a change in central bank and government monetary policies, the dollar may tend to rise as oil-producing countries’ demand for dollar-denominated international reserve assets grow. The economic and energy-policy response to a combination of higher inflation, higher unemployment, lower exchange rates and lower real output also affects the overall impact on the economy over the longer term. Government policy cannot eliminate the adverse impacts described above but it can minimise them. Similarly, inappropriate IEA/(2004) 6 policies can worsen them. Overly contractionary monetary and fiscal policies to contain inflationary pressures could exacerbate the recessionary income and unemployment effects. On the other hand, expansionary monetary and fiscal policies may simply delay the fall in real income necessitated by the increase in oil prices, stoke up inflationary pressures and worsen the impact of higher prices in the long run. While the general mechanism by which oil prices affect economic performance is generally well understood, the precise dynamics and magnitude of these effects – especially the adjustments to the shift in the terms of trade – are uncertain. Quantitative estimates of the overall macroeconomic damage caused by past oilprice shocks and the gains from the 1986 price collapse to the economies of oilimporting countries vary substantially. This is partly due to differences in the models used to examine the issue. Nonetheless, the effects were certainly significant: economic growth fell sharply in most oil-importing countries in the two years following the price hikes of 1973/1974 and 1979/1980. Indeed, most of the major economic downturns in the United States, Europe and the Pacific since the 1970s have been preceded by sudden increases in the price of crude oil, although other factors were more important in some cases. Similarly, the boost to economic growth in oil-exporting countries provided by higher oil prices in the past has always been less than the loss of economic growth in importing countries, such that the net effect has always been negative. The growth of the world economy has always fallen sharply in the wake of each major run-up in oil prices, including that of 1999-2000. This is mainly because the propensity to consume of net importing countries that lose from higher prices is generally higher than that of the exporting countries. Demand in the latter countries tends to rise only gradually in response to higher prices and export earnings, so that net global demand tends to fall in the short term.

High Oil Prices Kill Econ

Oil shock will trigger a global recession.  History is on our side.   

The Times of India 2003 “America's war could induce recession,” February 08,  http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/articleshow/36892893.cms]

The answer lies in oil. Wars may not cause recessions, but high energy prices do. The first oil shock of 1973-74, when prices quadrupled, led to a major global recession. So did the second oil shock of 1979-80. So did high oil prices in 1990-91, related to Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait and subsequent expulsion. The rise of oil prices to $30 per barrel in 2000 was one cause of the global recession in 2001.      Today, the US oil price has crossed $32 per barrel. This partly reflects fears of an Iraq war, partly a strike in the Venezuelan oil industry, and partly a surge in consumption generated by cheap oil in most of the 1990s (the price fell to $10 per barrel in 1998). It also reflects a cold wave in most of North America that has increased energy used for heating.      Remember that a similar cold wave hit the US in the winter of 2000-01, sending energy prices soaring. Remember that the US economy slipped into recession immediately afterwards. So, global prospects would be murky even without an Iraq war. The war could ensure that high oil prices continue for a year or more.      In 1991, George Bush Sr steamrollered into the region. Saddam set fire to Kuwait 's oilfields as he retreated, and it took more than eight months to repair the damage and start the oil flowing again. The recession that followed cost Bush Sr the next presidential election. What an irony, that Saddam Hussein kept his job while Bush lost his.      History could just repeat itself. George Bush Jr plans another war on the same enemy, and will surely win again. But he could create another global recession at the very start of the campaign for the next presidential election in 2004, and so end up committing political suicide.      In the event of a US attack, Iraqi artillery will try to blow up Kuwait 's oilfields, which are in easy range. Iraq could set fire to its own giant Rumaila field, which stretches down to the Kuwait border and beyond. This will create an inferno of smoke and fire that acts as a barrier to US tanks, and disrupts the working of US heat-seeking missiles, infra-red weaponry and laser-guided weapons. Huge oilfields are also located in Northern  Iraq , which may experience another US armed thrust via Turkey .     Those fields too may be set on fire. Dictators often follow a scorched-earth policy as they retreat to make a final stand. Saddam is likely to do the same. Iraq 's entire oil industry is likely to go up in flames.      It took eight months to put out the fires in Kuwait in 1991. It may take two years to put out all the fires in Iraq and resume production. Much has been said in the press of Iraq 's huge geological reserves, of the prospect of greatly increasing Iraq 's output once Saddam is deposed, UN oil sanctions are lifted, and foreign investment floods in. Very true, but that process will increase oil flows and reduce prices only after two years or so. War will immediately mean slashed production, and oil prices could spike to $40-50 per barrel.      However, that will be temporary. Saudi Arabia can, with a month or two of notice, increase its output to make good much of the Iraqi shortfall. Yet it is in Saudi Arabia 's interest to keep oil prices above $30 per barrel.      Every OPEC producer knows that prices may crash when Iraqi oil floods the market, and will want to cash in on the preceding scarcity. That could cause a global recession, or at least reduce global growth to a crawl. 

An increase in the price of oil would cause a recession

Davis&Diaz 08 - * member of The Vanguard Group and National Bureau of Economic Research **member of the Vanguard group (7/1/08,  Financial Planning, “Oil: Cause and Effects”, access via lexis)

The U.S. economy would have avoided five of its last six recessions had oil prices not changed, according to Oil, the Economy and the Stock Market. It describes five possible forces behind rises in oil prices: oil supply (the physical availability of crude oil); global demand; relative U.S. demand (indicated by changes in the value of the U.S. dollar); precautionary demand (arising from the desire to hedge uncertainty about future oil supplies); and speculation.

The effect of the price changes depends on the type of shock. Oil price rises attributed to oil supply shocks are negatively correlated to the stock market, the study says, while price jumps spurred by global demand have typically had a positive effect on the U.S. market-especially in the industrials and materials sectors. The U.S. consumes less oil than it did in 1980, owing to more efficient energy usage. China and India, however, have more than doubled their share of world oil consumption since 1990. China's demand is expected to double again in the next 20 years. 

Highlights:

During the 1970s and 1980s, a 10% rise in oil prices led to a 4% decline in real GDP growth over four quarters, as did an identical increase from 1983 to 2007-proving it's possible for oil price changes alone to lead to a recession. In today's economy, a 10% increase in oil prices could trigger a 1.5% lower total return in both domestic and international stocks; a 60% rise would be sufficient to cause a U.S. recession. The correlation between high energy prices and core inflation decreased by 94% between the 1970s and 2006.

Oil's rise from $60 to $90 (a benchmark reached in October, 2007) can be attributed almost entirely and equally to the decline of the U.S. dollar and the surge in investment demand, the study says. Oil's rise past $90 per barrel, however, is harder to determine. It's clear that further increases can't be explained by supply distributions, global demand fundamentals or the depreciation of the U.S. dollar. 

High Oil Prices Kill Econ

high oil prices cause U.S. economic meltdown

International Energy Agency 2004 (“Analysis of the Impact of High Oil Prices on the Global Economy”,  

http://www.iea.org/papers/2004/high_oil_prices.pdf)

Yet the economic threat posed by higher oil prices remains real. Fears of OPEC supply cuts, political tensions in Venezuela and tight stocks have recently driven up international crude oil and product prices even further. Current market conditions are more unstable than normal, in part because of geopolitical uncertainties and because tight product markets – notably for gasoline in the United States – are reinforcing upward pressures on crude prices. The hike of futures prices during the past several months implies that recent oil price rises could be sustained. If that is the case, the macroeconomic consequences for importing countries could be painful, especially in view of the severe budget-deficit problems being experienced in all OECD regions and stubbornly high levels of unemployment in many countries. Fiscal imbalances would worsen, pressure to raise interest rates would grow and the current revival in business and consumer confidence would be cut short, threatening the durability of the current cyclical economic upturn.

An increase in the price of oil would cause a recession
Davis&Diaz 08 - * member of The Vanguard Group and National Bureau of Economic Research **member of the Vanguard group (7/1/08,  Financial Planning, “Oil: Cause and Effects”, access via lexis) 

The U.S. economy would have avoided five of its last six recessions had oil prices not changed, according to Oil, the Economy and the Stock Market. It describes five possible forces behind rises in oil prices: oil supply (the physical availability of crude oil); global demand; relative U.S. demand (indicated by changes in the value of the U.S. dollar); precautionary demand (arising from the desire to hedge uncertainty about future oil supplies); and speculation. The effect of the price changes depends on the type of shock. Oil price rises attributed to oil supply shocks are negatively correlated to the stock market, the study says, while price jumps spurred by global demand have typically had a positive effect on the U.S. market-especially in the industrials and materials sectors. The U.S. consumes less oil than it did in 1980, owing to more efficient energy usage. China and India, however, have more than doubled their share of world oil consumption since 1990. China's demand is expected to double again in the next 20 years. Highlights: During the 1970s and 1980s, a 10% rise in oil prices led to a 4% decline in real GDP growth over four quarters, as did an identical increase from 1983 to 2007-proving it's possible for oil price changes alone to lead to a recession. In today's economy, a 10% increase in oil prices could trigger a 1.5% lower total return in both domestic and international stocks; a 60% rise would be sufficient to cause a U.S. recession. The correlation between high energy prices and core inflation decreased by 94% between the 1970s and 2006. Oil's rise from $60 to $90 (a benchmark reached in October, 2007) can be attributed almost entirely and equally to the decline of the U.S. dollar and the surge in investment demand, the study says. Oil's rise past $90 per barrel, however, is harder to determine. It's clear that further increases can't be explained by supply distributions, global demand fundamentals or the depreciation of the U.S. dollar. 
High Oil Prices Kill Econ
High oil prices devastate the world economy

International Energy Agency 2004 (“Analysis of the Impact of High Oil Prices on the Global Economy”,  

http://www.iea.org/papers/2004/high_oil_prices.pdf)

Oil prices still matter to the health of the world economy. Higher oil prices since 1999 – partly the result of OPEC supply-management policies – contributed to the global economic downturn in 2000-2001 and are dampening the current cyclical upturn: world GDP growth may have been at least half a percentage point higher in the last two or three years had prices remained at mid-2001 levels. Fears of OPEC supply cuts, political tensions in Venezuela and tight stocks have driven up international crude oil and product prices even further in recent weeks. By March 2004, crude prices were well over $10 per barrel higher than three years before. Current market conditions are more unstable than normal, in part because of geopolitical uncertainties and because tight product markets – notably for gasoline in the United States – are reinforcing upward pressures on crude prices. Higher prices are contributing to stubbornly high levels of unemployment and exacerbating budget-deficit problems in many OECD and other oil-importing countries. The vulnerability of oil-importing countries to higher oil prices varies markedly depending on the degree to which they are net importers and the oil intensity of their economies. According to the results of a quantitative exercise carried out by the IEA in collaboration with the OECD Economics Department and with the assistance of the International Monetary Fund Research Department, a sustained $10 per barrel increase in oil prices from $25 to $35 would result in the OECD as a whole losing 0.4% of GDP in the first and second years of higher prices. Inflation would rise by half a percentage point and unemployment would also increase. The OECD imported more than half its oil needs in 2003 at a cost of over $260 billion – 20% more than in 2001. Euro-zone countries, which are highly dependent on oil imports, would suffer most in the short term, their GDP dropping by 0.5% and inflation rising by 0.5% in 2004. The United States would suffer the least, with GDP falling by 0.3%, largely because indigenous production meets a bigger share of its oil needs. Japan’s GDP would fall 0.4%, with its relatively low oil intensity compensating to some extent for its almost total dependence on imported oil. In all OECD regions, these losses start to diminish in the following three years as global trade in non-oil goods and services recovers. This analysis assumes constant exchange rates. The adverse economic impact of higher oil prices on oil-importing developing countries is generally even more severe than for OECD countries. This is because their economies are more dependent on imported oil and more energy-intensive, and because energy is used less efficiently. On average, oil-importing developing countries use more than twice as much oil to produce a unit of economic output as do OECD countries. Developing countries are also less able to weather the financial turmoil wrought by higher oil-import costs. India spent $15 billion, equivalent to 3% of its GDP, on oil imports in 2003. This is 16% higher than its 2001 oil-import bill. It is estimated that the loss of GDP averages 0.8% in Asia and 1.6% in very poor highly indebted countries in the year following a $10 oil-price increase. The loss of GDP in the Sub-Saharan African countries would be more than 3%. World GDP would be at least half of one percent lower – equivalent to $255 billion – in the year following a $10 oil price increase. This is because the economic stimulus provided by higher oil-export earnings in OPEC and other exporting countries would be more than outweighed by the depressive effect of higher prices on economic activity in the importing countries. The transfer of income from oil importers to oil exporters in the year following the price increase would alone amount to roughly $150 billion. A loss of business and consumer confidence, inappropriate policy responses and higher gas prices would amplify these economic effects in the medium term. For as long as oil prices remain high and unstable, the economic prosperity of oil-importing countries – especially the poorest developing countries – will remain at risk. The impact of higher oil prices on economic growth in OPEC countries would depend on a variety of factors, particularly how the windfall revenues are spent. In the long term, however, OPEC oil revenues and GDP are likely to be lower, as higher prices would not compensate fully for lower production. In the IEA’s recent World Energy Investment Outlook, cumulative OPEC revenues are $400 billion lower over the period 2001-2030 under a Restricted Middle East Investment Scenario, in which policies to limit the growth in production in that region lead to on average 20% higher prices, compared to the Reference Scenario.

High Oil Prices Kill Econ
Rising oil prices stress the economy by making transportation more expensive
Vaidya 08 -  Research Analyst at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies (10/2/08, center for terrorism research, “The Ripple Effect of High Oil Prices”, http://www.energybulletin.net/node/46804)

Today's economy relies on the constant transport of inventory between processing and delivery points across the globe. Relying on traditionally low transportation costs, companies were able to avoid maintaining storage facilities by keeping inventory moving and having it arrive "just-in-time." The resulting high-profit margins for producers and cheaper prices for consumers propelled globalization.

Unfortunately, this "just-in-time" production approach has not scaled with oil prices. Rapid and volatile movements in the price of oil have placed a significant amount of stress on the world's superinfrastructure, shrinking those large profits and increasing the cost for consumers. As a result, Stephen Jen, a strategist at Morgan Stanley in London, argues high oil prices will "...stress-test the entire Asian model, which has been built in a time of low energy costs and low shipping costs." For example, over the last decade, the American steel sector has declined primarily due to China's cheap labor costs. For a short time, it was actually more cost-effective to ship raw iron ore from the United States to China for processing and then return it in final form for consumption than it was to complete the process domestically. However, Jeff Rubin, chief economist at the Canadian Imperial Bank of Commerce (CIBC), estimates that phenomenon is now nearing its end due to rising transportation costs which have eroded China's labor cost advantage almost entirely. As a result, "US domestic steel production has risen by almost 10%," while China's steel exports are "now falling by more than 20% on a year-over-year basis." 

It is important to note that Japan, Korea, Singapore, and Taiwan are likely to fail this "stress test" as well. "Just-in-time" supply chains are designed to avoid the requirement of costly reserves, or margins, for times when supply is disrupted. Given this key design principle, these countries are unable to absorb the shock of increased oil prices without reducing production. Already, Japan has seen its industrial production decline by 3.5%, a full 50% more than was expected by economists, at the same time unemployment reached a four year high.
$100 A Barrel = Threshold
Even a rise to 100$ would be enough to access our econ ipmacts
Warner 10/20/09 - Jeremy, assistant editor of the Daily Telegraph, “ Return of high oil prices threatens real damage”

http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/finance/jeremywarner/100001422/return-of-high-oil-prices-threatens-real-damage/
If the price gets back to $100 or more, a double dip recession in advanced economies would seem a virtual certainty. They are all still too fragile to be able to tolerate such a rise in costs.
A2 Econ Resilience
‘Resiliency’ is just a buzzword – econ shock overwhelms
John Boland (writer for OhMyNews) September 16, 2008 “Economic Armageddon” http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?no=383675&rel_no=1

The collapse of the bank is unprecedented within an industry that has seen its fair share of shocks recently. Lomas claims that it "underlines … the importance of market confidence." 8 resilient."  There's that word again. Confidence. In the interests of clarity, let's define exactly what confidence means -- for it is in danger of becoming a dirty word. There are numerous references but confidence is variously defined as meaning trust in something -- be it a person or a thing. In this case the" thing" is our financial services industries and the corporate world in general.  Arguably, trust started to diminish a long time ago when financial mismanagement started to increase in its scale and impact. You only needed to be reminded of the disastrous collapse of Enron in late 2001 to discover that the upper reaches of the business world need to be treated with much skepticism. Since then a consistent and verifiable tale of woe featuring various corporations could be constructed -- leading up to what has already been referred to as a (very) Black Monday.  However, returning to the confidence theme and, tellingly, a secondary reference refers to confidence in the context of it being related to a swindle or a fraud. In other words, it's all a con.  The financial instruments created within the US subprime market could perhaps be described as no more than that -- the biggest corporate con of all time. Sadly, the fallout and subsequent impact looks likely to resonate far louder for ordinary hardworking citizens as opposed to the individuals who orchestrated it. 
   There was a quirky little film released in 2003 that bore the name "Confidence." Starring Ed Burns and Rachel Weisz it delivered a tale of cross and double cross, scam and counter-scam. It's tag line -- "It's not about the money. It's about the money." For our big corporate entities it has always been all about the money and an apparently insatiable greed that has clouded any seemingly rational judgment and led the financial world toward the abyss it currently stares at.  Yet, any keen reader of history could point out that all this might have been a long time in coming. The 1980s added huge impetus to the cause of financial deregulation and this should always have flagged up as a worry in an arena where a cynic might claim that greed and self-interest tend to predominate.  The administration of US President Ronald Reagan was matched in its liberalizing tendencies by that of the UK's then Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher. Together, restrictions on financial markets and their associated activities were gradually eroded. It is no coincidence that with current conditions as they are there is a rising number of commentators suggesting the implementation of tighter controls and stricter regulation of business practices.  If the situation was not so serious then recent claims and comments from our politicians and leaders might actually raise a smile. For months now President Bush and UK Prime Minister Gordon Brown have been aided and abetted by others such as Henry Paulson of the US Treasury and Alistair Darling (UK Chancellor of the Exchequer) in claiming that everything will be fine.  Each time a seismic shock makes the global economy quiver, comforting words such as "resilience" and "ability to cope" are offered by the men in ultimate charge. Yet, the arrival of another shock (each more serious than the last) are rendering their words increasingly futile. 

Terrorism Mod

Iraq withdraw puts oil reserves in the hands of terrorists – gives them a unique ability to make weapons

Baker, Washington Post Staff Writer, 2006 (Peter, “Bush Says U.S. Pullout Would Let Iraq Radicals Use Oil as a Weapon”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/11/04/AR2006110401025.html)

As he barnstorms across the country campaigning for Republican candidates in Tuesday's elections, Bush has been citing oil as a reason to stay in Iraq. If the United States pulled its troops out prematurely and surrendered the country to insurgents, he warns audiences, it would effectively hand over Iraq's considerable petroleum reserves to terrorists who would use it as a weapon against other countries. "You can imagine a world in which these extremists and radicals got control of energy resources," he said at a rally here Saturday for Rep. Marilyn Musgrave (R-Colo.). "And then you can imagine them saying, 'We're going to pull a bunch of oil off the market to run your price of oil up unless you do the following. And the following would be along the lines of, well, 'Retreat and let us continue to expand our dark vision.' " Bush said extremists controlling Iraq "would use energy as economic blackmail" and try to pressure the United States to abandon its alliance with Israel. At a stop in Missouri on Friday, he suggested that such radicals would be "able to pull millions of barrels of oil off the market, driving the price up to $300 or $400 a barrel." Oil is not the only reason Bush offers for staying in Iraq, but his comments on the stump represent another striking evolution of his argument on behalf of the war. The slogan of "no blood for oil" became a rallying cry for antiwar activists prior to the March 2003 invasion and angered administration officials. "There are certain things like that, myths, that are floating around," Rumsfeld told Steve Kroft of CBS Radio in November 2002. "It has nothing to do with oil, literally nothing to do with oil." White House spokesman Tony Fratto said Saturday that Bush's latest argument does not reflect a real shift. "We're still not saying we went into Iraq for oil. That's not true," he said. "But there is the realistic strategic concern that if a country with such enormous oil reserves and the corresponding revenues you can derive from that is controlled by essentially a terrorist organization, it could be destabilizing for the region."
Terrorism Causes Extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 04 -  political analyst (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Higher Oil Prices = Terrorism

Higher Oil Prices Fuel Terrorism

Biondo, 10 (4/4/10, Gabriella, St. Louis Globe, “ Vets launch ad tying foreign oil money to terrorists “.http://www.globe-democrat.com/news/2010/mar/04/vets-launch-ad-tying-foreign-oil-money-terrorists/

Operation Free, a coalition of veterans against using foreign oil, launched a new ad campaign in St. Louis Thursday tying U.S. foreign oil dependence to terrorist funding and attacks on U.S. soldiers.

Operation Free representatives said they'll commit over $93,000 in Missouri as part of the nearly million dollar ad campaign – which ties Iran’s ability to create new and powerful weapons used against our troops to our addiction to oil. The Missouri ad calls on U.S. Sen. Claire McCaskill to pass comprehensive clean energy legislation that proponents say will stop funding of U.S. enemies. The ad is paid for by VoteVets.org Action Fund in coordination with Operation Free.

The ad features Iraq War and U.S. Army Veteran Christopher Miller, who earned a Purple Heart as the result of an explosion from an Improvised Explosive Device (IED). Miller then highlights the destructive potential of a newer and more powerful explosive device, the Explosively Formed Projectile (EFP), which the coalition says was brought to Iraq from Iran and then used against U.S. troops.

In the ad, Miller says every time the price of a barrel of oil increases $1, Iran makes another $1.5 billion, enhancing their ability to create weapons to be used against our troops. The world oil market depends greatly upon Iranian supply and the United States, as the top consumer of oil in the world, significantly drives up oil prices.

The ad urges people to contact their congressional representatives seeking their support for energy independence legislation. The Missouri add ends with the message: “Tell Senator McCaskill: It's Time To Lead. Pass Clean Energy and Climate Legislation.”

A coalition spokesperson says they're calling on McCaskill because she has been tentatively supportive of Clean Energy Climate legislation for a while and now. There is no current law, but the coalition said lawmakers in Washington are now drafting legislation and "McCaskill's voice is an important one to have a the table during the drafting and negotiation of the legislation."

Laura Myron, spokesperson for U.S. Senator Claire McCaskill said, “Senator McCaskill has long said that our country’s dependence on foreign oil is a serious problem that, among other things, creates a national security risk, especially for our brave troops abroad. As the Senate considers energy legislation, she will keep this important aspect of the issue in mind.”

Operation Free organizers said members are veterans and national security organizations dedicated to securing America with clean energy. They said U. S. dependence on foreign oil is funding our enemies, making America vulnerable, and causing destabilizing climate change.
Higher Oil Prices = Terrorism

Each price increase in oil goes to terrorists 

Powers, 10 – COO Truman National Security Project  (3/17/10,  Jonathon, Huffington Post, “Oil Addiction: Fueling Our Enemies”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/jonathan-powers/oil-addiction-fueling-our_b_465554.html)

In Iraq and Afghanistan today, our military is facing down bullets and improvised explosive devices that are being paid for right here at home! The U.S sends approximately one billion dollars a day overseas to import oil. While this figure is staggering by itself, the dangerous implications of our addiction are even more pronounced when analyzing where our money goes -- and whom it helps to support. Today, the Truman National Security Project is releasing our latest report, Oil Addiction: Fueling Our Enemies. As an Iraq veteran, I am joining with hundreds of my fellow veterans as part of Truman National Security Project's Operation Free to secure American with clean energy. We want to make sure Americans understand the true costs of our addiction to oil. Examine what these true costs meant during the year 2008: * One Billion Dollars a Day Spent on Foreign Oil: In 2008, the United States imported * 4.7 billion barrels of crude oil to meet our consumption needs. The average price per barrel of imported oil for 2008 was92.61. This works out to1.19 billion per day for the year. * Our Annual Oil Debt Is Greater than Our Trade Deficit with China: Our petroleum imports created a386 billion U.S. trade deficit in 2008, versus a266 billion deficit with China. This national debt is a drain on our economy and an anchor on our economic growth. * We Overwhelmingly Rely on Oil Imports...: In 2008, we consumed 7.1 billion barrels of oil in the United States, meaning that the 4.7 billion barrels of crude oil we imported was 66% of our overall oil usage. * ... to the Detriment of National Security: Vice Admiral Dennis McGinn, U.S. Navy (Retired), captured the national security dangers of our addiction to oil in 2009 testimony before the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee: "In 2008, we sent386 billion overseas to pay for oil -- much of it going to nations that wish us harm. This is an unprecedented and unsustainable transfer of wealth to other nations. It puts us in the untenable position of funding both sides of the conflict and directly undermines our fight against terror." The one billion dollars a day that Americans send overseas on oil floods into a global oil market that enriches hostile governments, funds terrorist organizations, and props up repressive regimes. Former CIA Director Jim Woolsey> explains it this way: Except for our own Civil War, this [the war on terror] is the only war that we have fought where we are paying for both sides. We pay Saudi Arabia $160 billion for its oil, and $3 or $4 billion of that goes to the Wahhabis, who teach children to hate. We are paying for these terrorists with our SUVs. For every $5 increase in the global price of crude oil represents: * An additional $7.9 billion for Iran and President Ahmadinejad; * An additional $4.7 billion for Venezuela and President Chavez; and, * An additional $18 billion for Russia and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin. While these nations may have an abundance of oil, most of them lack democracy and human rights. Worse yet, some of them are state sponsors of terrorism -- and sworn enemies of the United States. "With only one or two exceptions, OPEC is effectively dictatorships and autocratic kingdoms," former C.I.A. director James Woolsey tells CBN News. Woolsey is a member of the Set America Free Coalition. The group highlights the national security and economic implications of America's dependence on foreign oil. "Ninety seven percent of our transportation is fueled by oil products of one sort or another," says Woolsey. "And two thirds of the world's proven reserves of conventional oil are in the Middle East, and about that share is also in the hands of OPEC." Gas and oil prices are currently at an all-time high - OPEC sets the market price. Woolsey says Saudi Arabia is using a chunk of its oil wealth to spread its brand of radical Wahhabi Islam worldwide. "The Saudis control about 90 percent of the world's Islamic institutions," he says. "And oil is the reason for that." Iran's big oil profits mean big money for that country's nuclear program and its terrorist proxies, Hezbollah and Hamas. Lately, Iranian Pesident Mahmoud Ahmadenijad has been joined by Venezuela's Hugo Chavez in threatening to help drive oil prices up even further. 

Oil Money = Key
Money is critical to funding terrorist groups, less money makes completing terrorist objectives difficult

Gurulé, 8- professor at Notre Dame Law School, member of  Secretary for Enforcement, U.S. Department of the Treasury, U.S attorney, (Jimmy,  Unfunding terror: the legal response to the financing of global terrorism , p. 21-22)
Money is the ‘lifeboold’ of al Qaeda (Arabic for ‘the base) and other likeminded terrorist groups. Al Qaeda and its global network of affiliated terrorist organizations cannot successfully implement 

their deadly agenda without financial resources. Shutting off the flow of funds to the global jihadists can disrupt their short-term operations while undermining their long-term capabilities. Disrupting and didmantling terrorist financing networks is essential to combat terrorism. Terrorist organizations’ diverse requirement for financing creates a strong logic for seeking to disrupt terrorism by choking off funding flows to all terrorist-linked activities. Money is critical to financing al Qaeda’s terrorist operations (operational costs) Al Qaeda cannot pursue sophisticated operations like the 9/11 terror attacks without adequate funding. However, the Islamist militants also need money to finance their organizational activities, including paying operative, recruiting and training new member, bribing government officials, forging ties with other jihadist organizations, paying travel and communications expenses, and acquiring military weapons, explosives an d radiological materials to construct a nuclear device or ‘dirty bomb’. Attack the financial infrastructure of al Qaeda is fundamentally a preventative strategy. That is, starving the terrorists of funding worldwide is critical to preventing terrorist acts. The ultimate goal is to save lives by preventing the use of funds to fuel terrorist attacks. However, going after the money is important for other reasons as well. Investigating al Qaeda’s financial network may ‘expose terrorist financing “money trails” (that may generate leads to previously unknown terrorist cells and financiers. Identifying and disrupting channels of funding may also force members of al Qaeda to use more costly and less efficient and reliable means to transfer money globally to finance terrorist activities. Blocking the assets of front companies, arresting terrorist financiers, and shutting down corrupt Islamic charities may further deter wealthy donors from providing financial assistance to al Qaeda. Simply stated, depriving al Qaeda of funding is as important as targeting the operational terror cells themselves. 
Significant financial resources are necessary for terrorist to execute attacks

Gurulé, 8- professor at Notre Dame Law School, member of  Secretary for Enforcement, U.S. Department of the Treasury, U.S attorney, (Jimmy,  Unfunding terror: the legal response to the financing of global terrorism , p. 23)
Major terrorist attacks require substantial funding to plan and execute. It has been estimated that the 9/11 attacks cost as much as $500,000 to stage. While other al Qaeda-related bombing may have cost substantially less, it would be a fundamental error to conclude that terrorists do not need much money to terrorize. Significant financial resources are required to fund multiple smaller terrorist attacks as well. Since September 11,2001, al Qaeda has been implicated, directly or indirectly, in a series of deadly terrorist bombings around the world. Hundreds of thousands of dollars have been spent on these terrorist bombings. For example, Jemaah Islmiya, the largest Islamist terrorist group in Southeast Asia, with strong ties to al Qaeda, has been implicated in several post-9/11 terrorist bombings. In October 2002, a minivan loaded with explosives was detonated in front of two nightclubs located on the Indonesian island of Bali, killing 202 people, including seven Americans, and injuring more than 300 civilians. In August 2003, a bombing at the Marriott Hotel in Jakarta by JI terrorists killed 12 people and injured scores of others, including several American citizens. On September 9, 2004, approximately one year after the Marriott Hotel bombing. JI was linked to a car bombing outside the Australian Embassy in Jakarta that killed 11 and wounded more than 180 people. On October 1 2005, three simultaneous bombs exploded in Bali killing 22 people and injuring more than 100 others. The cost of the October 2002 Bali bombing alone has been estimated at $50.000, white the money required to finance the other three JI-related terrorist attacks in Bali and Jakarta likely totaled tens, if not, hundreds of thousands of dollars more.
Food Prices Mod
Food prices follow oil prices – new energy technology proves

Brown 10 – Earth Policy 
Institute (Lester, June 2, “Cars and People Compete for Grain”, http://blog.sustainablog.org/food-and-fuel-competition/), 

The price of grain is now tied to the price of oil. Historically the food and energy economies were separate, but now with the massive U.S. capacity to convert grain into ethanol, that is changing. In this new situation, when the price of oil climbs, the world price of grain moves up toward its oil-equivalent value. If the fuel value of grain exceeds its food value, the market will simply move the commodity into the energy economy. If the price of oil jumps to $100 a barrel, the price of grain will follow it upward. If oil goes to $200, grain will follow.

Increased food prices will cause mass starvation killing 95% of the world

Adams 8 – staff writer for naturalnews.com (April 23, “The Biofuels Scam, Food Shortages and the Coming Collapse of the Human Population”, http://www.naturalnews.com/023091.html)

So, to repeat, the food bubble is now starting to implode. What does it all mean? It means that as these economic and climate realities unfold, our world is facing massive starvation and food shortages. The first place this will be felt is in poor developing nations. It is there that people live on the edge of economic livelihood, where even a 20% rise in the price of basic food staples can put desperately-needed calories out of reach of tens of millions of families. If something is not done to rescue these people from their plight, they will starve to death. Wealthy nations like America, Canada, the U.K., and others will be able to absorb the price increases, so you won't see mass starvation in North America any time soon (unless, of course, all the honeybees die, in which case prepare to start chewing your shoelaces...), but it will lead to significant increases in the cost of living, annoying consumers and reducing the amount of money available for other purchases (like vacations, cars, fuel, etc.). That, of course, will put downward pressure on the national economy. But what we're seeing right now, folks, is just a small foreshadowing of events to come in the next couple of decades. Think about it: If these minor climate changes and foolish biofuels policies are already unleashing alarming rises in food prices, just imagine what we'll see when Peak Oil kicks in and global oil supplies really start to dwindle. When gasoline is $10 a gallon in the U.S., how expensive will food be around the world? The answer, of course, is that it will be triple or quadruple the current price. And that means many more people will starve. Fossil fuels, of course, aren't the only limiting factor threatening future food supplies on our planet: There's also fossil water. That's water from underground aquifers that's being pumped up to the surface to water crops, then it's lost to evaporation. Countries like India and China are depending heavily on fossil water to irrigate their crops, and not surprisingly, the water levels in those aquifers is dropping steadily. In a few more years (as little as five years in some cases), that water will simply run dry, and the crops that were once irrigated to feed a nation will dry up and turn to dust. Mass starvation will only take a few months to kick in. Think North Korea after a season of floods. Perhaps 95% of humanity is just one crop season away from mass starvation.

Food scarcity leads to World War 3

Calvin 98 - William H. Calvin, Theoretical Neurophysiologist @ the University of Washington, January 1998, "The great climate flip-flop," The Atlantic Monthly 281(1):47-64, http://williamcalvin.com/1990s/1998AtlanticClimate.htm, ACC: 6.28.07, p. online 

The population-crash scenario is surely the most appalling. Plummeting crop yields will cause some powerful countries to try to take over their neighbors or distant lands — if only because their armies, unpaid and lacking food, will go marauding, both at home and across the borders. The better-organized countries will attempt to use their armies, before they fall apart entirely, to take over countries with significant remaining resources, driving out or starving their inhabitants if not using modern weapons to accomplish the same end: eliminating competitors for the remaining food. This will be a worldwide problem — and could easily lead to a Third World War — but Europe's vulnerability is particularly easy to analyze. The last abrupt cooling, the Younger Dryas, drastically altered Europe's climate as far east as Ukraine. Present-day Europe has more than 650 million people. It has excellent soils, and largely grows its own food. It could no longer do so if it lost the extra warming from the North Atlantic.

High Oil Prices = High Food Prices

The rising cost of oil increases transportation costs of food leading to inflation

Food and Fuel America, 07 (Food and Fuel America, “The Misery of High Cost of Oil”, http://www.foodandfuelamerica.com/2007/12/misery-of-high-cost-of-oil.html, 11/29/07) 

The rising cost of oil, nearly $100 a barrel, has greatly impacted American consumers in their wallets during the past year. And the food sector has been especially hit hard.

The rising cost of transporting food from fields to America's dinner tables has created hardship and misery for millions of Americans as they've seen their purchasing power diminished by rising oil costs. From milk and cheese to bread and beer, the higher cost of transportation fuel has impacted the American economy.

Recent inflation figures released by the government show the dramatic increase of transportation fuel costs this year. Energy costs increased 5.7 percent in November and have increased at an astonishing 33 percent annual rate in the past three months. Transportation costs rose 14.4 percent for the three months.

High Oil Prices raise the cost of food

Trade Arabia 2010 (Trade Arabia, 5/7/10, “High oil price pushes up food costs”, http://www.tradearabia.com/news/food_179361.html)

Shop price inflation accelerated sharply in April, driven by the soaring prices for oil and other commodities, according to a new report by the British Retail Consortium.

The BRC said shop prices in April were 2.0 percent higher than a year ago, up from 1.2 percent in March. The pick-up reflected an acceleration in food and non-food inflation to 2.0 percent.

The lobby group said the rise in food price inflation was largely due to a 70 percent jump in the price of oil over the last year, which had pushed up retailers' distribution costs.

The effect of the weak pound in pushing up prices had largely passed, but for the rest of 2010 inflation would be skewed upward by a rise in VAT to 17.5 percent from 15 percent at the start of the year, the BRC said.

"With demand still weak, shop prices should be more stable in future months, as long as there are no more big shocks," said BRC director general Stephen Robertson. -
High food prices cause social unrest, instability in world markets, food insecurity, and poverty

FAO, IFAD and WFP, 08 (4/28-29/08, meeting of the Chief Executives Board for Coordination, “ High Food Prices: Impact and Recommendations for Actions” ,http://www.uneca.org/nepad/RCM9/High-food-prices.pdf)
1. Introduction The world is experiencing a dramatic increase in food prices. Nominal, as well as real, international prices of all major food commodities reached, in the first three months of 2008, their highest level in nearly 30 years. Although the food market situation differs from country to country and future evolution remains highly uncertain, best projections suggest that food prices are likely to remain high in the next few years and high prices are expected to affect most developing country markets. Rising food prices are provoking social unrest across the developing world and resulting in a number of short-term policy responses from Governments in both exporting and importing countries which risk exacerbating instability in world markets . In the short run those food buyers in the cities and in the rural areas (including the poorest rural households that are predominantly net food buyers) who spend large share of their income in food, are likely to be pushed deeper into poverty and food insecurity. In some countries urgent action is required to maintain and in some case enhance emergency safety nets. On the other hand high prices will stimulate a supply side response where the market signals are transmitted to food producers and where they have the capacity to increase production and the infrastructure and organisation to supply the market. This may represent an important opportunity for promoting agricultural and rural development in many low income-food deficit countries, provided an enabling policy environment and supportive measures are established quickly. On the longer term however climate change and water scarcity are expected to affect negatively food production. Without coordinated actions and adequate policy measures, these new challenges will jeopardise the prospects for achieving the Millennium Development Goals, in particular MDG1. Failure to act expeditiously may lead to a significant increase in the number of people in need of emergency, as well as medium and long-term, assistance. Actions are needed to both mitigate the impact and to provide the basis for rapid and medium term supply response to take advantage of the emerging opportunities through investment in agricultural assets. 

Deforestation Mod
High Oil Prices lead to increased biofuel use

Zarroli, 07 (11/12/07, NPR, “High Oil Prices Affect Many Products” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=16211938)

"When oil gets much more expensive … some biofuels," become more cost effective, Goldstein said" "We are able to make that switch today. We weren't able to make that earlier."Federal Reserve Governor Alice Rivlin said there is another reason the economy has survived price increases — less manufacturing. "We don't depend on energy as much because we don't depend on manufacturing as much," Rivlin said. "Services are less energy intensive."Goldstein believes the days of relatively painless price increases are ending. A lot of things are getting more expensive. "For example, the price of some of these sports drinks hadn't increased in seven years. It did this summer and precisely because the price of transporting that stuff by truck to the supermarket to the grocery store got more expensive to the point where they had to go for a price increase," he said. Goldstein says there is always a lag between the time when oil goes up and the time its impact is felt in the economy. "This $100 — near $100 — a barrel crude oil, that's still on the tanker," he said. "That hasn't even gotten to the refinery, let alone to the gas station on the corner."When it does, he said, gasoline could hit $4 a gallon.That's bound to be felt by consumers. Whether they stop spending will depend partly on other factors, such as how well the housing industry and the job market do. But the past few years have shown that the economy can adjust to rising prices better than people once thought.
Deforestation causes species extinction and loss of biodiversity

Butler (Unknown, Rhett, Mongabay Environemntal news, “Extinction” http://rainforests.mongabay.com/0908.htm)

The greatest loss with the longest-lasting effects from the ongoing destruction of wilderness will be the mass extinction of species that provide Earth with biodiversity. Although great extinctions have occurred in the past, none has occurred as rapidly or has been so much the result of the actions of a single species. The extinction rate of today may be 1,000 to 10,000 times the biological normal, or background, extinction rate of 1-10 species extinctions per year.

So far there is no evidence for the massive species extinctions predicted by the species-area curve in the chart below. However, it is possible that species extinction, like global warming, has a time lag, and the loss of forest species due to forest clearing in the past may not be apparent yet today. Ward (1997) uses the term "extinction debt" to describe such extinction of species and populations long after habitat alteration:  Decades or centuries after a habitat perturbation, extinction related to the perturbation may still be taking place. This is perhaps the least understood and most insidious aspect of habitat destruction. We can clear-cut a forest and then point out that the attendant extinctions are low, when in reality a larger number of extinctions will take place in the future. We will have produced an extinction debt that has to be paid. . . We might curtail our hunting practices when some given population falls to very low numbers and think that we have succeeded in "saving" the species in question, when in reality we have produced an extinction debt that ultimately must be paid in full. . . Extinction debts are bad debts, and when they are eventually paid, the world is a poorer place. For example, the disappearance of crucial pollinators will not cause the immediate extinction of tree species with life cycles measured in centuries. Similarly, a study of West African primates found an extinction debt of over 30 percent of the total primate fauna as a result of historic deforestation. This suggests that protection of remaining forests in these areas might not be enough to prevent extinctions caused by past habitat loss. While we may be able to predict the effects of the loss of some species, we know too little about the vast majority of species to make reasonable projections. The unanticipated loss of unknown species will have a magnified effect over time.
Deforestation Mod
Extinction – this outweighs nuclear war
Chen 2k—Professor of Law and Vance K. Opperman Research Scholar, University of Minnesota Law School (Jim, Globalization and Its Losers, Winter 2000, 9 Minn. J. Global Trade 157, Lexis, AMiles is cute)

Ellipses in original 

Conscious decisions to allow the extinction of a species or the destruction of an entire ecosystem epitomize the "irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources" that NEPA is designed to retard. 312 The original Endangered Species Act gave such decisions no quarter whatsoever; 313 since 1979, such decisions have rested in the hands of a solemnly convened "God Squad." 314 In its permanence and gravity, natural extinction provides the baseline by which all other types of extinction should be judged. The Endangered Species Act explicitly acknowledges the "esthetic, ecological, educational, historical, recreational, and scientific value" of endangered species and the biodiversity they represent. 315 Allied bodies of international law confirm this view: 316 global biological diversity is part of the commonly owned heritage of all humanity and deserves full legal protection. 317 Rather remarkably, these broad assertions understate the value of biodiversity and the urgency of its protection. A Sand County Almanac, the eloquent bible of the modern environmental movement, contains only two demonstrable biological errors. It opens with one and closes with another. We can forgive Aldo Leopold's decision to close with that elegant but erroneous epigram, "ontogeny repeats phylogeny." 318 What concerns [*208] us is his opening gambit: "There are some who can live without wild things, and some who cannot." 319 Not quite. None of us can live without wild things. Insects are so essential to life as we know it that if they "and other land-dwelling anthropods ... were to disappear, humanity probably could not last more than a few months." 320 "Most of the amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals," along with "the bulk of the flowering plants and ... the physical structure of most forests and other terrestrial habitats" would disappear in turn. 321 "The land would return to" something resembling its Cambrian condition, "covered by mats of recumbent wind-pollinated vegetation, sprinkled with clumps of small trees and bushes here and there, largely devoid of animal life." 322 From this perspective, the mere thought of valuing biodiversity is absurd, much as any attempt to quantify all of earth's planetary amenities as some trillions of dollars per year is absurd. But the frustration inherent in enforcing the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) has shown that conservation cannot work without appeasing Homo economicus, the profit-seeking ape. Efforts to ban the international ivory trade through CITES have failed to stem the slaughter of African elephants. 323 The preservation of biodiversity must therefore begin with a cold, calculating inventory of its benefits. Fortunately, defending biodiversity preservation in humanity's self-interest is an easy task. As yet unexploited species might give a hungry world a larger larder than the storehouse of twenty plant species that provide nine-tenths of humanity's current food supply. 324 "Waiting in the wings are tens of thousands of unused plant species, many demonstrably superior to those in favor." 325 As genetic warehouses, many plants enhance the productivity of crops already in use. In the United States alone, the [*209] genes of wild plants have accounted for much of "the explosive growth in farm production since the 1930s." 326 The contribution is worth $ 1 billion each year. 327 Nature's pharmacy demonstrates even more dramatic gains than nature's farm. 328 Aspirin and penicillin, our star analgesic and antibiotic, had humble origins in the meadowsweet plant and in cheese mold. 329 Leeches, vampire bats, and pit vipers all contribute anticoagulant drugs that reduce blood pressure, prevent heart attacks, and facilitate skin transplants. 330 Merck & Co., the multinational pharmaceutical company, is helping Costa Rica assay its rich biota. 331 A single commercially viable product derived "from, say, any one species among ... 12,000 plants and 300,000 insects ... could handsomely repay Merck's entire investment" of $ 1 million in 1991 dollars. 332 Wild animals, plants, and microorganisms also provide ecological services. 333 The Supreme Court has lauded the pesticidal talents of migratory birds. 334 Numerous organisms process the air we breathe, the water we drink, the ground we stroll. 335 Other species serve as sentries. Just as canaries warned coal miners of lethal gases, the decline or disappearance of indicator species provides advance warning against deeper [*210] environmental threats. 336 Species conservation yields the greatest environmental amenity of all: ecosystem protection. Saving discrete species indirectly protects the ecosystems in which they live. 337 Some larger animals may not carry great utilitarian value in themselves, but the human urge to protect these charismatic "flagship species" helps protect their ecosystems. 338 Indeed, to save any species, we must protect their ecosystems. 339 Defenders of biodiversity can measure the "tangible economic value" of the pleasure derived from "visiting, photographing, painting, and just looking at wildlife." 340 In the United States alone, wildlife observation and feeding in 1991 generated $ 18.1 billion in consumer spending, $ 3 billion in tax revenues, and 766,000 jobs. 341 Ecotourism gives tropical countries, home to most of the world's species, a valuable alternative to subsistence agriculture. Costa Rican rainforests preserved for ecotourism "have become many times more profitable per hectare than land cleared for pastures and fields," while the endangered gorilla has turned ecotourism into "the third most important source of income in Rwanda." 342 In a globalized economy where commodities can be cultivated almost anywhere, environmentally [*211] sensitive locales can maximize their wealth by exploiting the "boutique" uses of their natural bounty. The value of endangered species and the biodiversity they embody is "literally ... incalculable." 343 What, if anything, should the law do to preserve it? There are those that invoke the story of Noah's Ark as a moral basis for biodiversity preservation. 344 Others regard the entire Judeo-Christian tradition, especially the biblical stories of Creation and the Flood, as the root of the West's deplorable environmental record. 345 To avoid getting bogged down in an environmental exegesis of Judeo-Christian "myth and legend," we should let Charles Darwin and evolutionary biology determine the imperatives of our moment in natural "history." 346 The loss of biological diversity is quite arguably the gravest problem facing humanity. If we cast the question as the contemporary phenomenon that "our descendants [will] most regret," the "loss of genetic and species diversity by the destruction of natural habitats" is worse than even "energy depletion, economic collapse, limited nuclear war, or conquest by a totalitarian government." 347 Natural evolution may in due course renew the earth with a diversity of species approximating that of a world unspoiled by Homo sapiens -- in ten million years, perhaps a hundred million. 348

Biofuels = Deforestation

U.S biofuel use causes deforestation across the globe, specifically in the Amazon

Butler  08 (1/17.08, Rhett, Mongabay News, “U.S. biofuels policy drives deforestation in Indonesia, the Amazon”, http://news.mongabay.com/2008/0117-biofuels.html)

 U.S. incentives for biofuel production are promoting deforestation in southeast Asia and the Amazon by driving up crop prices and displacing energy feedstock production, say researchers.

William Laurance, a senior scientist at the Smithsonian Tropical Research Institute in Panama, says that massive subsidies to promote American corn production for ethanol have shifted soy production to Brazil where large areas of cerrado grasslands are being torn up for soybean farms. The expansion of soy in the region is contributing to deforestation in the Amazon."Some forests are directly cleared for soy farms. Farmers also purchase large expanses of cattle pasture for soy production, effectively pushing the ranchers further into the Amazonian frontier or onto lands unsuitable for soy production," said Laurance. Projected soybean exports for Brazil and the United States, 2004-2015. Chart based on USDA data. Click to enlarge. "In addition, higher soy costs tend to raise beef prices because soy-based livestock feeds become more expensive, creating an indirect incentive for forest conversion to pasture," added Laurance. "Finally, the powerful Brazilian soy lobby has been a driving force behind initiatives to expand Amazonian highway networks, which greatly increase access to forests for ranchers, farmers, loggers, and land speculators." Satellite imagery from NASA supports Laurance. Data released last summer indicates that much of the recent burning is concentrated around two major Amazon roads: Trans-Amazon highway in the state of Amazonas, and the unpaved portion of the BR-163 Highway in the state of Pará.
Brazilian satellite data also show a marked increase in the number of fires and deforestation in the region. The states of Para and Mato Grosso -- the heart of Brazil's booming agricultural frontier -- both experienced a 50 percent or more increase in forest loss over the same period last year coupled with a large jump in burning: a 39-85 percent jump in the number of fires in Para during the July-September burning period and 100-127 percent rise in Mato Grosso, depending on the satellite. More broadly, the 50,729 fires recorded by the Terra satellite and 72,329 measured by the AQUA satellite across the Brazilian Amazon are the highest on record based on available data going back to 2003.

Total deforestation and area of soybean cultivation across states in the Brazilian Amazon. Overall soybean cultivation makes up only a small portion of deforestation, though its role is accelerating. Further, soybean expansion and the associated infrastructure development and farmer displacement is driving deforestation by other actors. Note: some soybean farms are established on already degraded rainforest lands and neighboring cerrado ecosystems. Therefore it would be inappropriate to assume the area of soybean planting represents its actual role in deforestation.

Tar Sand Mod
Tar sand production inevitable with high oil prices – any increase makes it profitable
Stockman 10 (Lorne, May 6, “Tar Sands Oil Means High Gas Prices”, http://dirtyoilsands.org/files/CEI-TarSandsMeansHigherOilPrices.pdf), Corporate Ethics International
Tar sands (also known as oil sands) oil production is the most expensive oil production in the world. The Keystone XL pipeline will create significant over capacity for tar sands crude into the U.S. raising pipeline tariffs and adding to the already high cost of tar sands production. The growth in tar sands production needed to fill the Keystone XL pipeline will only occur if oil prices keep rising. Tar sands production exerts little if any influence over global oil prices because it maintains no spare production capacity. Tar sands production is a symptom of high oil prices and not a basis for lower prices. Tar sands oil production is the most expensive oil production in the world today and has been labeled the ‘marginal barrel’ by the International Energy Agency. In April 2010 Marvin Odum, Shell’s head of tar sands, announced that the company would not go ahead with any new tar sands projects in the next five years and perhaps longer because of the expense of doing so. He said that, ‘the oil sands have become one of the most costly places on earth to pursue oil projects’. Referring to the company’s recent $14 billion expansion of its tar sands mining project he said that it represented, ‘some of the most expensive production that we have.’iii He stated that the 100,000 barrel a day (b/d) project will require minimum oil prices of $70-75 to turn a profit. Further, construction costs in Alberta are only going up. The rush to develop tar sands projects and the huge requirements for labor, cement, steel, engineering equipment and other resources mean that everything from rigs to housing are at a premium in the tar sands regions. A recent decline in costs spurred by the recession is already being reversed.iv In November 2009, one of Canada’s respected energy think tanks, the Canadian Energy Research Institute (CERI) produced its 2009 to 2043 forecast for the tar sands industry.v In this 35 year timeline it expects oil prices to rise to around $200/bbl stimulating growth in tar sands production of between 5 and 6 million b/d by the 2030s to 2040s. It calculates that the oil price required to facilitate this level of production ranges from $119 to $134/bbl. The last time oil prices were at this level, in mid-2008, U.S. gasoline prices averaged $3.96 per gallon.vi The tar sands industry is clearly betting on high oil prices in order produce much of the as yet undeveloped resource. However, there is a raft of economic analysis including that from the IEAvii and othersviii that shows that high oil prices hinder economic growth and are therefore unsustainable. CERI and the tar sands industry are counting on a situation that would be devastating for the U.S. economy. If oil prices ever did reach $200/bbl, gasoline prices would probably be above $7 per gallon. Tar sands production is expensive primarily because it is bitumen, a solid or semi-solid form of degraded oil. Extracting and processing it requires more complex procedures than most conventional oil production. These processes require extensive specialized infrastructure leading to huge capital investment costs and high operating costs. Compare for example the estimated cost of developing a heavy oil field in Saudi Arabia with Shell’s recent tar sands mining expansion. The Manifa Field in Saudi Arabia is estimated to cost $15.75 billion to develop and as such is one of the most expensive developments in the country. It is slated to produce 900,000 b/d of oil as well as significant quantities of natural gas and condensate.ix In contrast, Shell’s Athabasca Oil Sands Project (AOSP) expansion cost $14 billion but only added 100,000 b/d of crude oil capacity.

Impact is environmental destruction – deforestation, water pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions

Flower 10 – analyst (Merlin, April 28, “Tar sand mining gaining force”, http://www.oil-price.net/en/articles/Tar-sand-mining-gaining-force.php),  

Apart from pollution, the mining causes deforestation, destruction to the land, and impacts the livelihood of indigenous communities. The extraction process is carbon-intensive as it produces three to four times green house gases than the conventional oil fields. Nobody knows for sure how long it would take to reclaim the land- if at all they could be restored. The Athabasca River passes through the mining areas of the forest. Water from this river is used in the mining operations and environmentalist fear for the aquatic life in the river. The process in very energy intensive and two to three barrels of water are used for every barrel of crude produced, to separate the bitumen from the sand. The waste water, filled with heavy metals and chemicals, are left in ponds called 'tailing ponds'. These toxic ponds are a source of environmental pollution, the clean-up of which is very expensive. Apart from the waste water other wastes like mine tailings- a mixture of water, sand, clay, and bitumen are produced which cause environmental damage too. Last month the Alberta government acknowledged that apart from the more than 500 migratory ducks killed in a toxic pond in 2008, there were more than 164 animals killed during 2000- 2008 because of the mining process. Two decades ago, the Exxon Valdez oil spill occurred in the Prince William Sound, Alaska, when about 10.8 million gallons of crude oil spilled into the sea. And according to reports, the effects are still felt with Harlequin ducks living in the area showing effects of long-term exposure to the oil. And the Boreal forests are home to many animals like wolves, lynx, bears, and woodland caribou; to about thirty percent of North America's song birds and three to five billion land birds, including migratory ones. Last week Europe's largest oil company BP, beat a shareholder rebellion- co-ordinated by FairPensions and Co-operative Asset Management with support from WWF-UK, - over environmental, financial and social risks associated with BP's oil sand project in Canada. The advance votes showed that about 85% had voted against the resolution. The resolution will be discussed at the BP AGM and the company is expected to make a final decision on the oil sands venture by the end of this year. Though the resolution failed, it did succeed in bringing to the table BP's plans for tar sands projects. The oil company, for the first time, disclosed information on the company outlook on demand for tar sands oil. It also furnished details on regulations the company had planned while deciding on the proposed joint venture between them and Husky energy for the Sunrise project. The company contents that the extraction process in the Sunrise project was less damaging than the older methods. The project is expected to produce 200,000 of oil a day by 2012. The Chairman of the BP Carl-Henric Svanberg said the vote was "not about winning or losing". He added that "This resolution raises perfectly legitimate concerns" I understand the concerns, but I disagree with the analysis. And that "The decision to move into the sands is a strategic one " most analysts think it is a stretch to think we can meet future energy demands without fossil fuels, we will need at least 50 million barrels a day of new oil. BP and Shell are saying that they would extract oil from tar sands in a responsible way. Shell states that the greenhouse emissions could be reduced using carbon capture and proper storage methods. Greenpeace climate and energy campaigner Melina Laboucan-Massimo said "BP's involvement in the toxic tar sands industry exposes the hypocrisy behind its carefully crafted image of being beyond petroleum". Further adding that, "With its stake in the tar sands, BP more accurately stands for 'Broken Promises' and can't claim any longer to be 'Beyond Petroleum'." Strangely, the IEA has commended Canada for its commitment to 'increase the share of clean energy in electricity supply by 2020.' Said IEA Executive Director Nobuo Tanaka, "the goal to increase to 90% the portion of Canada's electricity needs that are provided by carbon-free sources such as hydro, nuclear or wind power by the end of the decade is progressive and ambitious." But, really, how's that possible with blatant destruction of forests? It would be unwise, if not silly, to expect investors to be ethical and abstain from the project. However, there is, be assured, a way to save the forests. If the government imposes higher charges for carbon dioxide emissions, it would cut into the profit. This looks like the only possible way to save the Boreal forest. For, should the Canadian government dirty its backyard at the cost of its wildlife just to supply oil to the energy thirsty US? The US is not going to reclaim the land, anyway. The bottom-line, as oil-price.net has always maintained, is more investment in renewable energies and reduced consumption of oil. As for Canada's tar sands project, spirited opposition is the only way to prevent an environmental disaster. 
Tar Sand Mod
Extinction – this outweighs nuclear war
Chen 2k—Professor of Law and Vance K. Opperman Research Scholar, University of Minnesota Law School (Jim, Globalization and Its Losers, Winter 2000, 9 Minn. J. Global Trade 157, Lexis, AMiles is cute)

Ellipses in original 

Conscious decisions to allow the extinction of a species or the destruction of an entire ecosystem epitomize the "irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources" that NEPA is designed to retard. 312 The original Endangered Species Act gave such decisions no quarter whatsoever; 313 since 1979, such decisions have rested in the hands of a solemnly convened "God Squad." 314 In its permanence and gravity, natural extinction provides the baseline by which all other types of extinction should be judged. The Endangered Species Act explicitly acknowledges the "esthetic, ecological, educational, historical, recreational, and scientific value" of endangered species and the biodiversity they represent. 315 Allied bodies of international law confirm this view: 316 global biological diversity is part of the commonly owned heritage of all humanity and deserves full legal protection. 317 Rather remarkably, these broad assertions understate the value of biodiversity and the urgency of its protection. A Sand County Almanac, the eloquent bible of the modern environmental movement, contains only two demonstrable biological errors. It opens with one and closes with another. We can forgive Aldo Leopold's decision to close with that elegant but erroneous epigram, "ontogeny repeats phylogeny." 318 What concerns [*208] us is his opening gambit: "There are some who can live without wild things, and some who cannot." 319 Not quite. None of us can live without wild things. Insects are so essential to life as we know it that if they "and other land-dwelling anthropods ... were to disappear, humanity probably could not last more than a few months." 320 "Most of the amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals," along with "the bulk of the flowering plants and ... the physical structure of most forests and other terrestrial habitats" would disappear in turn. 321 "The land would return to" something resembling its Cambrian condition, "covered by mats of recumbent wind-pollinated vegetation, sprinkled with clumps of small trees and bushes here and there, largely devoid of animal life." 322 From this perspective, the mere thought of valuing biodiversity is absurd, much as any attempt to quantify all of earth's planetary amenities as some trillions of dollars per year is absurd. But the frustration inherent in enforcing the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) has shown that conservation cannot work without appeasing Homo economicus, the profit-seeking ape. Efforts to ban the international ivory trade through CITES have failed to stem the slaughter of African elephants. 323 The preservation of biodiversity must therefore begin with a cold, calculating inventory of its benefits. Fortunately, defending biodiversity preservation in humanity's self-interest is an easy task. As yet unexploited species might give a hungry world a larger larder than the storehouse of twenty plant species that provide nine-tenths of humanity's current food supply. 324 "Waiting in the wings are tens of thousands of unused plant species, many demonstrably superior to those in favor." 325 As genetic warehouses, many plants enhance the productivity of crops already in use. In the United States alone, the [*209] genes of wild plants have accounted for much of "the explosive growth in farm production since the 1930s." 326 The contribution is worth $ 1 billion each year. 327 Nature's pharmacy demonstrates even more dramatic gains than nature's farm. 328 Aspirin and penicillin, our star analgesic and antibiotic, had humble origins in the meadowsweet plant and in cheese mold. 329 Leeches, vampire bats, and pit vipers all contribute anticoagulant drugs that reduce blood pressure, prevent heart attacks, and facilitate skin transplants. 330 Merck & Co., the multinational pharmaceutical company, is helping Costa Rica assay its rich biota. 331 A single commercially viable product derived "from, say, any one species among ... 12,000 plants and 300,000 insects ... could handsomely repay Merck's entire investment" of $ 1 million in 1991 dollars. 332 Wild animals, plants, and microorganisms also provide ecological services. 333 The Supreme Court has lauded the pesticidal talents of migratory birds. 334 Numerous organisms process the air we breathe, the water we drink, the ground we stroll. 335 Other species serve as sentries. Just as canaries warned coal miners of lethal gases, the decline or disappearance of indicator species provides advance warning against deeper [*210] environmental threats. 336 Species conservation yields the greatest environmental amenity of all: ecosystem protection. Saving discrete species indirectly protects the ecosystems in which they live. 337 Some larger animals may not carry great utilitarian value in themselves, but the human urge to protect these charismatic "flagship species" helps protect their ecosystems. 338 Indeed, to save any species, we must protect their ecosystems. 339 Defenders of biodiversity can measure the "tangible economic value" of the pleasure derived from "visiting, photographing, painting, and just looking at wildlife." 340 In the United States alone, wildlife observation and feeding in 1991 generated $ 18.1 billion in consumer spending, $ 3 billion in tax revenues, and 766,000 jobs. 341 Ecotourism gives tropical countries, home to most of the world's species, a valuable alternative to subsistence agriculture. Costa Rican rainforests preserved for ecotourism "have become many times more profitable per hectare than land cleared for pastures and fields," while the endangered gorilla has turned ecotourism into "the third most important source of income in Rwanda." 342 In a globalized economy where commodities can be cultivated almost anywhere, environmentally [*211] sensitive locales can maximize their wealth by exploiting the "boutique" uses of their natural bounty. The value of endangered species and the biodiversity they embody is "literally ... incalculable." 343 What, if anything, should the law do to preserve it? There are those that invoke the story of Noah's Ark as a moral basis for biodiversity preservation. 344 Others regard the entire Judeo-Christian tradition, especially the biblical stories of Creation and the Flood, as the root of the West's deplorable environmental record. 345 To avoid getting bogged down in an environmental exegesis of Judeo-Christian "myth and legend," we should let Charles Darwin and evolutionary biology determine the imperatives of our moment in natural "history." 346 The loss of biological diversity is quite arguably the gravest problem facing humanity. If we cast the question as the contemporary phenomenon that "our descendants [will] most regret," the "loss of genetic and species diversity by the destruction of natural habitats" is worse than even "energy depletion, economic collapse, limited nuclear war, or conquest by a totalitarian government." 347 Natural evolution may in due course renew the earth with a diversity of species approximating that of a world unspoiled by Homo sapiens -- in ten million years, perhaps a hundred million. 348

Heg Mod
High oil prices collapse heg
EAC 4/15/10 – Energy and Capital, newsletter

http://seekingalpha.com/article/198870-u-s-military-issues-peak-oil-warning
If you haven't heard the latest peak oil warning, you should definitely take a minute to catch up. A few days ago, the U.S. military cautioned that the oil production capacity could disappear within two years, with major shortages occurring in 2015. It was the last place I thought I'd hear a peak oil alarm sound. To be honest, I would have expected the Department of Energy to send this out, rather than our military. Then again, I'm not really surprised that the U.S. military is losing sleep over the upcoming peak oil crisis. Think about it, dear reader. Here's some sobering reminders that our military is shackled to its thirst for crude oil: Out of the $20 billion the U.S. military spent on energy in 2008, 82.5% was to purchase crude oil. That's pretty scary considering oil prices collapsed during the second half of the year. The U.S. military consumes well over 300,000 barrels of oil every day The U.S. Department of Defense is (and always will be, in my humble opinion) the single largest energy consumer in the world. In 2007, the average U.S. soldier used up 15 gallons of oil per day, making the American fighting men and women the most oil-consuming soldiers ever to stand on a battlefield. If you have ever wondered how our U.S. military's energy consumption breaks down, check this out: When we're sliding down the backside of peak oil, the truth is that the U.S. military stands to lose more than anyone else. 
U.S. hegemony solves nuclear war.

Zalmay Khalilzad (Dep. Secretary of Defense) Spring 1995 The Washington Quarterly

A world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and 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, renegade states, and low level conflicts. Finally, US leadership would help preclude the rise of another global rival, enabling the US and the world to avoid another cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange.

(you campers get a better heg impact when you complete the Khalilzad Challenge in wave 2 of assignments, if you think you have what it takes)
Russian Expansionism Mod
High oil prices empowers Russia and weaken the US
Nyquist 8/21/2009 – J.R., Regular geopolitical columnist for Financial Sense Online 

http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2009/0821.html
In this way Russia strengthens Iran while weakening the position of Israel and the United States.  It goes without saying that Moscow envisions the destabilization of the Middle East and the disruption of its main centers of oil production and shipping.  Should Iran unleash biochemical warheads against Israel, there would be a further escalation of violence with the result that oil prices would reach -- according to Filin -- $200-$300 per barrell. The consequences, of course, would be devastating for the oil-dependent Western economies, which are already suffering from widespread financial troubles. On the Russian side, however, high oil prices would empower the Russian state while stabilizing the Iranian clerical regime under a defiant nationalist banner. Moscow also envisions the closing of the Strait of Hormuz, a massive mobilization of terrorists, and a fresh violence in Iraq. According to Filin, "Upon learning of the Arctic Sea and its cargo, a major Western state that favors a strategic partnership with Ukraine, was prepared to intercept the ship. But fearing this would cause a serious international scandal that would disrupt the 'reboot' of its relations with the Putin regime, the [aforesaid] state decided to act informally, which it did." 

Specifically, Russian empowerment causes nuclear war and makes all conflicts more likely

Cohen 1/25/96 - Ariel, Senior Policy Analyst @ Heritage

(Heritage Foundation Reports, l/n) 

Much is at stake in Eurasia for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia's transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $6 billion to date (equal to Russia's IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security. As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia's neighbors, but also the U.S. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf.15 Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. Russian imperialists, such as radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky, have resurrected the old dream of obtaining a warm port on the Indian Ocean. If Russia succeeds in establishing its domination in the south, the threat to Ukraine, Turkey, Iran, and Afganistan will increase. The independence of pro-Western Georgia and Azerbaijan already has been undermined by pressures from the Russian armed forces and covert actions by the intelligence and security services, in addition to which Russian hegemony would make Western political and economic efforts to stave off Islamic militancy more difficult.

A2 Russian Economy

Analysts conclude that the Russian economy has empirically been resilient and will continue so

Garrels 9/20/08 – NPR

http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=94647099

For the past six years, Russia's economy has boomed in large part because of soaring prices for oil and metals. Russia is strong in these areas — too strong, though, for a balanced economy.  Russian shares have bled almost 50 percent of their value since May, but many analysts say Russia still remains a resilient economy. And after the Georgia invasion and weeks of harsh, anti-western rhetoric, both Russian President Dmitri Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin have tried to reassure foreign investors. When those commodities prices dropped, Russia's stock market was hit hard.  "The question is if they fall significantly further," says James Fenkner with Red Star Assets in Moscow.  Fenkner is one of the more cautious voices in Moscow, and other analysts like Roland Nash of Renaissance Capital look at other indicators, like direct foreign investment. "The level of foreign investment is twice the per capita of Brazil, four times that of China, and six times that of India this year," Nash says. "The market arguments for Russia are still very good and there is still a lot of money coming in." Too Dependent On Commodities The Russia government recognizes it is too dependent on commodities, and while their prices were high, it amassed huge reserves as a cushion. The country now has a balanced budget and financial analysts predict its economy will continue to grow at about six percent. 

A2 Oil Dependence

Dependence is exaggerated - We could go along while without Middle East oil

Raphaeli 2/4/09 - Dr. Raphaeli, Senior Analyst (emeritus) at MEMRI.

http://www.lebanonwire.com/0902MLN/09020405MEMRI.asp 

This brief analysis sought to underscore two critical issues of major significance for U.S. strategic and economic policies: First, the alleged dependency on Middle East oil is greatly exaggerated. With the help of its oil strategic reserves, its national production of oil and the availability of oil from two friendly neighbors, Canada and Mexico, coupled with the drive for developing alternative energy sources, the U.S. could muddle through with reduced Middle East oil for a long while. Second, the sharp decline in oil revenues will lessen the threats of applying pressures on U.S. foreign policy by wealthy 
Oil Prices High – Generic/Laundry List

Oil prices just increased – takes out any perception link

Briefing.com 6-21 (Live Market Analysis, “Oil and Gas Prices Climb, Copper Too”, http://news.briefing.com/GeneralContent/Investor/Active/ArticlePopup/ArticlePopup.aspx?SiteName=News&ArticleId=SI20100621103856)
[BRIEFING.COM] Broad support for commodities has helped drive the CRB Commodity Index to a 1.5% gain. At an individual level, oil prices are up a sharp 1.9% to $78.65 per barrel. Natural gas prices are up an even sharper 3.2% to $5.16 per MMBtu.
Oil Prices High – Chinese Currency

Oil prices rising – China’s currency move proves

Channel News Asia 6-22-2010 (“Oil prices rise on China’s currency move”, Business News http://www.channelnewsasia.com/stories/afp_world_business/view/1064777/1/.html)
NEW YORK: Oil prices climbed on Monday after China's announcement over the weekend that it would relax its currency's peg to the dollar, raising investor hopes for stronger energy demand.  New York's main futures contract, light sweet crude for delivery in July, settled at 77.82 dollars a barrel, a gain of 64 cents from Friday's close.  In London, Brent North Sea crude for August delivery rose 60 cents to close at 78.82 dollars.  Oil advanced after China's central bank, the People's Bank of China (PBoC), said on Saturday that it would allow the yuan more flexibility against the dollar, sparking expectations of higher demand for oil and other dollar-priced raw materials that spurred global market rallies.
High Oil Prices Inevitable – Carbon Tax

Inevitable carbon-tax on electricity causes higher oil prices

Watson, frequent contributor to Global Research, 6-21-2010 (Paul, “Carbon Tax On Electricity To Send Prices Skyrocketing”,  http://www.prisonplanet.com/carbon-tax-on-electricity-to-send-prices-skyrocketing.html)
The elite are still desperate to impose a consumption tax on Americans as part of the move towards a “post-industrial revolution” and the kind of nightmare “green economy” that has left Spain with a 20 per cent unemployment rate. In a so-called green economy, over 2.2 jobs are lost for every “green job” created. Electricity prices in Spain have “skyrocketed” since the implemented of these policies, according to a leaked government report.  The EPA has been busy floating propaganda about how Obama’s cap and trade legislation would cost Americans an average of $79 to $146 per year. In reality, as we have documented, the stronger provisions of the bill would see around $2.9 trillion shaved off the economy by the year 2050 if enacted. The legislation would also reduce GDP by 6.9 percent – a figure comparable with the economic meltdown of 1929 and 1930.  (ARTICLE CONTINUES BELOW)  Carbon Tax On Electricity To Send Prices Skyrocketing 150410banner1  A carbon tax would impact almost every aspect of Americans’ lives, from higher gas prices, to soaring utility bills, to exorbitant excesses related to the “energy efficiency” of their homes. It would be enforced by an army of environmental regulators and green police poking their noses into the private affairs of citizens.  The “green economy” is nothing more than a euphemism for an organized effort on behalf of big business and the government to completely eviscerate the middle class and introduce levies and regulation into every area of their lives.  Massive oil companies like British Petroleum, who Obama pretends to be fighting when he reads off his teleprompter, were amongst the founding members of the carbon trade lobby. BP has supported the Kerry-Lieberman climate bill and other so-called “green” initiatives every step of the way because, far from acting as a punishment for big polluters, they represent a financial windfall.  “As Democrats fight to advance climate change policies, they are resorting to the misleading tactics they used in their health care and finance efforts: posing as the scourges of the special interests and tarring “reform” opponents as the stooges of big business,” writes the Washington Examiner’s Timothy P. Carney.  “There’s a problem: BP was a founding member of the U.S. Climate Action Partnership (USCAP), a lobby dedicated to passing a cap-and-trade bill. As the nation’s largest producer of natural gas, BP saw many ways to profit from climate legislation, notably by persuading Congress to provide subsidies to coal-fired power plants that switched to gas.”  Indeed, BP has “explicitly backed” a “higher gas tax,” because the money will end up back in their coffers. If Obama limits the carbon tax to electricity companies, BP won’t be affected. However, even if the tax is expanded to include oil companies, the costs will merely be passed on to the consumer in the form of gas rate hikes. Obama’s constant call to reduce dependence on oil also helps companies like BP sell the myth of artificial scarcity, which in turn boosts the price of oil to their benefit.  Transnational oil companies like British Petroleum and Exxon Mobil have been amongst the biggest promoters of man-made global warming because they are headed up by globalists who understand that the carbon tax will do nothing to help the environment but will be used to bankroll the implementation of global government while swallowing up whatever deposable income impoverished Americans have lef
Instability Turns Econ
Unstable Iraq raised oil prices – global economic recession 
Messerli 7 (Joe, Aug 21, “Should the U.S. Withdraw its Troops from Iraq?”, http://www.balancedpolitics.org/iraq_withdrawal.htm),
Green Bay, BalancedPolicitcs 

Oil prices could skyrocket if Iraq becomes more unstable, leading to $5/gallon gas prices and a major recession of the world economy. A war should never be fought simply for economic reasons. However, any person that has contact with reality no that Iraq plays a critical role in the price of oil and the world economy. Iraq is a gigantic supplier of oil. Thus, the laws of supply and demand say anything that negatively affects supply will drive the price up. If an all-out civil war erupts, oil prices may just skyrocket to the point that we must pay $5 per gallon for gas. Setting aside the huge impact of those gas prices on the average American family, imagine what that would do to the world economy. Inflation and interest rates would go through the roof. Consumer spending would plummet. Unemployment would rise, leading to bigger government deficits. And the negative effects on the U.S. and world economy would snowball from there.Economists will tell you one of the best "leading indicators" on the state of the economy is the U.S. stock market. Watch the price drop in the stock market that happens with every uptick in the price of oil. And remember, the economies of the world are no longer isolated; they are intertwined. Thus, we would likely face not only a U.S. recession in the event of an Iraqi civil war, but a world recession. 

Iraq Not Key to Global Oil Prices
No link – Iraq not key to overall oil prices and even if they were, other countries fill in

Baker, Washington Post Staff Writer, 2006 (Peter, “Bush Says U.S. Pullout Would Let Iraq Radicals Use Oil as a Weapon”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/11/04/AR2006110401025.html)

Some analysts, however, said that Bush is exaggerating the impact of Iraq's oil production on world markets. Iraq has more than 112 billion barrels of oil, the second-largest proven reserves in the world. But it currently pumps just 2.3 million barrels per day and exports 1.6 million of that, according to the State Department's tracking report on the country, still short of what it produced before the invasion. That represents a fraction of the 85 million barrels produced around the world each day and less than the surplus capacity of Saudi Arabia and other Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries, meaning in a crisis they could ramp up their wells to make up for the shortfall, analysts said. The United States also has 688 million barrels of oil in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, enough to counter a disruption of Iraqi oil for 14 months. Even if Iraq did not sell oil to the United States, it would not matter as long as it sold it to someone because the international market is fungible and what counts is the overall supply and overall demand, according to analysts. If Iraq cut off exports altogether, it still would not have the dire effect on the world market that Bush predicts, they said. The price of oil began rising dramatically in 2002 as the confrontation with Iraq loomed, but many factors contributed, including increasing demand by China and problems in Nigeria, Venezuela and elsewhere. The world, in fact, has already seen what would happen if Iraqi oil were cut off entirely, as Bush suggests radicals might do. Iraq effectively stopped pumping oil altogether in the months immediately after the invasion. And yet the price of oil has never topped $80, much less come anywhere near the $300 or $400 a barrel Bush cited as a possible consequence of a radical Iraqi regime withholding the country's oil. "They're a minor exporter," said Edward Morse, managing director and chief energy economist at Lehman Brothers. "They have potential to be a greater exporter. But it's ludicrous to suggest someone could hold the world hostage by withholding oil from the market, especially a regime that needs money." Disruptions of oil supplies certainly affect the markets, but not as drastically as Bush suggested, Morse said. He noted that Venezuela's capacity has fallen by 1 million barrels a day since President Hugo Chavez came to power there and yet it has not given him any geopolitical leverage over the United States even though he is an avowed Bush foe. But Morse agreed that Iran, for example, could "play mischief" because it already effectively controls much of Iraqi oil in the southern part of the country.

Alternative Energy Mod

High prices cause a shift to alternative and more efficient energy – this weans us off of oil dependence and harmful environmental practices
Miller 7/30/08 – Debbie, writer for the Progressive, author of many books on the environment

http://www.progressive.org/mp/dsmiller072908.html

2. High gas prices and the slump in SUV sales have prompted automakers to produce more hybrids and develop all-electric cars. That’s better for consumers in the long run and it helps the environment by reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  3. Another good reason, she said, is that finally renewable energy is getting a chance. People are investing in wind and solar. Clean energy is the way to go for our future.  As much as Americans grimace when they fill up their cars, we should recognize the silver lining of the pocketbook pain.  My daughter and I discussed seven other benefits.  4. People are increasingly carpooling, using mass transit, and batching their drive-around errands together. This ultimately will give people more time in their lives to do other activities. Who really enjoys bumper-to-bumper freeway driving?  5. Some states are considering four-day workweeks, such as Utah recently enacted for its government employees. This would take millions of commuter cars off the road. Who dislikes three-day weekends?  6. Drivers are speeding less, no pedal to the metal through the intersections. That not only saves gas; it also saves lives. In the first five months of this year, deaths from car crashes dropped 9 percent from last year.  7. As we gradually wean ourselves from fossil fuels, this means fewer oil spills, less air pollution, and less harm to the environment.  8. By developing and distributing clean energy, such as solar, wind, geothermal, tidal, biomass and synthetic fuels, we help the environment by offering clean, non-toxic energy to consumers.  9. As petroleum becomes a fossil fuel of the past, we eliminate the prospect of war over oil, and our nation truly becomes more energy secure. Good news: Based on 2008 projections by the Energy Information Administration, the United States is on track to import 100 billion barrels less oil through 2050, due to greater efficiency, conservation, and alternative energy. This equates to 10 times as much oil than what is projected to be recovered from the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.  10. We don’t need to drill for oil in sensitive areas, such as the extraordinary Arctic Refuge, because we have better energy choices. Should we rip open America’s greatest wildlife refuge so the oil companies can make another billion in profits for a few months’ supply of oil?  

Oil dependence causes warming and global war

Deborah James, October 28, 2007, “Free Trade and the Environment” http://www.globalexchange.org/campaigns/wto/Environment.html

Increased Trade Increases Our Dependency on Oil Increasing trade increases our consumption of and dependency on oil, which has created a massive global crisis of human-induced climate change. The rise of global temperatures means more severe droughts and floods that will literally change the face of the Earth; the loss of coastal lands and the destruction of forests; an increase in heat waves and other human health hazards; and the extinction of plant and animal species. Our consumption of oil also leads to violations of the human rights of peoples in oil-producing countries such as Ecuador, Colombia, Indonesia, and Nigeria, who suffer environmental heath problems, displacement, and contamination of their communities. Increased trade -- and hence dependence on oil -- will also contribute to global insecurity by providing further incentive for the drive towards war as the U.S. government struggles for control over this most strategic global resource. 

Extinction

Tickell, 8-11-2008  (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction.  The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. 
High Oil Prices = Alt Energy Transition

The Economy will adjust to higher oil prices by switching to other energy sources such as biofuels
Zarroli, 07 (11/12/07, NPR, “High Oil Prices Affect Many Products” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=16211938)
"When oil gets much more expensive … some biofuels," become more cost effective, Goldstein said" "We are able to make that switch today. We weren't able to make that earlier." Federal Reserve Governor Alice Rivlin said there is another reason the economy has survived price increases — less manufacturing. "We don't depend on energy as much because we don't depend on manufacturing as much," Rivlin said. "Services are less energy intensive." Goldstein believes the days of relatively painless price increases are ending. A lot of things are getting more expensive. "For example, the price of some of these sports drinks hadn't increased in seven years. It did this summer and precisely because the price of transporting that stuff by truck to the supermarket to the grocery store got more expensive to the point where they had to go for a price increase," he said. Goldstein says there is always a lag between the time when oil goes up and the time its impact is felt in the economy. "This $100 — near $100 — a barrel crude oil, that's still on the tanker," he said. "That hasn't even gotten to the refinery, let alone to the gas station on the corner." When it does, he said, gasoline could hit $4 a gallon. That's bound to be felt by consumers. Whether they stop spending will depend partly on other factors, such as how well the housing industry and the job market do. But the past few years have shown that the economy can adjust to rising prices better than people once thought.
High Oil Prices = Alt Energy Transition

High oil prices help make the transition to alternative energy

Brumley, 08 – stock broker and writer (6/30/08. James, suite 101, “Top Alternative Energy Investments”, http://investment.suite101.com/article.cfm/top_alternative_energy_investments)

 Though the high price of oil has created a tremendous amount of pain at the gas pump, there has been one benefit of sky-rocketing crude - it's confirmed the need for alternative energy technologies. On the other hand, the energy crisis has also exposed how ill-prepared to supply alternative energy the nation and the world are. There are a few alternative energy companies that have found themselves in the right place at the right time, able to meet the growing need for alternative energy. The ones that are publicly traded may well offer investors outstanding long-term appreciation potential. Though far from an exhaustive list, the following stocks could provide solid rewards with minimized risk in each of their respective categories...wind, solar, geothermal, and nuclear. 

High oil prices will transition us to alternative energy

Kyle, 08 (Dec, 2008, Steven, Scientific Earth, “ For Alternative Energy's Sake--Keep Oil Prices High”, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=keep-oil-prices-high)

 As oil and related energy prices soared to record highs over the past two years, interest in alternative fuels soared, too. Hybrid cars have appeared seemingly overnight, and proposals for solar, wind and other renewable technologies are being made everywhere. We need to remember, however, that all this action has one cause—high oil prices—and progress could grind to a halt if those prices fall again. It might seem ridiculous to worry about such a thing; don’t we all want to spend less on oil? And isn’t hoping for that just whistling in the dark? Not necessarily. At present, it is virtually axiomatic in the popular press that growth in demand from the U.S., China, India and elsewhere will keep oil prices high forevermore. But this common wisdom ignores the possibility of recession, or even depression, reducing demand growth to near zero, just as new drilling (mostly overseas) increases supply. Recession is already upon the U.S., and China’s economy is slowing rapidly. As Wall Street collapsed in October, oil prices dropped to around $70 a barrel. Saudi Arabia’s stated goal of maintaining a price floor of $80 a barrel or higher suddenly seemed optimistic. So what is the problem? In the short run, nothing. But sustained development of new energy sources always rests on the condition of the old ones. Coal did not arise as Europe’s main energy source until Europeans had cut down virtually all their forests for fuel, and the later switch to oil did not occur until the scarcity of coal drove its price high. In the 1970s Americans responded to high oil prices with alternative energy projects and more fuel-efficient cars. But when prices dropped in the 1980s, we threw caution to the wind—along with the energy projects. We purchased ever larger cars and SUVs and moved to ever more distant suburbs. Sure enough, now that oil prices have spiked again, we are looking at the same alternatives we had relegated to niche markets then. Today renewable technologies such as wind and solar are close to being competitive with fossil fuels. But we can say good-bye to that prospect if oil prices decline to $60 to $70 a barrel, which could easily happen in a recession, as we witnessed in October. Two years of lower prices can turn hybrid cars into a bad financial proposition for consumers, and green technology start-up companies could go bankrupt as demand for their goods dries up. Even a temporary decrease in petroleum prices would undermine the long-term development of the alternatives we all know we need.
High Oil Prices = Alt Energy Transition

High oil prices create the environment to develop alternative energy


Red Orbit, 05 (10/14/05, Red Orbit News“ Market Forces Make Alternative Energy More Viable “http://www.redorbit.com/news/science/271667/market_forces_make_alternative_energy_more_viable/index.html) 

NEW YORK, Oct. 14 /PRNewswire/ -- From a credit research perspective, sky-high oil and gas prices may be creating the best environment yet for alternative energy companies, according to Standard & Poor's in a special report to be published on Monday, October 17. According to research performed by Standard & Poor's Ratings Services, in the current lending and oil price environment, nearly any rating at all seems sufficient to secure financing for these projects, which include wind, solar, geothermal, biomass, and hydropower. These and other findings can be found in CreditWeek, the investment research leader's weekly magazine on credit risk. Alternative energy companies have been -- and for the most part, still are -- small players whose markets enjoy less favorable economics than those of traditional energy producers. But the picture is complicated by other forces that, in the current policy and economic environment, give these companies an advantage. clear pixel "The high price of fossil fuels, concerns over the environment, the need to diversify America's sources of energy, improved technologies, and the forces of corn-belt politics are combining to create the best investing environment ever for renewable power," said Standard & Poor's credit analyst Terry Pratt. "Therefore we expect to see a higher volume of alternative energy ratings in the medium term, provided that regulators, politicians, and consumers continue to support such projects," said Mr. Pratt.

High oil prices make renewable more competitive and economically viable

MSNBC. 04 (10/21/04, MSNBC “ Rising oil prices boost renewable energy” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/6271966/)

 SAN FRANCISCO — With oil reaching record high prices and natural gas doubling in the last two years, renewable energy is looking a lot better — not just on environmental merits, but on price. Wind, solar, geothermal and other green power sources have long been championed by people worried about smog and global warming, but until recently they were too costly to compete. But the soaring cost of fossil fuels is changing the economics of the energy market. "Rising fossil fuel prices are making renewable energy more competitive in the power market," said Steve Taub, an alternative energy analyst at Cambridge Energy Research Associates. Renewable energy can't offer much relief to drivers and companies seeing their profits evaporate because of skyrocketing oil prices, because viable green alternatives to gasoline are hard to find. Biofuels such as ethanol and biodiesel aren't widely available, and hydrogen-powered cars aren't expected to hit the market for years.

Russian Economy Mod

High oil prices solves Russian economy
Kudenko 10 – Aleksey, RiaNovosti, Feb 6, “High oil prices to solve Russia’s financial problems – Putin”, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100602/159273742.html
Extra budget revenues due to higher oil prices will allow Russia to effectively deal with its main financial issues, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin said on Wednesday. Putin said that whereas the 2010 budget was based on a projected oil price of $58 per barrel, the average price so far this year had in fact exceeded $70. "We can make greater headway in solving our main financial problems. Above all, in reducing the budget deficit," he told a cabinet meeting, adding that in 2009 the deficit constituted 5.9% of GDP. He said the country's Reserve Fund could be used "more economically." Putin said economic growth was also higher than forecast several months ago. According to the Ministry of Economics and Trade it currently stands at 3.5-4.5% y-o-y, or possibly even higher. Finance Minister Alexei Kudrin said in mid-May the 2010 deficit would be 5.2-5.4% and that the budget would be balanced with an average oil price of $95 per barrel. The budget deficit in 2011 is expected at 4% of GDP with an oil price of $70 per barrel and 8% of GDP with a price of $50. Kudrin also said that the Reserve Fund would most likely last through 2011 and not be completely used up in 2010, as was previously expected. Russia, which continues to rely on raw material exports as its principal source of budget revenue, was badly affected by the 2008 global economic crisis, but a quicker-than-expected recovery of oil prices has eased pressure on the federal budget. 
Impact is nuclear war
Steven David, Prof. of political science at Johns Hopkins, 1999, Foreign Affairs

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.
Low Oil Prices = Russian Econ Collapse

Low prices cause Russian econ collapse

Victor and Victor 2003 (Dir, Program on Energy and Sustainable Development @ Stanford & Dept of Econ @ Yale) [David and Nadejda, Foreign Affairs, March/April 2003, p. 47]

It is neither wise nor effective to use strategic reserves to manage prices, but the likely result of these actions would be much lower prices that will expose a rift between consuming nations and producers such as Russia. Every $1 shift in world oil prices translates into about $1 billion for the Russian state budget. Russia ran a surplus of $5 billion in 2002, and the 2003 state budget (which forecast a price for Urals crude of $21.50 per barrel) calls for saving $17 billion of oil revenue for the future by paying down the current external debt. Contingency plans predict red ink if oil prices fall below about $18 per barrel. Low prices would be a disaster for Russia. If they also trigger disarray in OPEC, then a sustained period of cheap oil could spread fiscal pain across the oil-producing world. In the past, however, U.S. policy has not changed in response to collapses in world oil prices; U.S. energy firms generally fare poorly in that environment, but consumers gain when they can guzzle more at lower cost and the economy is freer to soar when prices are low.

Price decline wrecks Russia's economy.

BBC Worldwide Monitoring, "Russian finance minister warns of effects of possible oil price fall" April 12, 2008 lexis

[Presenter] A fall in the oil price could inflict a serious blow on the Russian economy, Finance Minister Aleksey Kudrin has said during a visit to Washington. He said that at the moment the country's economy is seriously dependent on the oil price, and that in the case of a fall in the price a crisis will affect both the state and private sectors.

A2 Biodiversity
Biodiversity is scientifically disproven – no impact

Dodds 2K, Donald J Dodds, M.S. P.E., President of North Pacific Research, 2000, “The Myth of Biodiversity” (google, terms – “biodiversity myth – download first hit  date accessed 7/ 20/ 09)

Biodiversity is a corner stone of the environmental movement.  But there is no proof that biodiversity is important to the environment. Something without basis in scientific fact is called a Myth.  Lets examine biodiversity through out the history of the earth.  The earth has been around for about 4 billion years.  Life did not develop until about 500 million years later.  Thus for the first 500 million years bio diversity was zero.  The planet somehow survived this lack of biodiversity.  For the next 3 billion years, the only life on the planet was microbial and not diverse.  Thus, the first unexplainable fact is that the earth existed for 3.5 billion years, 87.5% of its existence, without biodiversity.  Somewhere around 500 million years ago life began to diversify and multiple celled species appeared.  Because these species were partially composed of sold material they left better geologic records, and the number of species and genera could be cataloged and counted.  The number of genera on the planet is a indication of the biodiversity of the planet.  Figure 1 is a plot of the number of genera on the planet over the last 550 million years.  The little black line outside of the left edge of the graph is 10 million years.  Notice the left end of this graph.  Biodiversity has never been higher than it is today.
A2 Hegemony
U.S. hegemony has already collapsed

Bazhanov 9, Yevgeny Bazhanov 21 July 2009 Moskow Times [http://www.moscowtimes.ru/article/1016/42/379658.htm]

Obama spoke to Russian leaders as equals in a manner befitting the leaders of sovereign states. The U.S. president could not behave otherwise; after all, Bush’s grandiose plan to build a Pax Americana, a global empire led by the United States, came crashing down with a bang. The United States, overburdened by its attempt to shoulder world hegemony, collapsed and fell into the clutches of a severe crisis affecting both domestic and foreign affairs.

U.S. hegemony collapse inevitable

Layne 6 – Christopher, Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, Fall 2006, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited; The Coming End of the United States' Unipolar Moment, LexisNexis

U.S. hegemony cannot endure indefinitely. Even the strongest proponents of primacy harbor an unspoken fear that U.S. hegemony will provoke the very kind of geopolitical backlash that they say cannot happen (or at least cannot happen for a very long time). n119 In fact, although a new geopolitical balance has yet to emerge, there is considerable evidence that other states have been engaging in balancing against the United States--including hard balancing. U.S. concerns about China's great power emergence reflect Washington's fears about the military, as well as economic, implications of China's rise. Other evidence suggests--at least by some measures--that the international system is closer to a multipolar distribution of power than primacists realize. In its survey of likely international developments through 2020, the National Intelligence Council's report Mapping the Global Future notes: "The likely emergence of China and India as new major global players--similar to the rise of Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century--will transform the geopolitical landscape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of the previous two centuries. In the same way that commentators refer to the 1900s as the American Century, the early 21st century may be seen as the time when some in the developing world led by China and India came into their own." n120 In a similar vein, a recent study by the Strategic Assessment Group projects that by 2020 both China (which Mapping the Global Future argues will then be "by any measure a first-rate military power") and the European Union could each have nearly as much power as the United States. n121 Projecting current trends several decades into the future has its pitfalls (not least because of the difficulty of converting economic power into effective military power). But if this ongoing shift in the distribution of relative power continues, new poles of power in the international system are likely to emerge in the next decade or two. n119. Although he is the foremost advocate of the view that the United States is too powerful to be balanced against, William Wohlforth (with Stephen Brooks) argues that the United States "needs to act with magnanimity in the face of temptation" to reassure the rest of the world that U.S. primacy is nonthreatening. That is, he seems to be saying that others can and will balance against the United States if they fear U.S. power. Brooks and Wohlforth, "American Primacy in Perspective," p. 33. n120. National Intelligence Council, Mapping the Global Future: Report of the National Intelligence Council's 2020 Project (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, December 2004), p. 47. n121. The Strategic Assessment Group's analysis of current and projected world-power shares was based on the international futures model developed by Barry Hughes. For a discussion of the methodology and a summary of the group's findings, see Gregory F. Treverton and Seth G. Jones, Measuring National Power (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 2005), pp. iii, ix-x. The future of U.S. hegemony centers on the questions of timing and costs. How long can the United States maintain its unipolar position? Do the benefits of perpetuating unipolarity outweigh the costs? In 1993 I suggested that by 2010, unipolarity would give way to multipolarity. n122 In contrast, in 1999 William Wohlforth stated "that if Washington plays its cards right, [U.S. hegemony] may last as long as bipolarity." n123 The post-World War II bipolar era lasted forty-five years. So by Wohlforth's calculations, U.S. preponderance could last until around 2030. The difference in these two predictions was, at most, only about twenty years. n122. Layne, "The Unipolar illusion," p. 7. n123. Wohlforth, "The Stability of a Unipolar World," p. 8. Two decades may seem like a long time, but in truth it is not--especially for strategists, who are paid to look beyond the events of the day and think about how states' interests will be affected over the longer term by shifting power configurations. Two historical examples illustrate how much can change geopolitically in twenty years. In 1918-20 Germany was defeated and seemingly shackled by the Treaty of Versailles. By the summer of 1940, however, it was ascendant on the European continent. In 1896 a "splendidly isolated" Great Britain generally was acknowledged as the dominant world power. Twenty years later, the rise of German, U.S., and Japanese power had eroded its global position and forced a profound change in British grand strategy, including the entente with France and the consequent "continental commitment" that sucked London into World War I. n124 Far from being splendidly isolated, Britain was enmeshed in the horrors of trench warfare, and its soldiers were being slaughtered in the futile July 1916 Somme offensive. The change in Britain's geopolitical fortunes between 1896 and 1916 is a reminder that a state's position of dominance in international politics can melt away with unexpected rapidity. n124. For a powerful argument that the entente with France and the continental commitment were ill advised--and that Britain could, and should, have avoided being dragged into World War I--see Niall Ferguson, Pity of War: Explaining World War I (New York: Basic Books, 1999). See also Daniel A. Baugh, "British Strategy during the First World War in the Context of Four Centuries: Blue-Water versus Continental Commitment," in Daniel M. Masterson, ed., Naval History: The Sixth Symposium of the U.S. Naval Academy (Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly Resources, 1987), pp. 105-106. The United States enjoys no privileged exemption from the fate of past hegemons. American primacists conflate balancing (a grand strategy pursued by individual states) with the attainment of balance in the international system (a more or less equal distribution of power among the great powers). That others' balancing efforts have not yet produced a balance of power does not mean they are not trying to offset U.S. hegemony, although these balancing efforts will require time to bear fruit. Thus, contrary to my 1993 prediction, the United States probably will not be challenged by great power rivals as early as 2010. Yet, it also is doubtful that U.S. hegemony will endure until 2030, as Wohlforth predicted in 1999. The key question facing American strategists, therefore, is: Should the United States cling to unipolarity for, at best, another two decades? Or should it abandon its hegemonic grand strategy for a less ambitious one of offshore balancing? 

A2 Tar Sands
Companies have committed to reject tar sand

Stockman 10 (Lorne, May 6, “Tar Sands Oil Means High Gas Prices”, http://dirtyoilsands.org/files/CEI-TarSandsMeansHigherOilPrices.pdf), Corporate Ethics International

Tar sands (also known as oil sands) oil production is the most expensive oil production in the world. The Keystone XL pipeline will create significant over capacity for tar sands crude into the U.S. raising pipeline tariffs and adding to the already high cost of tar sands production. The growth in tar sands production needed to fill the Keystone XL pipeline will only occur if oil prices keep rising. Tar sands production exerts little if any influence over global oil prices because it maintains no spare production capacity. Tar sands production is a symptom of high oil prices and not a basis for lower prices. Tar sands oil production is the most expensive oil production in the world today and has been labeled the ‘marginal barrel’ by the International Energy Agency. In April 2010 Marvin Odum, Shell’s head of tar sands, announced that the company would not go ahead with any new tar sands projects in the next five years and perhaps longer because of the expense of doing so. He said that, ‘the oil sands have become one of the most costly places on earth to pursue oil projects’. Referring to the company’s recent $14 billion expansion of its tar sands mining project he said that it represented, ‘some of the most expensive production that we have.’iii He stated that the 100,000 barrel a day (b/d) project will require minimum oil prices of $70-75 to turn a profit. Further, construction costs in Alberta are only going up. The rush to develop tar sands projects and the huge requirements for labor, cement, steel, engineering equipment and other resources mean that everything from rigs to housing are at a premium in the tar sands regions. A recent decline in costs spurred by the recession is already being reversed.iv In November 2009, one of Canada’s respected energy think tanks, the Canadian Energy Research Institute (CERI) produced its 2009 to 2043 forecast for the tar sands industry.v In this 35 year timeline it expects oil prices to rise to around $200/bbl stimulating growth in tar sands production of between 5 and 6 million b/d by the 2030s to 2040s. It calculates that the oil price required to facilitate this level of production ranges from $119 to $134/bbl. The last time oil prices were at this level, in mid-2008, U.S. gasoline prices averaged $3.96 per gallon.vi The tar sands industry is clearly betting on high oil prices in order produce much of the as yet undeveloped resource. However, there is a raft of economic analysis including that from the IEA and others that shows that high oil prices hinder economic growth and are therefore unsustainable. CERI and the tar sands industry are counting on a situation that would be devastating for the U.S. economy. If oil prices ever did reach $200/bbl, gasoline prices would probably be above $7 per gallon. Tar sands production is expensive primarily because it is bitumen, a solid or semi-solid form of degraded oil. Extracting and processing it requires more complex procedures than most conventional oil production. These processes require extensive specialized infrastructure leading to huge capital investment costs and high operating costs. Compare for example the estimated cost of developing a heavy oil field in Saudi Arabia with Shell’s recent tar sands mining expansion. The Manifa Field in Saudi Arabia is estimated to cost $15.75 billion to develop and as such is one of the most expensive developments in the country. It is slated to produce 900,000 b/d of oil as well as significant quantities of natural gas and condensate.ix In contrast, Shell’s Athabasca Oil Sands Project (AOSP) expansion cost $14 billion but only added 100,000 b/d of crude oil capacity.

A2 Biofuels
Second-generation biofuels solve environmental concerns

United Press International 9, Ecoworld, October 1, “Trash Based Biofuels May Solve Critical Environmental Problems”, http://www.ecoworld.com/energy-fuels/trash-based-biofuels-might-solve-problems.html

Singaporean and Swiss scientists say using trash to produce biofuels might help solve the world’s growing energy crisis and also reduce carbon emissions. The researchers said current biofuels produced from crops require an increase in crop production, which has its own severe environmental costs. However, second-generation biofuels, such as cellulosic ethanol derived from processed urban waste, might offer dramatic emissions savings without the environmental catch. “Our results suggest that fuel from processed waste biomass, such as paper and cardboard, is a promising clean energy solution,” said Associate Professor Hugh Tan of the National University of Singapore. “If developed fully this biofuel could simultaneously meet part of the world’s energy needs, while also combating carbon emissions and fossil fuel dependency.” The team found 82.93 billion liters of cellulosic ethanol could be produced from the world’s landfill waste and by substituting gasoline with the resulting biofuel, global carbon emissions could be cut by figures ranging from 29.2 percent to 86.1 percent for every unit of energy produced. The study that included researchers from the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology in Zurich appears in the journal Global Change Biology: Bioenergy. 

A2 Econ - Resilient
Empirically proven. 

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

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

Global econ resilient – even most serious shocks won’t stop growth

Giles, 1/25/2006 – Financial Times

Stability and resilience characterised  2005. The global economy withstood natural disasters, a relentless rise in oil prices and widespread predictions of a dollar crash to enter 2006 with strong growth and continued price  stability.  The international community managed to muddle its way through the continuing turmoil of the US occupation of Iraq, the glacial progress in the Doha trade negotiations and the rejection of the EU constitutional treaty by the voters of  France and the Netherlands without deepening long-standing divisions.    If 2006 can match that record, all but the most dewy-eyed idealists should be content.   The process of globalisation creates vast opportunities for individuals, companies and societies. The rise of Asia, and China in particular, has brought  benefits to almost every community in the world. But change breeds fear. So the  challenge for 2006 will be for the world to take advantage of the new opportunities while putting policies in place to mitigate the inevitable threats. The world might have escaped a crisis in 2005, but the risks have not gone away, while some new threats to a stable world have emerged.     Muddling through political and economic challenges does not look so easy in 2006. The year has already seen a vicious dispute over gas prices between Russia and the Ukraine, highlighting the renewed power of energy producers; Iran has decided to restart elements of its nuclear programme, putting the country on a collision course with some big players in the world.    By the end of this month, the global economy must learn to live without the guiding hand of Alan Greenspan at the Federal Reserve and, during the course of  2006, there will be either a completion or the collapse of the Doha trade round; the US will be under severe pressure to come to a decision on the future of its  troops in Iraq; and Israel will decide its political direction without the influence of Ariel Sharon.  In addition to these certainties, the threats of ever worsening global trade  imbalances, energy insecurity and possible bubbles in bond and housing markets hang over the global economy.    The consensus among economists, international organisations and central banks is that the world's economy will be able again to withstand these threats, posting another strong year of economic growth, supported by a rise in business  investment. If true, foreign affairs, led by events in the Middle East, will again grab the headlines.   Iran is the new flash-point in the region, with the hardline government led by President Mahmoud Ahmadi-Nejad upping the stakes in mid-January by reopening  its uranium enrichment facility at Natanz.  Although Iran has not resumed full-scale production of enriched uranium, its  move broke its moratorium, agreed with Britain, France and Germany in November 2004, and showed the limits of the international community's ability to hold rrant states to account.   Unless Iran backs down and ceases its forays into nuclear weapons technology, referral to the UN Security Council will be the only available option, confronting Iran with the threat of sanctions from the whole of the international community. Securing agreement at the UN will test the unity of the international community in the opening months of 2006.   In neighbouring Iraq, the US continues to struggle to control the fierce insurgency that persistently undermines efforts to bring physical security to the population. Under mounting domestic pressure to bring its soldiers home, the administration is likely to announce the start of a partial troop withdrawal later this year. There can be no doubt this risky strategy will put even greater pressure on the Iraqi army and police, who are not yet able to maintain security in the country.   Signs are more hopeful in the peace process between Israel and the Palestinians. Mr Sharon might no longer be the central figure in Middle East politics, but his influence lives on in Israel's withdrawal from settlements in  Gaza and his establishment of the Kadima ("Forward") political party that dominates Israel's political centre ground.  A final peace settlement is still far from reality, even if moderate parties  triumph in January's Palestinian and March's Israeli elections, but hope now exists where there was none just over a year ago.   Outside the Middle East, the two issues that will dominate world affairs are  energy security and trade.   Russia assumed the G8 presidency at the start of the year, declaring energy security to be one of its two issues. It promptly demonstrated its producer power and the importance of the subject by cutting off gas supplies to the Ukraine after the country rejected Russia's quadrupling of gas prices.   The Doha trade round limps on after the important players papered over the cracks at the Hong Kong ministerial meeting in December. Though brinkmanship is  always part of trade negotiations, the chances of a weak deal or collapse remain high.   A deal must be struck in 2006 before the US administration loses its authority, granted by Congress, to negotiate trade agreements. But the problem is that the concessions from the US, the EU and large developing economies needed for an ambitious deal appear more onerous to domestic audiences than the  perceived gains on offer.  If the pressures of a firm deadline were not enough for trade negotiators, increased protectionist pressure is an ever-present risk with the continued surge in world trade, the rise of China and the growth of economic imbalances. The US current account deficit is poised to exceed 7 per cent of gross domestic  product this year.  After the US economy sailed through 2005 as though imbalances were an irrelevance, the betting is that 2006 will be just as benign. The central scenario is that US consumers and their government will continue to spend more than they earn, but foreign investors, particularly official creditors in Asia and oil- producing countries, will be equally willing to go on lending to the US.    The lesson of 2005 is that the imbalances need not cause any immediate disruption. Indeed the initial signs in January are of positive economic surprises around the world. But the further the elastic of the global economy is stretched, the greater is the threat of an unpleasant snap-back.    If US consumers were to decide to reduce their accumulation of debt, economic prospects would be damaged in every region. If other countries became less willing to finance the US trade deficit, the dollar could come under severe pressure, raising global interest rates. Already in 2006 we have seen dollar jitters with signs that international investors are again concentrating on current account imbalances rather than interest rate differentials.    Continental Europe would be hardest hit by any rapid unwinding of global imbalances, as its economy has been most fragile with little sign of domestically generated growth.  To mitigate the threat from global imbalances, China will come under continued pressure to revalue the renminbi against the dollar. Its initial move  last July gave only a 2.1 per cent increase in the value of its currency.   Central bankers are an optimistic bunch at the moment, not over concerned about global imbalances. Ben Bernanke, the incoming chairman of the Federal Reserve, staked his reputation last year on describing the trade imbalances as the result of a global savings glut, mitigated by US willingness to absorb capital inflows.   Those in charge of monetary policy worldwide are more concerned that the remarkable reduction in interest rate differentials between safe and risky assets might be a sign of investor over-confidence which could reverse in 2006,  sending shock waves through the world economy. Good times have a nasty tendency  not to last. Serious though these threats are, their consequences are well-rehearsed and policymakers believe they would be able to respond quickly to mitigate  many of the consequences. 

A2 Econ – No War
Economic decline does not cause war

Daniel Deudney, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society at the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies @ Princeton University, Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Environment and Security: Muddled and Thinking April 1991, proquest

In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict.  How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur.  And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces.  As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.”  The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices.  In the 1930s, increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.

A2 Terrorism 

Terrorist organizations don’t have access to large scale arms

Goodby, Coffey, Loeb, 07 – *ambassadorial assignments in the administrations of Presidents Carter, Reagan, Clinton, chief negotiator for Nuun-Luhar agreements with Russa, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Belarus **holds the Edison Chair for Technology in the Center for Technology and National Security Policy, Senior Research Scientist at tehUniversity of Maryland, Cheryl Research Associate at the Center for Technology and National Security Policy at the National Defense University, is a ph.D candidate in the Biodefense program at George Mason University (6/30/09, “Deploying Nuclear Detection Systems, A Proposed Strategy for Combating Nuclear Terrorism”, Center for Technology and National Security Policy National Defense University, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA473225&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, AD: 6/30/09) Most seizures along these identified routes involve amateur smugglers with relatively small amounts of material. In some cases, small quantities of high-grade material have been seized, which usually indicates a major trafficker providing a small sample of a much larger supply to a potential customer for testing. There are very few cases involving large shipments of material, as these incidents involve international criminal organizations or nation-states, both with the resources to conduct counterintelligence and counter-surveillance operations.11 Airports, borders, and ports in countries identified as having nuclear materials where theft has occurred or where facilities are least secure. Such locations include Russia and former Soviet States, such as Georgia and Uzbekistan. Intelligence organizations around the world will have to cooperate to achieve the quickest possible sharing of information and resources if we are to interdict nuclear materials before they reach their intended destination. Agencies involved in counter-terrorism intelligence, as well as those specializing in smuggling and interdiction operations will need to freely share information. An international coordinating body, operating under UNSCR 1540, would provide the platform for closer collaboration among law enforcement and intelligence organizations and the management of international nuclear detection activities. Fortunately, many police and law enforcement agencies, as well as international organizations like Interpol and the United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime, already provide a platform for information sharing. One good example of effective multilateral cooperation is the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). Countries participating in PSI agreements and exercises help build relationships and operational cooperation and provide information aimed at improving targeted interdiction, cooperation, and intelligence sharing. Law enforcement agencies around the world generally have longstanding working relationships in the area of combating organized criminal activity and are able to cooperate closely and quickly on the interdiction and apprehension of smugglers and traffickers. “Indeed, [prior to September 11] transatlantic law enforcement collaboration already had ironed out any barriers to concluding agreements on evidence sharing, cooperation in law enforcement, intelligence gathering, rendition of fugitives, joint training, harmonized standards, port security, and financial regulation.”12 Then there were no wars between them, of course. But that fact is better explained by NATO and bipolarity than by any shared form 

A2 Democracy 

Democracy doesn’t prevent war

Schwartz and Skinner, 01 - *Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, **associate professor of history and political science at Carnegie Mellon University (12/22/01, Thomas and Kiron, JAI Press; ORBIS, “ The Myth of the Democratic Peace. (America and the West).”, http://www.accessmylibrary.com/article-1G1-82270189/myth-democratic-peace-america.html)

Here we show that neither the historical record nor the theoretical arguments advanced for the purpose provide any support for democratic pacifism. It does not matter how high or low one sets the bar of democracy. Set it high enough to avoid major exceptions and you find few, if any, democracies until the Cold War era. of government. Worse, the peace among the high-bar democracies of that era was part of a larger pacific pattern: peace among all nations of the First and Second Worlds. As for theoretical arguments, those we have seen rest on implausible premises. Why, then, is the belief that democracies are mutually pacific so widespread and fervent? The explanation rests on an old American tendency to slip and slide unawares between two uses of the word "democracy": as an objective description of regimes, and as a term of praise--a label to distinguish friend from foe. Because a democracy (term of praise) can do no wrong--or so the thinking seems to run--at least one side in any war cannot be a democracy (regime description). There lies the source of much potential mischief in foreign policy. The Historical Problem Democratic pacifism combines an empirical generalization with a causal attribution: democracies do not fight each other, and that is because they are democracies. Proponents often present the former as a plain fact. Yet regimes that were comparatively democratic for their times and regions have fought each other comparatively often--bearing in mind, for the purpose of comparison, that most states do not fight most states most of the time. The wars below are either counter-examples to democratic pacifism or borderline cases. Each is listed with the year it started and those combatants that have some claim to the democratic label. American Revolutionary War, 1775 (Great Britain vs. U.S.) Wars of French Revolution (democratic period), esp. 1793, 1795 (France vs. Great Britain) Quasi War, 1798 (U.S. vs. France) War of 1812 (U.S. vs. Great Britain) Texas War of Independence, 1835 (Texas vs. Mexico) Mexican War, 1846 (U.S. vs. Mexico) Roman Republic vs. France, 1849 American Civil War, 1861 (Northern Union vs. Southern Confederacy) Ecuador-Columbia War, 1863 Franco-Prussian War, 1870 War of the Pacific, 1879 (Chile vs. Peru and Bolivia) Indian Wars, much of nineteenth century (U.S. vs. various Indian nations) Spanish-American War, 1898 Boer War, 1899 (Great Britain vs. Transvaal and Orange Free State) World War I, 1914 (Germany vs. Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and U.S.) Chaco War, 1932 (Chile vs. Argentina) Ecuador-Peru, 1941 Palestine War, 1948 (Israel vs. Lebanon) Dominican Invasion, 1967 (U.S. vs. Dominican Republic) Cyprus Invasion, 1974 (Turkey vs. Cyprus) Ecuador-Peru, 1981 Nagorno-Karabakh, 1989 (Armenia vs. Azerbaijan) Yugoslav Wars, 1991 (Serbia and Bosnian-Serb Republic vs. Croatia and Bosnia; sometimes Croatia vs. Bosnia)  Georgia-Ossetia, 1991 (Georgia vs. South Ossetia)  Georgia-Abkhazia, 1992 (Georgia vs. Abkhazia and allegedly Russia)  Moldova-Dnestr Republic, 1992 (Moldova vs. Dnestr Republic and allegedly Russia)  Chechen War of Independence, 1994 (Russia vs. Chechnya) Ecuador-Peru, 1995  NATO-Yugoslavia, 1999  India-Pakistan, 1999 
A2 Democracy 
Democracies do not create peace – they don’t deter conflict

Rosato, 03. – international relations theory, international security and qualitive methods, B.A. Cambridge Univsity, Oxforn University, MA Ph.D, University of Chigao (Sebastian. Nov. 2003, “The flawed logic of democratic peace theory”,  American Political Science Review Vol. 97, No. 4 November 2003, http://weber.ucsd.edu/~tkousser/Rosato%202003.pdf)

The causal logics that underpin democratic peace theory cannot explain why democracies remain at peace with one another because the mechanisms thatmakeup these logics do not operate as stipulated by the theory’s proponents. In the case of the normative logic, liberal democracies do not reliably externalize their domestic norms of conflict resolution and do not treat one another with trust and respect when their interests clash. Similarly, in the case of the institutional logic, democratic leaders are not especially accountable to peaceloving publics or pacific interest groups, democracies are not particularly slow to mobilize or incapable of surprise attack, and open political competition offers no guarantee that a democracy will reveal private information about its level of resolve. In view of these findings there are good reasons to doubt that joint democracy causes peace.

Democratic peace theorists could counter this claim by pointing out that even in the absence of a good explanation for the democratic peace, the fact remains that democracies have rarely fought one another. In addition to casting doubt on existing explanations for the democratic peace, then, a comprehensive critique should also offer a positive account of the finding. One potential explanation is that the democratic peace is in fact an imperial peace based on American power. This claim rests on two observations. First, the democratic peace is essentially a post-World War II phenomenon restricted to the Americas and Western Europe. Second, the United States has been the dominant power in both these regions since World War II and has placed an overriding emphasis on regional peace.

There are three reasons we should expect democratic peace theory’s empirical claims to hold only in the post1945 period. First, as even proponents of the democratic peace have admitted, there were few democracies 23 Kirschner (2000) suggests that even if all parties know each others’ private information, there are still good reasons to expect them to go to war.

The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory November 2003 in the international system prior to 1945 and even fewer that were in a position to fight one another. Since 1945, however, both the number of democracies in the international system and the number that have had an opportunity to fight one another have grown markedly (e.g., Russett 1993, 20). Second, while members of double democratic dyads were not significantly less likely to fight one another than members of other types of dyads prior to World War II, they have been significantly more peaceful since then (e.g., Farber and Gowa 1997). Third, the farther back we go in history the harder it is to find a consensus among both scholars and policymakers on what states qualify as democracies. Depending on whose criteria we use, there may have been no democratic wars prior to 1945, or there may have been several (see, e.g., Layne 1994; Ray 1995; Russett 1993; Spiro 1994). Since then, however, we can be fairly certain that democracies have hardly fought each other at all. 

A2 Food Prices 

U.S food subsidies keep worldwide food prices low 

Baker 8 -  co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research in Washington, D.C. He is the author of several books, including Plunder & Blunder: The Rise and Fall of the Bubble Economy, The Conservative Nanny State: How the Wealthy Use the Government to Stay Rich and Get Richer and The United States Since 1980 (5/13/8, Dean, The American Prospect “Food Prices are Too Low” http://www.prospect.org/csnc/blogs/beat_the_press_archive?month=05&year=2008&base_name=food_prices_are_too_low) The truth is that the U.S. and European subsidies that cause the Post, the NYT, the World Bank and many NGOs to get apoplectic have the effect of lowering world food prices. That means that fewer people go hungry than would be the case without these subsidies. This isn't rocket science, it's almost definitional. The U.S. and European effectively pay their farmers to keep farming, thereby producing more food than otherwise would be produced. This may have negative consequences for farmers elsewhere in the world, but it does mean that supply is greater and prices are lower than they would be in the absence of the subsidies.
A2 Terrorism – Oil Money Not Key
Because the cost of terrorism is low. money is not the central factor in terrorism and regardless of oil terrorists will use other mechanisms for funds such as crime, and drugs
Macmillan, 10 – (4/10/10, Tufts Journal, http://tuftsjournal.tufts.edu/2010/03_1/features/04/)

Cut off the funding, and terrorism will stop—that’s been the guiding principle behind America’s “war on terror” since September 11, 2001. Over the last decade, the U.S. government claims to have seized $32 million in terrorist funds through freezing assets, prosecuting financiers and shutting down organizations that support terrorism. Now U.S. counterterrorism experts say that al-Qaeda is out of money and has lost its ability to launch massive, high-casualty attacks. That assertion has been making headlines, including a recent cover story in Forbes magazine. “The argument is that money is the oxygen of terror. Money is a factor, but it’s not the central factor. Terrorism isn’t expensive,” Ibrahim Warde says. Photo: Alonso Nichols But the strategy of hitting terrorists in the pocketbook has been oversold, says Ibrahim Warde, an adjunct professor of international business at the Fletcher School and an expert on terrorist financing. He cautions against concluding that simply having depleted the funds of groups like al-Qaeda makes us better positioned to fight them. “The argument is that money is the oxygen of terror. Money is a factor, but it’s not the central factor,” he says. “Terrorism isn’t expensive.” The sums used to carry out attacks are usually small, he notes, hardly the stuff of Saudi billionaires, Swiss bank accounts and networks of Muslim financiers. “The real danger is we’re ignoring the real problem—why people launch attacks,” Warde says. “Terrorism is fueled by politics, not money.” According to the 9/11 Commission Report, none of the post-9/11 attacks cost more than $20,000, and the 9/11 attacks themselves cost about $500,000. Those amounts are not large enough to raise a red flag in the formal banking system, says Warde, who notes that “none of the attacks since 9/11 has been foiled through the money trail.” In his book The Price of Fear: The Truth Behind the Financial War on Terror (University of California Press, 2007), Warde argues that going after terrorist funding is expensive, time consuming and largely unproductive. What’s more, the prosecution of legitimate businesses and charitable organizations has engendered much ill will against the U.S. in the Islamic world, alienating the very hearts and minds we are trying to win. So why has a U.S. government bureaucracy been created to chase down the terrorist money trail? “After 9/11, Bush said, ‘Let’s round up all the usual suspects and go freeze their assets.’ Given the mood at the time, no one could argue,” says Warde. “The financial front became the first front in the war on terror.” The Saudi Connection In the weeks following September 11, a fearful U.S. public demanded that the government take swift action to prevent further attacks, says Warde. A military retaliation would take time. Focusing on the money worked “because the argument was plausible. They knew that Osama bin Laden was involved, and ‘Saudi’ is a synonym [for] money,” he says. “Freezing assets was more part of the so-called security theater. It was one of those measures taken to reassure the public at a time of great panic.” Sixteen government agencies became involved in tracking down terrorist funding, including the departments of State, Treasury and Justice, and many were given expanded powers to fight terrorism. Regulatory agencies, for example, put new rules in place to spot suspicious financial transactions. The Holy Grail in this war, the “big trophy,” as Warde calls it, was bin Laden’s alleged $300 million war chest. “It became a whole cottage industry, and a number of people claiming to be great terrorism experts came up with theories about where that money is,” says Warde. “There was a lot of overreach by financial warriors, and a lot of hollow victories were declared.” Yet the evidence suggested that bin Laden’s millions did not even exist. Warde cites the 9/11 Commission Report, which found that in 1999, an official American delegation to Saudi Arabia was given access to bin Laden’s banking records. They discovered that in 1994, his brothers forced him to sell his share of the family construction business, and the money he got from the sale was seized by the Saudi government. Even so, the U.S. was wise to put the squeeze on terrorist funding, says Bill Martel, an associate professor of international security studies at the Fletcher School. He says the government “was acting on intelligence that al-Qaeda was willing to pay $100 million in cash for a nuclear weapon.” And the group indeed may have been well off, with or without bin Laden’s fortune. The CIA estimates that al-Qaeda was operating with an annual budget of $30 million before September 11, with most of its money coming from rich Arab donors, according to the 9/11 Commission Report. “I agree that money alone doesn’t make organizations,” says Martel. “But it does make them more powerful and more capable.” Warde does not believe the efforts to fight terror financing have been completely ineffective. “Some of the measures taken were necessary. In fact they were long overdue, in terms of controlling financial flows,” he says. “There’s nothing wrong with pursuing the money trail,” he points out. “But it should be part of a larger initiative that also involves diplomacy.” Making Crime Pay Warde says that the financial crackdowns have only driven terrorist groups like al-Qaeda underground. They’re now relying on operatives who can fund themselves and also turning to illegal sources of revenue. “One of the things these groups do, and you see it in Afghanistan, is if they can’t finance themselves through states, they finance themselves in other ways—drugs, crime,” says Richard Shultz, a professor of international politics and an expert on national security at the Fletcher School. “It’s kind of like the mouse in the mousetrap,” Shultz says. “Every time you build a good mousetrap, you catch some mice. But then the mice figure it out,” he says. “They adapt, and they’re getting into your pantry. So you have to adapt to their tactics. Rather than building a better mousetrap, you find out where the nest is and chase them out.” Al-Qaeda appears to have adapted to diminished funding, U.S. intelligence officials told two congressional panels in early February. The group is turning to small-scale, low-tech operations using lone operatives and conventional weapons, such as improvised explosive devices (IEDs), which are responsible for half of all coalition casualties in Iraq.
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