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Energy bill will pass now – Obama’s using his political capital, and the oil spill has put pressure on republicans

Roll Call June 7th, (6/7/10, " Democratic Energy Builds for Energy Bill ", http://www.powergenworldwide.com/index/display/wire-news-display/1200357588.html)

President Barack Obama and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) say that this time they are committed, really committed, to bringing some sort of clean energy bill to the floor this year.
But after months of speed bumps, false starts and promises, some are wondering, can they really get something done?

The new Democratic strategy seems clear enough: try to capitalize on the unprecedented oil spill disaster unfolding in the Gulf of Mexico to jump-start the bill and put Republicans on the defensive. Democrats hope to either tar Republicans as tools of Big Oil as the slick continues to spread, or have another signature accomplishment knocked off Obama's to-do list to go along with health care reform and a Wall Street overhaul.

With the political fallout over the BP oil spill growing by the day, the president has injected a new sense of urgency into passing energy legislation in 2010. Obama has framed the disaster as a "wake-up call" on the need for action on climate change, and during a Carnegie Mellon speech last week, he significantly upped the ante by vowing to become more personally involved in helping to pass legislation this year.

"The votes may not be there right now, but I intend to find them in the coming months. I will continue to make the case for a clean energy future wherever and whenever I can. I will work with anyone to get this done - and we will get it done," Obama said.

White House officials readily admit they are trying to channel the outrage over the Gulf spill into momentum for energy reform. "I think it adds to the urgency of getting something done on energy," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said last week.

And even though the current Senate proposal lacks GOP support, Reid is preparing to press ahead anyway: On Thursday, he called on his committee chairmen to develop recommendations for climate change legislation that he hopes to bring up "later this summer." Reid's letter, however, did not mention the word "climate," calling it a "clean energy" bill instead.

A White House aide confirmed the expedited timeline for moving the climate change bill, saying it is next in line after the House and Senate complete work on Wall Street reform in early July.

"We don't have the votes yet, but we intend to work with Leader Reid and Senators Kerry and Lieberman to find them," the aide said.

A Senate Democratic aide working on the climate overhaul said Obama's ratcheting up of comments, along with Reid's new push to get a bill to the floor, have given the issue fresh momentum.

"He's really doubling down on this," the aide said of Obama. "His statements have gone from 'We need to get this done' to 'We need to get this done this year' to 'We need to get this done now and I'm going to get the votes for it.'"

Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.), who has put together a broad package with Sen. Joe Lieberman (ID-Conn.), met before the Memorial Day recess with White House liaison Phil Schiliro to map out a strategy, the Senate aide said.

"We think that they are really committed, and we think this is the real deal."

What remains unclear is whether Congressional Democrats can successfully engage Republicans on the issue, and whether a truly comprehensive package has legs or whether Democrats will have to settle for a dramatically scaled-down version to secure GOP support. Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) helped develop the Kerry-Lieberman bill but backed out just before it was introduced after Reid pledged to bring immigration reform to the floor first. Graham has said that the oil spill in some ways makes passing a bill more challenging because Senators are concerned about how to deal with its offshore drilling provisions. But Democratic aides said they still hope Graham and a few other Republicans will ultimately support a bill if it makes it to the floor.

"It is time that the Republicans decided to work with us to address the many issues confronting the nation, rather than continue their record of obstruction and delay," said Regan Lachapelle, a spokeswoman for Reid.

A Senate GOP leadership aide said Republicans would be willing to support a clean energy proposal as long as it didn't include a cap-and-trade provision - a centerpiece of the House Democratic version of energy reform.
Congress perceives military withdrawal as appeasement of adversaries---sparks strong backlash 

Kupchan 10 – Charles Kupchan, Professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University, March/April 2010, “Enemies Into Friends,” Foreign Affairs 

OBAMA'S SECOND main challenge is to manage the domestic backlash that regularly accompanies the accommodation of adversaries--one of the key stumbling blocks in past efforts at rapprochement. Anglo-American rapprochement in the nineteenth century on several occasions almost foundered on the shoals of domestic opposition. The U.S. Senate, for example, rejected a general arbitration treaty with the United Kingdom in 1897. Meanwhile, the British government, fearful of a nationalist revolt against its accommodating stance toward Washington, hid from the public its readiness to cede naval superiority in the western Atlantic to the United States. General Suharto, well aware that accommodation with Malaysia risked provoking Indonesian hard-liners, moved slowly and cautiously--as did General Ernesto Geisel when Brazil opened up to Argentina. As the Nixon administration discovered in the 1970s, these governments were wise to be cautious. Detente between the United States and the Soviet Union stalled in part because the White House failed to lay the groundwork for it at home and ran up against congressional resistance. In 1974, for example, Congress passed the Jackson-Vanik amendment, which imposed trade restrictions in order to pressure the Soviet Union to allow emigration.

Like past leaders who advocated accommodation, Obama faces formidable domestic opposition. When he pledged to pursue engagement with the Iranian government even after its troubled election last year, the Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer criticized Obama's policy of "dialogue with a regime that is breaking heads, shooting demonstrators, expelling journalists, arresting activists." "This," he wrote, "from a president who fancies himself the restorer of America's moral standing in the world." After the Obama administration revised its predecessor's missile defense program, John Boehner (R-Ohio), the House minority leader, claimed that "scrapping the U.S. missile defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic does little more than empower Russia and Iran at the expense of our allies in Europe."

An even bigger challenge than parrying these rhetorical blows will be ensuring that the concrete bargains struck in the service of rapprochement pass muster with Congress. If the United States is to ratify a deal on nuclear weapons reductions with Moscow and embrace the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, two-thirds of the Senate will have to approve. Even without a single defection from the Democratic caucus, the White House will need a healthy measure of support from the Republican Party, which has moved considerably to the right since it last shot down the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, in 1999. Scaling back sanctions against Cuba, Iran, or Syria would similarly require congressional action, which also would not come easily; Congress would no doubt balk at the prospect of ending the isolation of Havana, Tehran, or Damascus. Jackson-Vanik, after all, is still on the books, even though the Soviet Union is no more and Russia ended its restrictive emigration policies long ago. In the face of such congressional hurdles, Obama should develop a legislative strategy that supports his diplomacy sooner rather than later.

1nc shell
Obama’s climate agenda is key to solve global climate change

 Friend, SEO Staff Writer, Marketing and Newsroom, 06-23   [Kristen, staff writer, "Senate Democrats Wrestle over Climate Change Cap and Trade," http://www.seolawfirm.com/2010/06/senate-democrats-wrestle-over-climate-change-cap-and-trade/]

Cap and trade is arguably the most contentious aspect of President Obama’s original energy plan, and it is considered to be a critical part of any new energy strategy by many environmental groups and Democrats. The idea of cap and trade is not new to American political thought, nor is it something originally envisioned by liberals or even Democrats. The policy originally gained favor in the 1980s under the first Bush administration in order to control the pollutants primarily responsible for acid rain. [8] 

According to supporters of a cap and trade system, two important ideas factor into the working of a market based emissions regulation system. First, pollutants have a “cost” that is not being factored into the cost of doing business. Polluters get to release pollutants for free, the cost of which is then absorbed by the public in the form of externalities like rising health care costs due to pollution based illnesses. A market based system places these costs onto the market players who are actually producing the pollution, in effect forcing the market to realize the full cost of pollutants.

Second, the best way to regulate emissions is through an economy-wide approach rather than regulation of individual polluters on a plant-by-plant basis. To this end, an overall cap is set for emissions across the board that declines slowly over time, forcing polluters to find the most cost effective means of lowering emissions to meet the lower market cap. [9] 

A provision of the 1990 Clean Air Act aimed at reducing acid rain established such a market system with a decreasing cap placed on sulfur dioxide emissions. The provision also gave utility companies the ability to buy and sell permits in order to comply with the new caps. The EPA, environmental groups and economists have recognized the program as a success; hailing it as one of the most effective pollution control measures enacted in the U.S. to date. According to the Pacific Research institute, emissions of sulfur dioxide in 2007 were down 40 percent from 1990 levels. [8]

Extinction.

Powell 2K (Corey S. Powell, Adjunct professor of Science Journalism at NYU's Science and Environmental Reporting Program; spent eight years on the Board of Editors at Scientific American; worked at Physics Today and at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center where he assisted in the testing of gamma-ray telescopes, October 2000, Discover, Vol. 21, No. 10, 20 Ways the World Could End Swept away)
The Earth is getting warmer, and scientists mostly agree that humans bear some blame. It's easy to see how global warming could flood cities and ruin harvests. More recently, researchers like Paul Epstein of Harvard Medical School have raised the alarm that a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens (see #8). That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic. At present, atmospheric gases trap enough heat close to the surface to keep things comfortable. Increase the global temperature a bit, however, and there could be a bad feedback effect, with water evaporating faster, freeing water vapor (a potent greenhouse gas), which traps more heat, which drives carbon dioxide from the rocks, which drives temperatures still higher. Earth could end up much like Venus, where the high on a typical day is 900 degrees Fahrenheit. It would probably take a lot of warming to initiate such a runaway greenhouse effect, but scientists have no clue where exactly the tipping point lies.
UNIQUENESS – WILL PASS NOW – OIL SPILL
OIL SPILL GIVING ENERGY BILL MOMENTUM FOR PASSAGE

US NEWS AND WORLD REPORT 07-09
[“Democrats use oil spill to spur environmental bills”, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/07/09/democrats-use-oil-spill-to-spur-environmental-bills.html] 

As Hurricane Alex ripped through the Gulf of Mexico last week, pushing waves of oil onto the shores of coastal states and postponing cleanup efforts, Congress shored up a few energy-related bills in Washington. While the spill has been a dark cloud for environmentalists, it may provide the political impetus that proponents of long-term conservation and climate change legislation have been looking for. [See photos of the Gulf oil spill.]
"We need to move forward," Interior Secretary Ken Salazar told the House Resources Committee last Wednesday. "Waiting is not an option."

He was testifying about an energy bill that the committee's chairman, West Virginia Democratic Rep. Nick Rahall, had first introduced last September. The bill had languished until the oil spill spurred a new sense of urgency to get energy legislation passed. [See which members of Congress get the most from the oil industry.]
Rahall has expanded the bill, originally aimed at reworking the leasing process for offshore drilling, including measures on oil rig safety. Now it also would augment funding for conservation and would split up the federal Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement, until recently known as the Minerals Management Service. The legislation would be a landmark for conservationists, says Bob Bendick, director of government relations for the Nature Conservancy. It would, for example, set aside 10 percent of all Outer Continental Shelf leasing revenues for a new Ocean Resources Conservation and Assistance fund.

The bill would address "both land and water resources in the Gulf and around the country," says Bendick. "That looks pretty good for us."

The bill is just one attempt to align broader long-term energy reforms with concerns over fixing the problems of the Gulf. Once finalized on July 14, when a markup is scheduled, it will likely be merged with other similar legislation, such as New Mexico Democratic Sen. Jeff Bingaman's bill, a bipartisan effort which would also revamp offshore drilling regulations and overhaul the renamed minerals service. The Senate Energy and Natural Resources committee passed Bingaman's bill last Wednesday. Democrats hope to package these oil spill-related bills with climate change legislation, such as the bill proposed by Massachusetts Democratic Sen. John Kerry and Connecticut independent Sen. Joe Lieberman, who intend to put a cap on carbon for utility companies. [See a gallery of oil spill cartoons.]
OIL SPILL CREATING MOMENTUM

XINHUA NEWS AGENCY 06-30

[“Obama "confident" to pass climate bill this year”, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/30/c_13376068.htm]
WASHINGTON, June 29 (Xinhua) -- U.S. President Barack Obama met with a bipartisan group of senators Tuesday in the White House on climate and clean energy bill, and said he's confident they can " get something done this year." Urging the Senate to pass energy and climate legislation this year, Obama used the hour-and-a-half meeting to tell the senators that he believes the best way to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that "makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy." According to the White House, not all of the senators agreed with this approach. Obama welcomed other approaches and ideas, and said there was "strong foundation and consensus" on some key policies. He met with a group of senators led by majority leader Harry Reid and Republican Lamar Alexander. Urging the senators to come together based on that foundation, Obama said there was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation. The energy and climate bill is a big item on the domestic as well as economic agenda for Obama. A comprehensive energy and climate bill passed the House of Representatives last year, but the Senate version has yet to be passed, and commentators doubt that it will ever get passed this year, as many lawmakers face battles during the mid-term elections in November. However, the issue is reignited by the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, and Obama used his first Oval Office address to the nation earlier this month to advocate for the issue.   

uniqueness – will pass now – momentum
DEMOCRATS PUSHING FORWARD WITH CLIMATE CHANGE – SEIZING MOMENTUM

ROBERTS 06-25

[David, staff writer, “Are Senate Dems going to go for it on climate?”, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-06-25-are-senate-dems-going-to-go-for-it-on-climate/]

On Thursday, the Senate Democratic caucus held a meeting and everyone emerged giddy as schoolchildren. Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) called it "one of the most motivating, energized, and even inspirational caucuses that I've been a part of." Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) called it "absolutely thrilling." Said Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.), "It was really very, very powerful. It was inspirational, quite frankly." 

This is, to say the very (very) least, uncharacteristic. Are these Senate Democrats we're talking about? What happened at this meeting? 

A source on the Hill sent along a few details.

Unani-whaaat? 

Recall that at the previous caucus meeting last week, there were some presentations on climate and energy legislation, but no time for discussion. There hasn't really been a broad caucus discussion on this subject for a while. The only "news" about the climate bill's fate has come from Hill reporters chasing down senators who don't like cap-and-trade so they can say, once again, that they don't like cap-and-trade. The airwaves have been filled with pundits doing what they do, which is predicting failure. 

Well, stop the presses. It turns out there's fairly robust agreement among Senate Democrats, including many moderates, that climate change is not a political football -- it's a real problem in the world, it needs to be addressed, and the best way to do that is to put a price on carbon. They've been quietly organizing for the past few weeks to say as much. 

Some 20 senators rose to speak at the meeting, and with a few exceptions, they reaffirmed that the bill must be comprehensive and that this is the year to do it. Sens. Jeff Merkley (D-Ore.) and Ben Cardin (D-Md.) in particular spoke forcefully on behalf of a strong bill that includes climate measures. A few, including Sens. Byron Dorgan (D-N.D.) and Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.), argued for waiting until next year, but they were in the minority. Most significantly, key moderates like Mark Begich (D-Alaska), Jeanne Shaheen (D-N.H.), and Sherrod Brown (D-Ohio) backed action.

UNIQUENESS – WILL PASS NOW – POPULAR SUPPORT

POPULAR SUPPORT GIVING ENERGY BILL PASSAGE MOMENTUM
ROMM 06-24

[Joseph, staff writer, “Yet another major poll finds strong public support for global warming action”, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-06-24-yet-another-major-poll-finds-strong-public-support-for-global/]
The drumbeat of public support for comprehensive clean energy and global warming policies beats louder every day. The latest Wall Street Journal-NBC Poll [PDF] found overwhelming support for comprehensive clean energy legislation that includes carbon pollution reductions. It also registered that cleaning up the BP oil disaster and energy reform is the number two priority of Americans. Finally, it registered another drop in support for the expansion of offshore oil drilling. 

CAP's Daniel J. Weiss has the details: 

The WSJ-NBC poll was conducted by respected pollsters Bill McInturff (R) and Peter Hart (D). McInturff was John McCain's presidential pollster in 2008. The survey was conducted June 17-21, 2010 -- after President Obama's Oval Office address on the oil catastrophe and clean energy reform. There were 1,000 respondents, and the margin of error was plus or minus 3 percent.

UNIQUENESS – WILL PASS – EPA REGULATION MOMENTUM

And – the GOP just failed to prevent the EPA from regulating green house gas emissions – proves that Democrats will be able to get the necessary votes 

Christian Science Monitor June 10, (“(Mark Clayton, 6/10/10, " Resolution on greenhouse gases fails, could boost energy bill ", http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2010/0610/Resolution-on-greenhouse-gases-fails-could-boost-energy-bill)

Democrats and environmentalists took satisfaction in the defeat in the US Senate Thursday of a resolution that would have stripped the Environmental Protection Agency of its authority to regulate greenhouse gases.
The defeat – 47 votes to 53 – was a boost for supporters of comprehensive energy-climate legislation. Sens. John Kerry (D) of Massachusetts and Joseph Lieberman (I) of Connecticut have floated such legislation, but it won't be considered until next month.

“The Senate made the right decision today but the big question is what comes now,” Senators Kerry and Lieberman said in a joint statement. “Many supporters of the Murkowski resolution argued passionately that climate change is real but that addressing it is a job for Congress not the EPA. We hope they will now engage with us ....”
Environmentalists cheered the move, too.

 “Today the Senate voted down a misguided step backwards," Frances Beinecke, president of the Natural Resources Defense Council, said in a statement. "Now it needs to continue moving forward, this summer, to pass comprehensive legislation that curbs our dependence on oil, puts limits on carbon pollution, and puts America on the path to a clean energy future.”

Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R) of Alaska – the sponsor of the resolution – said the vote was useful in making it clear where senators stood on the issue. In fact, that may have been the main aim, especially since midterm elections are approaching.

"I had hopes, for the security of our economy, that we would prevail today," Senator Murkowski said in a statement. "But regardless of the outcome, I believe it's important that every member of the Senate is on the record on whether they think the EPA regulation is the appropriate way to address climate issues."

Every Republican voted for the measure, while six swing-vote Democrats joined them. But with just one coal-state Democrat, John Rockefeller (D) of West Virginia, voting for it, some interpreted the result as positive for the Kerry-Lieberman energy-climate bill.
"Today's vote provided two meaningful insights into prospects for climate legislation," Kevin Book, an energy analyst at ClearView Energy Partners, a Washington energy-policy consulting firm, wrote in an e-letter. In the vote result, he wrote, was the kernel of a "pro-drilling, pro-safety compromise that provides political ‘containment’ of the Gulf of Mexico oil spill."
In turn, he writes, such a compromise bill could win support from coal-state Democrats, especially those that voted against the Murkowski measure. They and "other green-leaning Republicans [such as Sen. Lindsey Graham of South Carolina] may find themselves with the opportunity to negotiate even greater provisions on behalf of their constituents in return for offering the decisive votes [out of 60 needed] in support of passage."
uniqueness – will pass – off-shore drilling

DEMOCRATS PUSHING FORWARD WITH ENERGY BILL – INCLUDING OFFSHORE OIL DRILLING PROVISIONS TO WOO GOP

HISKES 06-24

[Jon, staff writer, “Senate Dems plan last-minute push on climate and energy bill”, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-06-24-senate-dems-plan-last-minute-push-on-climate-and-energy-bill/]
Exciting news from Senate Democrats today: They're going to try one more time for a climate bill. Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) says he's making one last push to put a cap on greenhouse gas emissions. He'll do it by combining a cap with offshore drilling safeguards, in hopes that Republicans and skittish Dems will be afraid to vote against the latter.

uniqueness – next on docket

ENERGY BILL NEXT ON OBAMA’S DOCKET – OBAMA USING BP SPILL TO GAIN MOMENTUM

BROWN AND SHINER 06-24

[Carrie and Meredith, staff writers, “Obama on the brink of passing Wall Street reform”, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=6AE0CB52-18FE-70B2-A8C70158705D44B5]

His hoped-for third act – a wide-ranging climate change and energy bill – is next on Obama’s docket, and absent these successes, it would be easy to believe there was simply no way he could bend Congress to his will yet again, with midterms looming, poll numbers sagging and the nation’s financial coffers tapped out. 

But Obama plans to press his advantage – to try to salvage one more legislative win out of the depths of the BP oil spill tragedy. He’s invited what amounts to the bipartisan Senate climate caucus to the White House Tuesday to plot out a way ahead.
UNIQUENESS – OBAMA PUSHING NOW

Obama pushing clean energy strategy now

XINHUA NEWS 07-09

[“Obama makes case for clean energy”, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-07/09/c_13390817.htm
WASHINGTON, July 8 (Xinhua) -- U.S. President Barack Obama on Thursday called for more investments in clean energy industry, saying those investments will "not only boost our economy in the short run, but provide opportunities for growth in the long run."
Obama made the remarks during his trip to Kansas City, Missouri, where he visited Smith Electric Vehicles, an all-electric, zero emissions commercial truck manufacturer that received 32 million dollars in federal aid to build all-electric trucks.

"We expect energy investments alone to generate 700,000 jobs over the next few years," said the president. "That means jobs. But that also means we'll have the expertise in this sector to keep building and growing and innovating far into the future."

He noted that the U.S. had the capacity to build only 2 percent of the world's advanced batteries for electric and hybrid vehicles just a few years ago, but thanks to a new focus on clean energy, the country could have as much as 40 percent of the world's capacity to build these batteries in just five years.

The Obama administration has been trying to convince the public and lawmakers that clean energy could be tapped as a new engine for the U.S. economy, which is still struggling to recover from its worst recession since the 1930s.

OBAMA PUSHING FOR ENERGY BILL NOW – INCREASES LIKELIHOOD OF PASSAGE
POLITICO 06-24

[“Obama On the brink of Wall Street reform”, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=6AE0CB52-18FE-70B2-A8C70158705D44B5]

“Over the last 17 months, we passed an economic Recovery Act, health insurance reform, education reform, and we are now on the brink of passing Wall Street reform,” the president said Friday morning, hours after the vote and just before departing for the G20 summit in Toronto. “And at the G20 summit this weekend, I’ll work with other nations not only to coordinate our financial reform efforts, but to promote global economic growth while ensuring that each nation can pursue a path that is sustainable for its own public finances.”

Asked if he could get the bill through the Senate, Obama answered, “You bet.”

His hoped-for third act – a wide-ranging climate change and energy bill – is next on Obama’s docket, and absent these successes, it would be easy to believe there was simply no way he could bend Congress to his will yet again, with midterms looming, poll numbers sagging and the nation’s financial coffers tapped out.

But Obama plans to press his advantage – to try to salvage one more legislative win out of the depths of the BP oil spill tragedy. He’s invited what amounts to the bipartisan Senate climate caucus to the White House Tuesday to plot out a way ahead.

The details of what Obama wants in a climate bill remain sketchy, just as they were for health care. Obama got more involved in the details of the financial reform push, dispatching Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner and others to the Hill through the day Thursday to squeeze out the last needed compromise on derivatives.

link – troop reduction costs political capital

PLAN DRAINS POLITICAL CAPITAL – OBAMA WILL NEED TO DO HEAVY LIFTING TO GET IT PASSED – KILLS REST OF AGENDA

KUPCHAN 2010

[Charles, professor of international affairs @ Georgetown and senior fellow @ CFR, “Enemies into Friends”, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, March/April]
IF THE Obama administration's tentative engagement with the United States' rivals is to be more than a passing flirtation, Washington will have to conduct not only deft statecraft abroad but also particularly savvy politics at home. Progress will be slow and incremental; it takes years, if not decades, to turn enmity into amity. The problem for Obama is that patience is in extraordinarily short supply in Washington. With midterm elections looming in November, critics will surely intensify their claims that Obama's outreach has yet to pay off. In preparation, Obama should push particularly hard on a single front, aiming to have at least one clear example that his strategy is working. Rapprochement with Russia arguably offers the best prospects for near-term success. Washington and Moscow are well on their way toward closing a deal on arms control, and their interests intersect on a number of other important issues, including the need for stability in Central and South Asia. Moreover, the United States can piggyback on the progress that the European Union has already made in reaching out to Russia on issues of trade, energy, and security.

Obama also needs to start laying the groundwork for congressional support. To help clear the legislative hurdles ahead, Obama should consider including in his stable of special envoys a prominent Republican--such as former National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft, former Senator Chuck Hagel, or former Secretary of State James Baker--to lend a bipartisan imprimatur to any proposed deals that might come before Congress. He must also be careful not to overreach. For example, his call to eliminate nuclear weapons altogether, however laudable in theory, may scare off centrist senators who might otherwise be prepared to ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Obama should also be mindful of the order in which he picks his fights. If advancing rapprochement with Russia is a priority for 2010, it makes sense to put off heavy lifting with Cuba until the following year. It is better to shepherd a few key items through Congress than to ask for too much--and risk coming back empty-handed.

PLAN CRUSHES OBAMA’S POLITICAL CAPITAL – HE WILL HAVE TO DEAL WITH THE BACKLASH

KUPCHAN 2010

[Charles, professor of international affairs @ Georgetown and senior fellow @ CFR, “Enemies into Friends”, FOREIGN AFFAIRS, March/April]
OBAMA'S SECOND main challenge is to manage the domestic backlash that regularly accompanies the accommodation of adversaries--one of the key stumbling blocks in past efforts at rapprochement. Anglo-American rapprochement in the nineteenth century on several occasions almost foundered on the shoals of domestic opposition. The U.S. Senate, for example, rejected a general arbitration treaty with the United Kingdom in 1897. Meanwhile, the British government, fearful of a nationalist revolt against its accommodating stance toward Washington, hid from the public its readiness to cede naval superiority in the western Atlantic to the United States. General Suharto, well aware that accommodation with Malaysia risked provoking Indonesian hard-liners, moved slowly and cautiously--as did General Ernesto Geisel when Brazil opened up to Argentina. As the Nixon administration discovered in the 1970s, these governments were wise to be cautious. Detente between the United States and the Soviet Union stalled in part because the White House failed to lay the groundwork for it at home and ran up against congressional resistance. In 1974, for example, Congress passed the Jackson-Vanik amendment, which imposed trade restrictions in order to pressure the Soviet Union to allow emigration.

Like past leaders who advocated accommodation, Obama faces formidable domestic opposition. When he pledged to pursue engagement with the Iranian government even after its troubled election last year, the Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer criticized Obama's policy of "dialogue with a regime that is breaking heads, shooting demonstrators, expelling journalists, arresting activists." "This," he wrote, "from a president who fancies himself the restorer of America's moral standing in the world." After the Obama administration revised its predecessor's missile defense program, John Boehner (R-Ohio), the House minority leader, claimed that "scrapping the U.S. missile defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic does little more than empower Russia and Iran at the expense of our allies in Europe."

An even bigger challenge than parrying these rhetorical blows will be ensuring that the concrete bargains struck in the service of rapprochement pass muster with Congress. If the United States is to ratify a deal on nuclear weapons reductions with Moscow and embrace the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, two-thirds of the Senate will have to approve. Even without a single defection from the Democratic caucus, the White House will need a healthy measure of support from the Republican Party, which has moved considerably to the right since it last shot down the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, in 1999. Scaling back sanctions against Cuba, Iran, or Syria would similarly require congressional action, which also would not come easily; Congress would no doubt balk at the prospect of ending the isolation of Havana, Tehran, or Damascus. Jackson-Vanik, after all, is still on the books, even though the Soviet Union is no more and Russia ended its restrictive emigration policies long ago. In the face of such congressional hurdles, Obama should develop a legislative strategy that supports his diplomacy sooner rather than later.
link – troop reduction politically unpopular

Reducing foreign military activism is overwhelmingly unpopular---there’s no constituency that favors the plan  

Logan 10 – Justin Logan, Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, March 23, 2010, “The Domestic Bases of America's Grand Strategy,” online: http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11606

Domestic politics is driving U.S. grand strategy. Although this phenomenon is poorly understood by both academic international relations scholars and the Washington foreign policy elite (FPE), it has important implications for the prospect of changing U.S. grand strategy, and therefore should be of interest to both groups. The Gulf between the Academy and the Beltway No one disputes that there is a rift between those who study international relations in the academy and those who make U.S. foreign policy. Most examinations of this disconnect center on: a) whether academics are asking policy-relevant questions; and, b) whether the theories and methodologies of the academy are too complex and arcane to be utilized by policymakers. Joseph S. Nye Jr. recently assessed the situation and concluded that "the fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics." One problem with such arguments is that it just isn't true that academics are failing to produce policy-relevant scholarship. Academics are asking all manner of relevant questions about civil wars, terrorism and counterinsurgency (.pdf), in particular, that are directly applicable to current American policy. As for those who argue that international relations theory is too theoretically or methodologically challenging for harried foreign policy decision-makers to keep up with, it would be difficult to imagine the same excuse being offered on behalf of Supreme Court justices and legal scholarship, for instance, or Treasury Department policymakers and economics research. Indeed, the gap between policymakers and IR academics is more easily explained by the fact that the two groups simply disagree in important ways about U.S. grand strategy. The Institute for the Theory and Practice of International Relations (ITPIR), a project at the College of William and Mary, has been conducting surveys of IR academics for years, and the results have been striking. In a 2004-2005 survey (.pdf), one question asked "Do you think that the United States should increase its spending on national defense, keep it about the same, or cut it back?" Just short of half — 49 percent — answered, "Cut," while 41 percent chose, "Keep same." Just 10 percent answered, "Increase." When the researchers asked the same question (.pdf) in 2008-2009, 64 percent said, "Cut," 30 percent chose, "Keep the same," and only 6 percent called for an increase. Yet, on taking office in 2009, Barack Obama, the most liberal American president in at least 30 years, proceeded to increase the defense budget. Only a faint squeak of dissent could be heard in Washington. Other questions in the survey highlight a similar dissonance: Roughly 80 percent of IR academics report having opposed the war in Iraq, while the war was wildly popular in Washington. In ITPIR's 2006-2007 survey (.pdf), 56 percent of IR academics either strongly or somewhat agreed with the statement, "The 'Israel lobby' has too much influence on U.S. foreign policy." Just 20 percent either somewhat or strongly disagreed. These are not the sort of views one hears aired in Washington. In short, beyond any methodological or epistemological disputes, security studies experts in academia disagree with basic elements of American strategy. Grand Strategy as Sausage-Making Part of the reason for this fundamental disagreement over basic principles is that the FPE has largely abandoned clear strategic thought, focusing instead on narrow tactical or operational questions. In lieu of a debate over strategy in Washington, the FPE focuses on news-cycle minutiae and the domestic politics of strategy. In a 2007 Foreign Affairs essay on defense spending, Columbia University's Richard Betts lamented that, "Washington spends so much and yet feels so insecure because U.S. policymakers have lost the ability to think clearly about defense policy." While it is difficult to prove whether policymakers have lost the ability — as opposed to the will — to think clearly about defense and foreign policy, it is clear that they have failed to do so. Take, for example, one exchange that took place in Washington on the subject of the Obama administration's decision to send additional troops and funds into Afghanistan: During the summer of 2009, at a panel discussing U.S. policy in Afghanistan sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, Boston University's Andrew Bacevich pressed other participants to defend — or at least state — the strategic justification for the escalation in the Afghanistan war effort, as well as for the broader "War on Terrorism" of which it is a part. His call was met with furrowed brows and quizzical looks. One panelist — who had co-authored the think tank's policy paper on the Afghanistan war — complimented Bacevich for his contribution, saying it "starts asking these questions about where exactly our interests are." But he subsequently dismissed Bacevich's alternate strategy — abandoning the war on terror — for being "completely divorced from the political realities facing this administration." John J. Mearsheimer, an influential security studies scholar, assessed the president's decision-making process involving the Afghanistan "surge" this way:     In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, it simply does not matter whether the United States wins or loses. It makes no sense for the Obama administration to expend more blood and treasure to vanquish the Taliban. The United States should accept defeat and immediately begin to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan.     Of course, President Obama will never do such a thing. Instead, he will increase the American commitment to Afghanistan, just as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam in 1965. The driving force in both cases is domestic politics. (Emphasis added.) Or take, as another example, the striking explanation (.pdf) offered in 2009 by Leslie Gelb, the president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, describing why he supported the invasion of Iraq:     My initial support for the war was symptomatic of unfortunate tendencies within the foreign policy community, namely the disposition and incentives to support wars to retain political and professional credibility. (Emphasis added.) At the time of Gelb's initial support for the Iraq war, he was president of the Council on Foreign Relations — a position that, in theory, should allow the person who holds it to establish conventional wisdom, or at least offer him or her the luxury of not following it. If anyone should be immune from domestic political pressure, after all, it should be the president of CFR. And yet even as powerful and influential a policy maven as Gelb reports having felt the pull of "incentives" that induced him to "support wars to retain political and professional credibility." Academic perceptions of how American strategy is formed largely concur: Domestic politics are the most important drivers of U.S. grand strategy. In ITPIR's 2008-2009 survey, academics were asked to assess the importance of different foreign policy influences. Thirty-nine percent gave primacy to "preferences of domestic elites," 36 percent to "powerful interest groups," 15 percent to strategic interests, 9 percent to norms, and 2 percent to public opinion. To understand why domestic politics has influenced U.S. grand strategy, it is important to think about who makes grand strategy and how. The FPE is a rarified environment full of not just ideas, but also of interests. And understanding the balance of power across these interests is important for understanding American strategy. My colleague Benjamin Friedman summed up the balance of power in the Washington national security establishment this way (.pdf):     In current national security politics, there is debate, but all the interests are on one side. Both parties see political reward in preaching danger. The massive U.S. national security establishment relies on a sense of threat to stay in business. On the other side, as former Defense Secretary Les Aspin once wrote, there is no other side. No one alarms us about alarmism. Hitler and Stalin destroyed America's isolationist tradition. Everyone likes lower taxes, but not enough to organize interest groups against defense spending. Beyond the imbalance of interests exerting themselves on the FPE, other factors in domestic politics mitigate similarly in the direction of more strategic activism rather than less. American voters' basic ignorance of the outside world allows elites to pass off outlandish claims as plausible. Voters' difficulty with risk assessment prevents them from doing effective cost-benefit analysis. American nationalism helps create political environments around key decision points whereby proponents of activism can justify it with assertions about American beneficence and the world's need for its "leadership." Finally, the near-total security from foreign threats that Americans enjoy means that the median voter has no reason to carefully monitor U.S. foreign policy. In short, current U.S. grand strategy reflects a convergence of interests across the domestic inputs to strategy — interests that are dramatically skewed toward activism. 

[FPE = “Foreign Policy Elite,” Logan’s term for foreign-policy-makers]

LINK – AFGHAN TROOP REDUCTION 

AFGHAN TROOP PULL-OUT LACKS CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT – PAST LEGISLATION PROVES 

EPOCH TIMES 2010

[“Congress Rejects Early Troop Withdrawal from Afghanistan”, 03-11, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/31208/ ]

A resolution to withdraw U.S. Armed Forces in Afghanistan within 30 days failed Wednesday in Congress. Congressman Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio) sparked a debate on the issue when he introduced the resolution, which was cosponsored by 21 others.

The nonbinding resolution failed with 356 voting against and 65 voting for. The debate was an opportunity to explore members’ views on the issue separately from discussion about spending or appropriations legislation.

Speaking about the resolution, Kucinich said the executive branch had gone too far and it is time for Congress to “weigh in on the war.” He said it was a constitutional issue because the power to authorize war lies with Congress. 

"We can't afford this war," said Kucinich in a video statement released on his Web site. He said that with 15 million Americans out of work, 47 million without health insurance, and 10 million who could lose their homes, “you would think it would be time for us to focus on things here at home."

"America is ready to meet the challenges of global security," he said, acknowledging the need to protect against terrorism, and also “to start taking care of things at home.”

AFGHAN TROOP WITHDRAWAL --> PARTISAN FIGHTING

BBC 2009
[“Obama ‘rules out’ Afghan cutbacks,” 10-07, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8293558.stm]
Divisions are emerging between some Democrats concerned by the prospect of deploying more US forces to Afghanistan and some Republicans urging the Obama administration to follow the advice of top generals and increase troop levels.

President Obama told the group that his assessment would be "rigorous and deliberate" and that he would continue to work with Congress in the best interests of US and international security.

According to one White House source, he told the meeting that he would not shrink the number of troops in Afghanistan or opt for a strategy of merely targeting al-Qaeda leaders.

But he would not be drawn on sending additional troops - which his top commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, requested last week.

Democratic Speaker Nancy Pelosi said that there had been some agreement but also some "diversity of opinion" during the talks.

Former Republican presidential candidate Senator John McCain urged Mr Obama to take heed of the advice given by generals on the ground.

A US official, quoted by Reuters news agency, said of the meeting: "He... made it clear that his decision won't make everybody in the room or the nation happy, but underscored his commitment to work on a collaborative basis."

Afghan strategy

The BBC's Mark Mardell, in Washington, says there appears to be a frustration that the review of strategy has some times been portrayed in black and white terms of a massive increase or reduction of troop numbers.

LINK – IRAQ TROOP REDUCTION 

DEMOCRATS OPPOSED TO IRAQI TROOP WITHDRAWAL 

NEW YORK TIMES 05-17

["Senate Rejects Iraq Troop Withdrawal ", http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/17/washington/17cong.html ]

WASHINGTON, May 16 — Congressional Democratic leaders signaled on Wednesday that they were ready to give ground to end an impasse with President Bush over war spending after the Senate soundly rejected a Democratic plan to block money for major combat operations in Iraq beginning next spring.

The 67-to-29 vote against the proposal demonstrated that a significant majority of Senators remained unwilling to demand a withdrawal of forces despite their own misgivings and public unease over the war.

Forty-seven Republicans, an independent and 19 Democrats opposed the plan drafted by Senator Russell D. Feingold, Democrat of Wisconsin, which would have limited spending mainly to counterterrorism and the training of Iraqi troops as of April 1, 2008.

OBAMA WOULD GET BLAMED FOR VIOLENCE POST WITHDRAWAL – PLAN IS A POLITICAL RISK
MATTHEWS 2009

[Jessica, president @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Obama’s plan for Iraq”, WASHINGTON POST,  http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/02/27/AR2009022702644_pf.html]
President Obama's willingness to take on enormous political risks is already almost commonplace. Ending the war, while unequivocally the right thing, is another one. After six years, it makes no difference whether U.S. troops leave in 16 months or 18. The risk for Obama and the challenge for the country lie in what we will do if -- some would say when -- serious violence erupts as U.S. troops depart.

The U.S. presence interrupted a struggle for political power that always follows removal of a government and eventually forced it into nonviolent channels. But the struggle is far from over. Recent political accommodations are extremely fragile, and it is likely that many angry groups have chosen to lie low until the Americans are gone.

Stable agreements to share power emerge only after the parties have tested each other's strength and will and their desire to fight has burned out. History shows that this takes many years, especially when all sides are heavily armed.

So the United States may face a departure in 2011 in the face of great instability. President Obama understands that could happen even if our troops were to stay five more years. There is no substitute for Iraqis sorting out their own political future. But after so much sacrifice and bloodshed, it may not feel much like a victory.

internal link – obama political capital key
OBAMA’S POLITICAL CAPITAL KEY TO PASSAGE

BRAVENDER 06-23

[Robin, staff writer, “White House cancellation  frustrates backers of Senate climate bill”, http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/06/23/23greenwire-white-house-cancellation-frustrates-backers-of-18123.html]
Senate Democrats have signaled that they need presidential leadership before they can move forward in a compressed legislative schedule. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said yesterday that his strategy for passing legislation will depend heavily on how much political capital Obama is willing to invest in the effort (E&ENews PM, June 22). 

Still, Obama and his staff have insisted that the White House is committed to getting a comprehensive bill across the finish line this year. "The Senate has an opportunity before the August recess and the elections to stand up and move forward on something that could have enormous, positive consequences for generations to come," Obama said yesterday after meeting with his Cabinet.

STRONG LEADERSHIP BY OBAMA KEY TO PASSING ENERGY BILL

BRUNE, executive director of Sierra Club, 07-07

[Michael, “Please step up, President Obama, and lead us to the clean energy future America deserves”, THE HUFFINGTON POST, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-brune/please-step-up-president_b_637898.html] ttate
Another week is quickly passing and still we have no measurable progress on a workable climate and energy bill. It is now glaringly clear that only with President Obama's focused and direct leadership over the next several days will meaningful comprehensive global warming and energy legislation become law this year.

As Executive Director of the Sierra Club, I can tell the president that our 1.3 million members and supporters are growing increasingly frustrated at the inability of Congress and his administration to move forward in the face of the worst oil disaster in our history. And that only adds to the impatience already fostered by their leaders' seeming inability to address the overwhelming danger global warming poses to the economic strength of our country and the environmental integrity of the planet.

We recognize and appreciate President Obama's leadership on clean energy, yet the extremely limited legislative calendar clearly demands a much deeper and sustained level of personal involvement than he and his administration have demonstrated to date. The president's Oval Office speech about the disaster, while eloquent, did not set a clear goal to reduce oil consumption, establish a timeline in which it could be done, nor rally Americans together to be a part of the solution. His listening sessions with Senators have not led to even a cohesive approach, much less legislation.

This process is adrift, and our country urgently needs the president's leadership. We need the president to take control and ensure that a comprehensive legislative package is ready to be introduced by July 12 when the Senate returns from recess. We urge President Obama to work with Senate leaders personally, to direct his senior staff to finalize strong comprehensive climate and energy -- in short, to do everything necessary to get a strong bill introduced. Then we need the president's full participation with Senate leadership to pass the bill before the August recess.

We at the Sierra Club will be measuring the bill by what it can achieve. Specifically, it must reduce oil dependence substantially, create clean energy jobs, and reduce global warming pollution.

In particular, the Sierra Club believes a package must make significant progress to reduce oil consumption and address the root causes of the BP oil disaster.

Similarly, a bill should include a strong Renewable Electricity Standard, and investments in clean energy and efficiency that will create jobs and spur economic growth, as well as measures to significantly reduce global warming pollution. A comprehensive package cannot include giveaways to dirty energy companies.

President Obama's direct leadership was critical to the passage of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and health care reform. It is also critically important to produce and pass a bill for our clean energy future. America's prosperity, the health and safety of our communities, the ability to meet our international commitments, and our national security rest on the action the president and his administration take in the days ahead.
winner’s lose

OBAMA WON’T BE ABLE TO REPLENISH HIS POLITICAL CAPITAL – VICTORIES TRANSLATE INTO FUTURE LOSSES

RYAN 2009
[Selwyn Professor of Social Science at the Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies, University of West Indies. Ph.D. in Political Science from Cornell, Jan 18, http://www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968]

Like many, I expect much from Obama, who for the time being, is my political beast of burden with whom every other politician in the world is unfavourably compared. As a political scientist, I however know that given the structure of American and world politics, it would be difficult for him to deliver half of what he has promised, let alone all of it. Reality will force him to make many "u" turns and detours which may well land him in quick sand. Obama will, however, begin his stint with a vast accumulation of political capital, perhaps more than that held by any other modern leader. Seventy-eight per cent of Americans polled believe that his inauguration is one of the most historic the country will witness. Political capital is, however, a lumpy and fast diminishing asset in today's world of instant communication, which once misspent, is rarely ever renewable. The world is full of political leaders like George Bush and Tony Blair who had visions, promised a lot, and probably meant well, but who did not know how to husband the political capital with which they were provided as they assumed office. They squandered it as quickly as they emptied the contents of the public vaults. Many will be watching to see how Obama manages his assets and liabilities register. Watching with hope would be the white young lady who waved a placard in Obama's face inscribed with the plaintive words, "I Trust You." Despite the general optimism about Obama's ability to deliver, many groups have already begun to complain about being betrayed. Gays, union leaders, and women have been loud in their complaints about being by-passed or overlooked. Some radical blacks have also complained about being disrespected. Where and when is Joshua going to lead them to the promised land, they ask? When is he going to pull the troops out of Iraq? Civil rights groups also expect Obama to dis-establish Guantanamo as soon as he takes office to signal the formal break with Dick Cheney and Bush. They also want him to discontinue the policy which allows intelligence analysts to spy on American citizens without official authorisation. In fact, Obama startled supporters when he signalled that he might do an about-turn and continue this particular policy. We note that Bush is signalling Obama that keeping America safe from terrorists should be his top priority item and that he, Bush, had no regrets about violating the constitutional rights of Americans if he had to do so to keep them safe. Cheney has also said that he would do it again if he had to. The safety of the republic is after all the highest law. Other groups-sub-prime home owners, workers in the automobile sector, and the poor and unemployed generally all expect Obama to work miracles on their behalf, which of course he cannot do. Given the problems of the economy which has not yet bottomed out, some promises have to be deferred beyond the first term. Groups, however, expect that the promise made to them during the campaign must be kept. Part of the problem is that almost every significant social or ethnic group believes that it was instrumental in Obama's victory. White women felt that they took Obama over the line, as did blacks generally, Jews, Hispanics, Asians, rich white men, gays, and young college kids, to mention a few of those whose inputs were readily recognisable. Obama also has a vast constituency in almost every country in the world, all of whom expect him to save the globe and the planet. Clearly, he is the proverbial "Black Knight on a White Horse." One of the "realities" that Obama has to face is that American politics is not a winner-take-all system. It is pluralistic vertically and horizontally, and getting anything done politically, even when the President and the Congress are controlled by the same party, requires groups to negotiate, bargain and engage in serious horse trading. No one takes orders from the President who can only use moral or political suasion and promises of future support for policies or projects. The system was in fact deliberately engineered to prevent overbearing majorities from conspiring to tyrannise minorities. The system is not only institutionally diverse and plural, but socially and geographically so. As James Madison put it in Federalist No 10, one of the foundation documents of republicanism in America, basic institutions check other basic institutions, classes and interests check other classes and interests, and regions do the same. All are grounded in their own power bases which they use to fend off challengers. The coalitions change from issue to issue, and there is no such thing as party discipline which translated, means you do what I the leader say you do. Although Obama is fully aware of the political limitations of the office which he holds, he is fully aware of the vast stock of political capital which he currently has in the bank and he evidently plans to enlarge it by drawing from the stock held by other groups, dead and alive. He is clearly drawing heavily from the caparisoned cloaks of Lincoln and Roosevelt. Obama seems to believe that by playing the all-inclusive, multipartisan, non-ideological card, he can get most of his programmes through the Congress without having to spend capital by using vetoes, threats of veto, or appeals to his 15 million strong constituency in cyberspace (the latent "Obama Party").

us action solves warming

US ACTION SOLVES WARMING

THE GUARDIAN 2009
[http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/sep/16/senate-delay-climate-change-legislation]
Todd Stern, the state department envoy, acknowledged as much last week, telling Congress: "Nothing the United States can do is more important for the international negotiation process than passing robust, comprehensive clean energy legislation as soon as possible."

There is also widespread concern a delay to next year would make it even more difficult for the Senate to take up difficult legislation, such as climate change, before congressional elections in November.

2nc impact overview 

Magnitude –warming causes extinction – everything else is reversible
NYED 6 (New York End Times, Non-Partisan News Filter Monitoring World Events Pertaining to Extinction, “The Extinction Scale”, 10-16-2006, http://newyorkendtimes.com/extinctionscale.asp)

We rate Global Climate Change as a greater threat for human extinction in this century. Most scientists forecast disruptions and dislocations, if current trends persist. The extinction danger is more likely if we alter an environmental process that causes harmful effects and leads to conditions that make the planet uninhabitable to humans. Considering that there is so much that is unknown about global systems, we consider climate change to be the greatest danger to human extinction. However, there is no evidence of imminent danger. Nuclear war at some point in this century might happen. It is unlikely to cause human extinction though. While several countries have nuclear weapons, there are few with the firepower to annihilate the world. For those nations it would be suicidal to exercise that option. The pattern is that the more destructive technology a nation has, the more it tends towards rational behavior. Sophisticated precision weapons then become better tactical options. The bigger danger comes from nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists with the help of a rogue state, such as North Korea. The size of such an explosion would not be sufficient to threaten humanity as a whole. Instead it could trigger a major war or even world war. Under this scenario human extinction would only be possible if other threats were present, such as disease and climate change. We monitor war separately. However we also need to incorporate the dangers here. 
Timeframe – rapid warming is reaching a point of no return – a rapid transition to carbon-negative biofuels is critical to reverse the tide.

Mazza 8 (Patrick Mazza, Climate Solutions Research Director, 3/12/08, “Growing Sustainable Biofuels: Common Sense on Biofuels,” Climate Solutions, http://www.worldchanging.com/archives/007885.html)

SOIL CARBON TO THE CENTER Creating farm and forestry systems with strong incentives for growing soil carbon could well be at the center of climate stabilization.  NASA Goddard Institute researcher James Hansen, generally a forerunner for the climate science community, maintains that humanity reached the point of dangerous interference in the climate when cumulative carbon dioxide concentrations in the atmosphere reached 350 parts per million.   The level is now 385 ppm.   On the current trajectory, polar ice and tropical rainforests could well be lost, setting up “point of no return” dynamics in which global warming begins to feed itself.  Hansen says avoiding such catastrophic impacts will require reducing CO2 levels to 300-350 ppm.   A rapid transition to non-fossil energy sources such as wind and sun is vital, but not enough.  Humanity must now actively seek to soak CO2 out of the air, Hansen says.  He points to improved farming and forestry practices as the most economical and feasible pathway to achieve this.   Thus it may well be that no groups have a more vital role to play in stabilizing the climate than farmers and foresters.  But for them to play this role, it must be economically feasible. This underscores the critical need for systems that pay farmers and foresters to grow soil carbon. Synergies between growing biofuels and biocarbon could create multiple revenue streams that promote both. Part 1 noted University of Minnesota research on “carbon-negative biofuels” produced from mixed-species perennial grasses – The deeply rooted plants lock up more carbon in soils than is released in burning the fuels.  Perennial grasses share the characteristic with certain species of fast-growing trees such as poplars that could provide bioenergy feedstocks.   Farmers can also grow soil carbon by shifting annual crops including corn to conservation tillage that reduces soil disturbance.  This can result is a 56 percent increase in soil carbon in the first decade with carbon stores growing over 25-50 years.
2nc impact overview

Turns the case – warming makes every conflict is inevitable
Schwartz 3 (Peter Schwartz, Chair – Global Business Network, and Doug Randall, Co-Head – Global Business Network’s Consulting Practice, “An Abrupt Climate Change Scenario and Its Implications for United States National Security”, October 2003, http://www.mindfully.org/Air/2003/Pentagon-Climate-Change1oct03.htm)

The two most likely reactions to a sudden drop in carrying capacity due to climate change are defensive and offensive. The United States and Australia are likely to build defensive fortresses around their countries because they have the resources and reserves to achieve self-sufficiency. With diverse growing climates, wealth, technology, and abundant resources, the United States could likely survive shortened growing cycles and harsh weather conditions without catastrophic losses. Borders will be strengthened around the country to hold back unwanted starving immigrants from the Caribbean islands (an especially severe problem), Mexico, and South America. Energy supply will beshored up through expensive (economically, politically, and morally) alternatives such as nuclear, renewables, hydrogen, and Middle Eastern contracts. Pesky skirmishes over fishing rights, agricultural support, and disaster relief will be commonplace. Tension between the U.S. and Mexico rise as the U.S. reneges on the 1944 treaty that guarantees water flow from the Colorado River. Relief workers will be commissioned to respond to flooding along the southern part of the east coast and much drier conditions inland. Yet, even in this continuous state of emergency the U.S. will be positioned well compared to others. The intractable problem facing the nation will be calming the mounting military tension around the world. As famine, disease, and weather-related disasters strike due to the abrupt climate change, many countries’ needs will exceed their carrying capacity. This will create a sense of desperation, which is likely to lead to offensive aggression in order to reclaim balance. Imagine eastern European countries, struggling to feed their populations with a falling supply of food, water, and energy, eyeing Russia, whose population is already in decline, for access to its grain, minerals, and energy supply. Or, picture Japan, suffering from flooding along its coastal cities and contamination of its fresh water supply, eying Russia’s Sakhalin Island oil and gas reserves as an energy source to power desalination plants and energy-intensive agricultural processes. Envision Pakistan, India, and China – all armed with nuclear weapons – skirmishing at their borders over refugees, access to shared rivers, and arable land. Spanish and Portuguese fishermen might fight over fishing rights – leading to conflicts at sea. And, countries including the United States would be likely to better secure their borders. With over 200 river basins touching multiple nations, we can expect conflict over access to water for drinking, irrigation, and transportation. The Danube touches twelve nations, the Nile runs though nine, and the Amazon runs through seven.In this scenario, we can expect alliances of convenience. The United States and Canada may become one, simplifying border controls. Or, Canada might keep its hydropower—causing energy problems in the US. North and South Korea may align to create one technically savvy and nuclear-armed entity. Europe may act as a unified block – curbing immigration problems between European nations – and allowing for protection against aggressors. Russia, with its abundant minerals, oil, and natural gas may join Europe. In this world of warring states, nuclear arms proliferation is inevitable. As cooling drives up demand, existing hydrocarbon supplies are stretched thin. With a scarcity of energy supply – and a growing need for access -- nuclear energy will become a critical source of power, and this will accelerate nuclear proliferation as countries develop enrichment and reprocessing capabilities to ensure their national security. China, India, Pakistan, Japan, South Korea, Great Britain, France, and Germany will all have nuclear weapons capability, as will Israel, Iran, Egypt, and North Korea. Managing the military and political tension, occasional skirmishes, and threat of war will be a challenge. Countries such as Japan, that have a great deal of social cohesion (meaning the government is able to effectively engage its population in changing behavior) are most likely to fair well. Countries whose diversity already produces conflict, such as India, South Africa and Indonesia, will have trouble maintaining order. Adaptability and access to resources will be key. Perhaps the most frustrating challenge abrupt climate change will pose is that we’ll never know how far we are into the climate change scenario and how many more years – 10, 100, 1000 --- remain before some kind of return to warmer conditions as the thermohaline circulation starts up again. When carrying capacity drops suddenly, civilization is faced with new challenges that today seem unimaginable.

2nc co2 impact: ocean acidity

Warming causes acidity- decimates phytoplankton – creates a net positive feedback in oceans and kills oxygen

Lynas 2k8 (Mark, climate change writer, journalist, Our Future on a Hotter Planet,  p.78-79)

Phytoplankton are also crucial to the global carbon cycle. Collectively they are the largest producer of calcium carbonate on Earth, removing billions of tones of carbon from circulation as their limestone shells rain down onto the ocean floor. There’s nothing new about this process: The chalk in the cliffs and downs of southern England originally formed as the lime sludge from countless billions of dead coccolithophores back in the Cretaceous era. But as the oceans turn more and more acidic, this crucial component of the planetary carbon cycle could slowly grind to a halt. With fewer plankton to fix and remove it, more carbon will remain in the oceans and atmosphere, worsening the problem still further. Phytoplankton are also hit directly by rising temperatures, because warmer waters on the surface of the ocean shut off the supply of upwelling nutrients that these tiny plants need to grow. As with acidification, changes are already detectable today: In 2006 scientists reported a decline in plankton productivity of 190 megatonnes (212.8 megatons) a year as a result of the current warming trend. Together these two factors, warming and acidification represent a devastating double blow to ocean productivity. As Katherine Richardson, professor of biological oceanography at Aarhus University in Denmark says: “These marine creatures do humanity a great service by absorbing half the carbon dioxide we create. If we wipe them out, that process will stop. We are altering the entire chemistry of the oceans without any idea of the consequences.”  Wiping out phytoplankton by acidifying the oceans is rather like spraying weed killer over most of the world’s land vegetation, from rain forests to prairies to Aortic tundra, and will have equally disastrous effects. Just as deserts will spread on land as global warming accelerates, so marine deserts will spread in the oceans as warming and acidification take their unstoppable toll.
Extinction

Laszlo 2k1 (Dr. Ervin, founder-director of the General Evolution Research Group and as past president of the International Society for the Systems Sciences, Marcroshift, p.36)

Evidence from prehistoric times indicates that the oxygen content of pristine nature was above the 21% of total volume that it is today. It has decreased in recent times due mainly to the burning of coal in the middle of the last century. Currently the oxygen content of the Earth's atmosphere dips to 19% over impacted areas, and it is down to 12 to 17% over the major cities. At these levels it is difficult for people to get sufficient oxygen to maintain bodily health: it takes a proper intake of oxygen to keep body cells and organs, and the entire immune system, functioning at full efficiency. At the levels we have reached today cancers and other degenerative diseases are likely to develop. And at 6 to 7% life can no longer be sustained.

2nc warming impact: terrorism

Warming increases terrorism and decreases defenses

CNN 8 6/25/ [2008, “Global Warming could increase terrorism”, CNN Politics http://www.cnn.com/2008/POLITICS/06/25/climate.change.security/index.html]

Global warming could destabilize "struggling and poor" countries around the world, prompting mass migrations and creating breeding grounds for terrorists, the chairman of the National Intelligence Council told Congress on Wednesday. Climate change "will aggravate existing problems such as poverty, social tensions, environmental degradation, ineffectual leadership and weak political institutions," Thomas Fingar said. "All of this threatens the domestic stability of a number of African, Asian, Central American and Central Asian countries." People are likely to flee destabilized countries, and some may turn to terrorism, he said. "The conditions exacerbated by the effects of climate change could increase the pool of potential recruits into terrorist activity," he said."Economic refugees will perceive additional reasons to flee their homes because of harsher climates," Fingar predicted. That will put pressure on countries receiving refugees, many of which "will have neither the resources nor interest to host these climate migrants," he said in testimony to the House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming. Reactions to the report broke down along partisan lines, with Democrats generally praising it and Republicans expressing doubts. Committee members had concerns about the report's secrecy, reliability and use of intelligence resources. Global warming may have a slight positive effect on the United States, since it is likely to produce larger farming yields, Fingar said But it is also likely to result in storm surges that could affect nuclear facilities and oil refineries near coasts, water shortages in the Southwest and longer summers with more wildfires, the study found. International migration may also help spread disease, Fingar added, and climate change could put stress on international trade in essential commodities. "The United States depends on a smooth-functioning international system ensuring the flow of trade and market access to critical raw materials, such as oil and gas, and security for its allies and partners. Climate change and climate change policies could affect all of these," he warned, "with significant geopolitical consequences." The report was the conclusion of the most comprehensive government analysis the U.S. intelligence community has ever conducted on climate change. Fingar emphasized that it could make no hard and fast predictions, saying that the operative word in his assessment was "may." Wealthy countries will be able to handle the situation better than poorer ones, he said. "We assess that no country will be immune to the effects of climate change, but some will be able to cope more effectively than others," he said. "Most of the struggling and poor states that will suffer adverse impacts to their potential and economic security are in Sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, and Central and Southeast Asia. "However, the spillover -- from potentially increased migration and water-related disputes -- could have a harmful global impact," he added. Fingar painted a mixed picture of the effects of climate change on the United States itself. "Most studies suggest the United States as a whole will enjoy modest economic benefits over the next few decades, largely due to the increased crop yields," he said. "Costs begin to mount thereafter, however, and some parts of the United States -- particularly built-up coastal areas -- will be at greater risk of extreme weather events and potentially high costs related to losses in complex infrastructure." The impact of fighting and preparing for climate change may be greater than the effect of global warming itself, Fingar said. "Government, business and public efforts to develop mitigation and adaptation strategies to deal with climate change -- from policies to reduce greenhouse gases to plans to reduce exposure to climate change or capitalize on potential impacts -- may affect U.S. national security interests even more than the physical impacts of climate change itself," he said. The report, the "National Intelligence Assessment on the National Security Implications of Global Climate Change to 2030," relied on U.S. government, military, academic and United Nations studies of climate change. The report itself is classified, which some members of the House committee objected to. "I am disappointed it is classified," said Rep. Anna Eshoo, D-California. Secrecy "prevents this report from being released and discussed in public domain." Committee Chairman Ed Markey, a Massachusetts Democrat, said he would ask the administration to declassify it. Markey opened the hearing by saying "human beings all over the planet face death or damage or injury if we do not act." He blasted the White House stance on climate change, saying, "The Bush administration continues to limit what their experts know. The president doesn't want America to know the real risk of global warming."Republicans on the committee criticized the report as wasteful, with Rep. Darrell Issa of California calling it a "dangerous diversion of intelligence resources."Rep. Pete Hoekstra, R-Michigan, said that the report was unreliable and that its authors admitted as much. "We have a lot of information where we are incapable of assessing it," Fingar conceded. Hoekstra also questioned the committee's priorities. "There are a lot more pressing issues out there for the intelligence community to be focused on right now that would help keep America safe," he said. The assessment "was a waste of time, a waste of resources for the intelligence community to be focused on this issue versus other folks in the government that could have done this job and have a responsibility for doing it." Fingar said the intelligence community had relied on the science of others because it did not itself monitor climate change. He said the assessment was based on midrange predictions of global warming.

at: ice age da

1. NO ICE AGE COMING FOR 700,000 YEARS

Berger and Loutre, Université catholique de Louvain, Institut d'Astronomie et de Géophysique, 2002 [André. and M.F., “An Exceptionally Long Interglacial Ahead?” Science 23 August, Vol. 297. no. 5585, pp. 1287 – 1288]

When paleoclimatologists gathered in 1972 to discuss how and when the present warm period would end (1), a slide into the next glacial seemed imminent. But more recent studies point toward a different future: a long interglacial that may last another 50,000 years. An interglacial is an uninterrupted warm interval during which global climate reaches at least the preindustrial level of warmth. Based on geological records available in 1972, the last two interglacials (including the Eemian, ~125,000 years ago) were believed to have lasted about 10,000 years. This is about the length of the current warm interval--the Holocene--to date. Assuming a similar duration for all interglacials, the scientists concluded that "it is likely that the present-day warm epoch will terminate relatively soon if man does not intervene" (1, p. 267). Some assumptions made 30 years ago have since been questioned. Past interglacials may have been longer than originally assumed (2). Some, including marine isotope stage 11 (MIS-11, 400,000 years ago), may have been warmer than at present (3). We are also increasingly aware of the intensification of the greenhouse effect by human activities (4). But even without human perturbation, future climate may not develop as in past interglacials (5) because the forcings and mechanisms that produced these earlier warm periods may have been quite different from today's. Most early attempts to predict future climate at the geological time scale (6, 7) prolonged the cooling that started at the peak of the Holocene some 6000 years ago, predicting a cold interval in about 25,000 years and a glaciation in about 55,000 years. These projections were based on statistical rules or simple models that did not include any CO2 forcing. They thus implicitly assumed a value equal to the average of the last glacial-interglacial cycles [~225 parts per million by volume (ppmv) (8)]. But some studies disagreed with these projections. With a simple ice-sheet model, Oerlemans and Van der Veen (9) predicted a long interglacial lasting another 50,000 years, followed by a first glacial maximum in about 65,000 years. Ledley also stated that an ice age is unlikely to begin in the next 70,000 years (10), based on the relation between the observed rate of change of ice volume and the summer solstice radiation. Other studies were more oriented toward modeling, including the possible effects of anthropogenic CO2 emissions on the dynamics of the ice-age cycles. For example, according to Saltzman et al. (11) an increase in atmospheric CO2, if maintained over a long period of time, could trigger the climatic system into a stable regime with small ice sheets, if any, in the Northern Hemisphere. Loutre (12) also showed that a CO2 concentration of 710 ppmv, returning to a present-day value within 5000 years, could lead to a collapse of the Greenland Ice Sheet in a few thousand years. On a geological time scale, climate cycles are believed to be driven by changes in insolation (solar radiation received at the top of the atmosphere) as a result of variations in Earth's orbit around the Sun. Over the next 100,000 years, the amplitude of insolation variations will be small (see the figure), much smaller than during the Eemian. For example, at 65ºN in June, insolation will vary by less than 25 Wm-2 over the next 25,000 years, compared with 110 Wm-2 between 125,000 and 115,000 years ago. From the standpoint of insolation, the Eemian can hardly be taken as an analog for the next millennia, as is often assumed. The small amplitude of future insolation variations is exceptional. One of the few past analogs (13) occurred at about 400,000 years before the present, overlapping part of MIS-11. Then and now, very low eccentricity values coincided with the minima of the 400,000-year eccentricity cycle. Eccentricity will reach almost zero within the next 25,000 years, damping the variations of precession considerably. 

2. Turn – Global warming disrupts Atlantic conveyor built triggering an abrupt Ice age – history proves
CNN 2k4 (Stipp, “The Pentagon's Weather Nightmare The climate could change radically, and fast. That would be the mother of all national security issues.” http://money.cnn.com/magazines/fortune/fortune_archive/2004/02/09/360120/index.htm)

 (FORTUNE Magazine) – Global warming may be bad news for future generations, but let's face it, most of us spend as little time worrying about it as we did about al Qaeda before 9/11. Like the terrorists, though, the seemingly remote climate risk may hit home sooner and harder than we ever imagined. In fact, the prospect has become so real that the Pentagon's strategic planners are grappling with it.   The threat that has riveted their attention is this: Global warming, rather than causing gradual, centuries-spanning change, may be pushing the climate to a tipping point. Growing evidence suggests the ocean-atmosphere system that controls the world's climate can lurch from one state to another in less than a decade--like a canoe that's gradually tilted until suddenly it flips over. Scientists don't know how close the system is to a critical threshold. But abrupt climate change may well occur in the not-too-distant future. If it does, the need to rapidly adapt may overwhelm many societies--thereby upsetting the geopolitical balance of power.   Though triggered by warming, such change would probably cause cooling in the Northern Hemisphere, leading to longer, harsher winters in much of the U.S. and Europe. Worse, it would cause massive droughts, turning farmland to dust bowls and forests to ashes. Picture last fall's California wildfires as a regular thing. Or imagine similar disasters destabilizing nuclear powers such as Pakistan or Russia--it's easy to see why the Pentagon has become interested in abrupt climate change.   Climate researchers began getting seriously concerned about it a decade ago, after studying temperature indicators embedded in ancient layers of Arctic ice. The data show that a number of dramatic shifts in average temperature took place in the past with shocking speed--in some cases, just a few years.   The case for angst was buttressed by a theory regarded as the most likely explanation for the abrupt changes. The eastern U.S. and northern Europe, it seems, are warmed by a huge Atlantic Ocean current that flows north from the tropics--that's why Britain, at Labrador's latitude, is relatively temperate. Pumping out warm, moist air, this "great conveyor" current gets cooler and denser as it moves north. That causes the current to sink in the North Atlantic, where it heads south again in the ocean depths. The sinking process draws more water from the south, keeping the roughly circular current on the go.   But when the climate warms, according to the theory, fresh water from melting Arctic glaciers flows into the North Atlantic, lowering the current's salinity--and its density and tendency to sink. A warmer climate also increases rainfall and runoff into the current, further lowering its saltiness. As a result, the conveyor loses its main motive force and can rapidly collapse, turning off the huge heat pump and altering the climate over much of the Northern Hemisphere.   Scientists aren't sure what caused the warming that triggered such collapses in the remote past. (Clearly it wasn't humans and their factories.) But the data from Arctic ice and other sources suggest the atmospheric changes that preceded earlier collapses were dismayingly similar to today's global warming. As the Ice Age began drawing to a close about 13,000 years ago, for example, temperatures in Greenland rose to levels near those of recent decades. Then they abruptly plunged as the conveyor apparently shut down, ushering in the "Younger Dryas" period, a 1,300-year reversion to ice-age conditions. (A dryas is an Arctic flower that flourished in Europe at the time.) 
at: co2 fert 

1. Harms of Warming outweigh—plant growth from increase CO2 levels off, higher temperatures will only decrease global production

Chandler and Lepage  2k7 (David and Michael, writer for New Scientist,  “Climate myths: Higher CO2 levels will boost plant growth and food production”, http://environment.newscientist.com/channel/earth/climate-change/dn11655)

However, while experiments on natural ecosystems have also found initial elevations in the rate of plant growth, these have tended to level off within a few years. In most cases this has been found to be the result of some other limiting factor, such as the availability of nitrogen or water.  The regional climate changes that higher CO2 will bring, and their effect on these limiting factors on plant growth, such as water, also have to be taken into account. These indirect effects are likely to have a much larger impact than CO2 fertilisation.  For instance, while higher temperatures will boost plant growth in cooler regions, in the tropics they may actually impede growth. A two-decade study of rainforest plots in Panama and Malaysia recently concluded that local temperature rises of more than 1ºC have reduced tree growth by 50 per cent (see Don't count on the trees).  Another complicating factor is ground level ozone due to air pollution, which damages plants. This is expected to rise in many regions over the coming decades and could reduce or even negate the beneficial effects of higher CO2 (see Climate change warning over food production).  In the oceans, increased CO2 is causing acidification of water. Recent research has shown that the expected doubling of CO2 concentrations could inhibit the development of some calcium-shelled organisms, including phytoplankton, which are at the base of a large and complex marine ecosystem (see Ocean acidification: the other CO2 problem). That may also result in significant loss of biodiversity, possibly including important food species. Levelling off  Some have suggested that the increase in plant growth due to CO2 will be so great that it soaks up much of the extra CO2 from the burning of fossil fuels, significantly slowing climate change. But higher plant growth will only lock away CO2 if there is an accumulation of organic matter.  Studies of past climate changes suggest the land and oceans start releasing more CO2 than they absorb as the planet warms. The latest IPCC report concludes that the terrestrial biosphere will become a source rather than a sink of carbon before the end of the century.  What's more, even if plant growth does rise overall, the direct and indirect effects of higher CO2 levels will be disastrous for biodiversity. Between 20 to 30% of plant and animal species face extinction by the end of the century, according to the IPCC report.  As for food crops, the factors are more complex. The crops most widely used in the world for food in many cases depend on particular combinations of soil type, climate, moisture, weather patterns and the infrastructure of equipment, experience and distribution systems. If the climate warms so much that crops no longer thrive in their traditional settings, farming of some crops may be able to shift to adjacent areas, but others may not. Rich farmers and countries will be able to adapt more easily than poorer ones.  Predicting the world's overall changes in food production in response to elevated CO2 is virtually impossible. Global production is expected to rise until the increase in local average temperatures exceeds 3°C, but then start to fall. In tropical and dry regions increases of just 1 to 2°C are expected to lead to falls in production. In marginal lands where water is the greatest constraint, which includes much of the developing world but also regions such as the western US, the losses may greatly exceed the gains.
2. Global warming creates long dry spells followed by flash floods— farming would be cut by 1/3
Lynas 2k8 (Mark, climate change writer, journalist, Our Future on a Hotter Planet,  p.78-79)

This latter finding also jibes with global studies, which suggest stronger droughts affecting ever larger areas as the world warms up. One of the most wide-ranging analyses was undertaken by Eleanor Burke and colleagues from the Hadley Centre at Britain’s Meteorological Office, who use a measure known as the Palmer Drought Severity Index to forecast the likely incidence of drought over the century to come. The results were deeply troubling. The incidence of moderate drought doubled by 2100, but worst of all, the figure for extreme drought (currently 3 percent of the planet’s land surface) rose to 30 percent. In essence, a third of the land surface of the globe would be largely devoid of fresh water and therefore no longer habitable. Although these figures are based on global warming rates of higher than one degree by 2100, they do indicate the likely direction of change. As the land surface heats up, it dries out because of faster evaporation. Vegetation shrivels, and when heavy rainfall does arrive, it simply washes away what remains of the topsoil. It may seem strange that floods and droughts can be forecast to affect the same areas, but with a higher proportion of rainfall coming in heavier bursts, longer dry spells will affect the land in between. This scenario, then, is the most likely forecast for the Sahel: While rainfall totals overall may indeed rise, these increases will come in damaging flash-flood rainfall, interspersed with periods of intensely hot drought conditions.
AT: Warming Past the Point of No Return

While some effects of warming are inevitable, catastrophic impacts are still avoidable.

Owen 8 (Dave Owen, Associate Professor, University of Maine School of Law, 08, “Climate Change and Environmental Assessment Law,” Columbia Journal of Environmental Law, 33 Colum. J. Envtl. L. 57)

Because changes already are occurring, total prevention of anthropogenic climate change is no longer possible. 45 But climate  [*66]  change and the resulting negative impacts are not all-or-nothing phenomena. They can occur to greater or lesser degrees, and the damage, therefore, still may be limited. 46 Limitations on GHG emissions will produce lower temperature increases, 47 which in turn should alleviate the severity of climate change's adverse consequences. 48 Similarly, increases at the middle of the projected range are less problematic than increases at the upper bound. 49 Taking steps to limit GHG emissions, and thus minimize climate change, therefore remains important. Incremental solutions can offer far greater environmental benefits than no solutions at all. 50

We haven’t yet passed the tipping point – moderate reductions can limit the effects of climate change.
Hansen 7 (J. Hansen et al, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies and Columbia University Earth Institute, 07, “Dangerous human-made interference with climate: a GISS modelE study,” Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, www.atmos-chem-phys.net/7/2287/2007/acp-7-2287-2007.pdf)

Have we already passed a “tipping point” such that it is now impossible to avoid “dangerous” climate change (Lovelock, 2006)? In our estimation, we must be close to such a point, but we may not have passed it yet. It is still feasible to achieve a scenario that keeps additional global warming under 1_C, yielding a degree of climate change that is quantitatively and qualitatively different than under BAU scenarios. The “alternative” scenario, designed to keep warming less than 1_C, has a significantly smaller forcing than any of the IPCC scenarios. In recent years net growth of all real world greenhouse gases has run just slightly ahead of the alternative scenario, with the excess due to continued growth of CO2 emissions at about 2%/year. CO2 emissions would need to level out soon and decline before mid-century to approximate the alternative scenario. Moderate changes of emissions growth rate have a marked effect after decades, as shown by comparison to BAU scenarios. Early decreases in emissions growth are the most effective.

Impact is linear – each increase in GHG emissions makes negative effects of warming incrementally more likely.

Owen 8 (Dave Owen, Associate Professor, University of Maine School of Law, 08, “Climate Change and Environmental Assessment Law,” Columbia Journal of Environmental Law, 33 Colum. J. Envtl. L. 57)

Unless its emissions are effectively offset, 160 every individual GHG-emitting project contributes to climate change. GHGs are generally long-lived and well-mixed, so there is no inconsequential location or time for GHG emissions to occur, and each GHG-emitting project inexorably adds to the worldwide total. 161 No reasonable doubt exists that rising worldwide totals are already causing, and will continue to cause, severe and sometimes catastrophic consequences. 162 Although those individual contributions might seem small, and articulating a causal chain between individual contributions and particular storms or droughts is impossible, scientists generally agree that the more GHGs are emitted into the atmosphere, the more temperatures will rise, with corresponding increases in adverse consequences. 163 In other  [*87]  words, while scientists cannot definitively determine that an individual GHG-emitting project raised temperatures by a specific amount or caused an event like Hurricane Katrina or the American Southwest's recent drought, 164 they know that each GHG-emitting project causes warming and makes such events incrementally more likely. The increment may be small and its exact scale in-determinate, but it certainly is real.

2NC Impact – Terrorism 

Climate bill key to get allied cooperation to fight terrorism.

Claussen 2/8 (Eileen Claussen, president of the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, and Manik Roy, Pew Center’s vice president for federal government outreach, 2/8/10, Map to balanced energy-climate bill, Politico, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=AA300CDC-18FE-70B2-A80317F4DB0BFFF3)

Countries whose support we need to achieve our international objectives — including fighting terrorism and ensuring economic growth — are dismayed that the United States has sat out the climate issue for so many years. In Copenhagen, thankfully, we showed leadership, and, in turn, other nations made clear their intent to contribute to global efforts. If we do not now take steps to reduce our pollution, other countries may be more reluctant to ally with us on our other objectives.
2nc impact – deficit reduction
ENERGY BILL WOULD REDUCE FEDERAL DEFICIT – FINDINGS OF MOST RECENT, INDEPENDENT ANALYSIS

MERCHANT 07-09

[Brian, staff writer, “Yes, we can afford clean energy and climate legislation”, TREEHUGGER, 

http://www.treehugger.com/files/2010/07/clean-energy-climate-bill-would-cut-deficit-19-billion.php]

One of the persisting myths about comprehensive, carbon-pricing legislation is that it would cost the nation an arm and a leg to enact. This simply is not the case, as a recent bipartisan, independent analysis of the dying Kerry-Lieberman clean energy and climate bill reveals: The Congressional Budget Office found that passing the climate bill would trim the federal budget by $19 billion dollars over the next ten years. Here's the further proof that we all can more than afford clean energy legislation.

Here's the Associated Press: 

Congressional budget experts say a climate and  energy bill now stalled in the Senate would reduce the federal deficit by about $19 billion over the next decade. The report by the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office was the second positive analysis of the bill by a government agency in a month, but is likely to carry more weight than a similar report issued by the Environmental Protection Agency. The CBO is the entity responsible for providing Congress with nonpartisan analyses of economic and budget issues, and lawmakers rely on it for guidance. 

The CBO report was immediately hailed by the bill's sponsors, who are struggling to move the climate measure through a divided Congress. Lawmakers have quietly begun considering a more modest approach that would target the electricity sector, in case the more sweeping measure fails.

aff – won’t pass now – gop opposition
NO MOMENTUM FOR ENERGY BILL PASSAGE – GOP OPPOSITION

NPR 07-10

[“Returning from recess, Senators face a stalemate”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128418920]
The president mentioned that two Republican senators backed the measure. But efforts to get a larger energy bill moving in the Senate have gone nowhere, mainly because of GOP concerns that such a bill might include so-called cap-and-trade provisions aimed at limiting carbon emissions.

After a meeting on energy with the president last week, Tennessee Republican Lamar Alexander declared limits on carbon off the table.

"If we want to have a clean energy bill this year, we can do that, but the first step in that is to put cap-and-trade aside," he said. "Then we can talk about things that the president and Republicans agree on."

But there's not much the president and Republicans do agree on.

NO CLIMATE BILL – GOP OBSTRUCTIONISM

ROBERTS 06-25

[David, staff writer, “Are Senate Dems going to go for it on climate?”, GRIST, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-06-25-are-senate-dems-going-to-go-for-it-on-climate/]
Of course, climate is no finance. There's nothing like the same public anger or demand for action. No senator yet fears opposing climate action. A more cynical Senate staffer told me that Reid's new ambition is a sign that all hope for passage has been abandoned and this has become a "message bill." Clearly if Republicans are going to block unemployment benefits while unemployment is close to 10 percent, they're going to block anything.

aff – won’t pass now – stalled agenda
OBAMA CAN’T GET ENERGY BILL – PARTISANSHIP STALLING AGENDA

NPR 07-10

[“Returning from recess, Senators face a stalemate”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128418920]

President Obama was out in Nevada on Friday trying to help Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid hang on to his seat in November. But the president could also use Reid's help: Much of the Obama agenda is now stalled at the doorstep of the Senate.

Lawmakers return Monday from a weeklong recess to a partisan impasse: Democrats want to rack up accomplishments before this fall's midterm elections, but Republicans expect big gains in those elections and have little incentive to let anything get done before then.

aff – won’t pass now – not before midterms

NO ENERGY BILL UNTIL AFTER MIDTERMS – POLITICALLY CONTENTIOUS AND CRWODED AGENDA

NEW YORK TIMES 06-28

[“Lame-duck session emerges as possibility for climate bill conference”, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/28/28climatewire-lame-duck-session-emerges-as-possibility-for-72268.html] 

A majority of Senate Democrats last week rallied for a "comprehensive" bill. And Democratic senators say Reid plans to combine oil spill legislation with energy legislation, hoping to make the case that a vote against the bill is a vote for BP and "Big Oil" (E&E Daily, June 25).

But that presents another problem. Lawmakers will probably want to return home for the November election with proof for voters that they have done something to try to prevent future spills. But most members, particularly vulnerable Democrats in conservative districts, would rather vote on any controversial energy bill after the election, when election-year political pressures are gone.

Driving some sense of urgency is that Congress is almost out of time. Though the year is not yet half over, Congress has little more than about eight weeks of legislative activity before the election. That is one reason why many expect the final energy or climate bill to be worked out during the lame-duck session between the November election and the start of the new Congress in January.

AFF – WON’T PASS NOW – AT:  OIL SPILL MOMENTUM

GOP BACKLASHING FROM DEMOCRAT’S USE OF OIL SPILL TO SHORE UP SUPPORT FOR ENERGY BILL

US NEWS AND WORLD REPORT 07-09
[“Democrats use oil spill to spur environmental bills”, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/07/09/democrats-use-oil-spill-to-spur-environmental-bills.html] 
Washington Rep. Doc Hastings, the ranking Republican on the Resources Committee, criticized Democrats for trying to use the oil spill to their advantage. He warned that rather than address immediate needs of those affected by the Gulf disaster, such bills would raise energy prices for the American people and could send jobs overseas. Oil industry advocates, like Richard Ranger, senior policy advisor at the American Petroleum Institute, raise similar concerns, saying that added fees and taxes on energy companies 
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could diminish investment and eventually force the United States to import more resources from abroad.

That kind of opposition makes it unclear whether Democrats can pass energy legislation before this session of Congress ends. But if any long-term reforms do pass, Democrats may find a silver lining in the oil spill tragedy.

AFF – OBAMA NOT PUSHING NOW
OBAMA PUSHING CLEAN ENERGY NOW, BUT NOT PUSHING ENERGY BILL

GARTHWAITE 07-08

[Josie, staff writer, “Obama at Smith Electric Vehicles:  Jobs, jobs, jobs (and no energy bill”, EARTH2TECH, http://earth2tech.com/2010/07/08/obama-at-smith-electric-vehicles-jobs-jobs-jobs-and-no-energy-bill/]
President Obama stopped by the factory of Smith Electric Vehicles U.S. Thursday afternoon in Kansas City, Mo. to give a speech touting how investments from the stimulus package have helped to create jobs, speed economic recovery and spur growth in the clean energy sector.

During his speech the President, who was in town to campaign at a fundraiser for Missouri Democratic Senate Candidate Robin Carnahan, focused on green jobs and defended his administration’s economic policies. In particular he emphasized the success of investments made under the Recovery Act and said, “What is absolutely clear is we’re moving in the right direction.”

Obama pointed out that Smith has just hit an important milestone by hiring its 50th employee, and added, “I know you’re on the way to hire 50 more,” like other government-backed companies working on wind, solar, advanced battery and vehicle technologies.

Smith Electric Vehicles won a $10 million grant under the Department of Energy’s electric vehicle battery initiative last summer to develop and deploy up to 100 electric vehicles in Kansas City and Michigan, and the company scooped up another $22 million under the same program earlier this year.

Absent from Obama’s speech today was any mention of the energy bill now languishing in the Senate, in contrast to his speech at the government-backed factory site of solar startup Solyndra in May. In his Solyndra speech, Obama told the crowd that he would, “fight to pass comprehensive climate change legislation and get it done this year.”

aff – not solve warming – no global modeling
CONGRESSIONAL ACTION FAILS TO SOLVE CLIMATE CHANGE – DOES NOT SPUR INTERNATIONAL MODELING

SACHS 2009

[Jeffrey, economics professor and earth institute director @ Columbia University, “Obama’s phony climate victory”, 12-21, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/obamas-phony-climate-victory/article1408090/, 12/31]

One of the most notable features of the U.S.-led document is that it doesn't mention any intention to continue talks in 2010. This is almost surely deliberate. Mr. Obama has cut the legs out from under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, in effect declaring that the United States will do what it will do, but that it will not become further entangled in messy UN climate processes in 2010.

That stance might well reflect next year's midterm congressional elections. Mr. Obama does not want to be trapped in the middle of unpopular international negotiations when election season arrives. He may also feel that such negotiations would not achieve much. Right or wrong on that point, the intention seems to be to kill the negotiations. If the United States does not participate in further negotiations, Mr. Obama will prove to have been even more damaging to the international system of environmental law than Mr. Bush was.

AFF – AFGHAN LINK TURN – BASE ALIGNMENT
CONTINUING PRESENCE IN AFGHANISTAN DRAINS OBAMA’S POL CAP – PLAN ALLOWS HIM TO COURT HIS BASE
FEAVER 2009

[Peter, professor of political science and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies @ Duke U, “It’s gut-check time, Mr. President”, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/21/its_gut_check_time_mr_president]
This is a challenge to Obama because the facts on the ground in Iraq may require that he resist the political instincts he has honed in a domestic context, all of which will be pushing him to get out of Iraq as fast as the logistics train will let him.
The domestic context is also a critical factor in the Afghanistan challenge. As a recent Washington Post poll makes clear, public support for the Afghan mission is starting to wobble. There is even a slim majority giving the negative answer on the "is it worth it" question. I have never liked that question because it involves almost hopelessly complex and incommensurate judgments. From a policy point of view, what matters the most is the public's stomach for continuing the fight and I do not believe that the "worth it" question taps into that well. The poll is somewhat more encouraging on the dimension that the Gelpi-Feaver-Reifler model identifies as key: optimism about eventual success. The public shows continued optimism on that score and I believe that translates into a reservoir of public support that President Obama can tap.

The challenge for Obama is that his military advisors and independent experts may believe that eventual success requires the commitment of additional troops and resources to Afghanistan. And on the question of more troops, the recent poll makes clear, Obama does not have a reservoir of support -- indeed, the numbers are running nearly 2-to-1 for reducing rather than increasing troops. President Obama could shift those numbers, if he came to believe that an increase was necessary and if he committed the political capital and the bully pulpit to the job. But he would be dealing primarily with skeptics within his party. He enjoys robust support from across the aisle. His problem is with the majority opinion of his own party. At a time when he is facing a within-party backlash over health care, can he also do what it takes to bring his partisan troops in line?  As Will Inboden points out, the great presidents with which he likes to compare himself managed this tricky maneuver; the not-so-great ones he does not want to emulate did not.

WAR ESCLATION WILL CONTINUE TO DRAIN POLITICAL CAPITAL
GANDLEMAN 2009
[Joe, editor-in-chief, “Obama’s Afghanistan Plan: Recipe for Success or Political and Military Failure?,” THE MODERATE VOICE, http://themoderatevoice.com/54933/obamas-afghanistan-plan-recipe-for-success-or-political-and-military-failure/]
Can Obama survive this left/right pincer given the history of Presidents who escalated recent wars? The history of Presidents who escalated wars in the late to early twentieth centuries (Truman in Korea; LBJ in Vietnam; George W. Bush in Iraq) has generally ended in their exhausting their political capital and leaving office highly unpopular. If Obama faces a divided party or a party largely opposed to the war, and an opposition party that feels he wasn’t firm enough or just sees a political opening, how can he avoid this historical trend unless there is some brilliant military strategy or he has a huge bank of political capital left to spend? In recent months his political clout has seemed to weaken.

AFF – IRAQ LINK TURN – WINNER’S WIN

IRAQ WITHDRAWAL BUILDS CAPITAL – SCARCE IN FOREIGN POLICY ACTIONS
STOKES 2008

[Bruce, international economics columnist and former senior fellow @ CFR, “The World looks to Obama – Part I”, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/world-looks-obama-%E2%80%93-part-i]
Obama must sell international engagement to Americans. His likely secretary of state, who many believe will be Senator John Kerry, the Democrat’s 2004 presidential candidate, lacks sufficient stature to make this sale on his own. With the bully pulpit of the White House, presidential leadership can turn public opinion. But even with the deference accorded any new president, Obama will only have so much political capital to spend on foreign-policy concerns given domestic economic challenges.

Disengagement from Iraq had long been expected to be Obama’s principal foreign-policy challenge. He pledged to pull most US troops from Iraq within 16 months, and in mid-October seven in 10 American voters said withdrawal was very important to them.

But this timetable may prove beyond Obama’s control. If American casualties increase in the months ahead, Obama will face demands from a war-weary, economically-strapped electorate to cut and run, even as America’s Middle Eastern and European allies fret about regional instability.

aff – winner’s win

WINNER’S WIN – SPENDING POLITICAL CAPITAL YIELDS MORE

SINGER 2009

[Jonathan, editor of MyDD and JD candidate @ Berkeley Law, “By expending capital, Obama grows his capital, My direct Democracy,  March 03,  http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428] ttate
Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.
OBAMA KEEPS REPLENISHING HIS BANK OF POLITICAL CAPITAL DESPITE USING IT

MURRAY 2009

[Mark, deputy political editor of NBC News, “Poll:  Obama’s ratings at an all-time high”, NBC NEWS, March 03,  http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/29493021] ttate
After Barack Obama's first six weeks as president, the American public's attitudes about the two political parties couldn't be more different, the latest NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll finds. Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House. "What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank." 

aff – no warming impact
WARMING THREAT IS ALL HYPE – BAD SCIENCE

MEAD 2010

[Walter Russell, senior fellow @ CFR, “The death of global warming”, 02-01, http://blogs.the-american-interest.com/wrm/2010/02/01/the-death-of-global-warming/]
The global warming movement as we have known it is dead.  Its health had been in steady decline during the last year as the once robust hopes for a strong and legally binding treaty to be agreed upon at the Copenhagen Summit faded away.  By the time that summit opened, campaigners were reduced to hoping for a ‘politically binding’ agreement to be agreed that would set the stage for the rapid adoption of the legally binding treaty.  After the failure of the summit to agree to even that much, the movement went into a rapid decline.

The movement died from two causes: bad science and bad politics.

After years in which global warming activists had lectured everyone about the overwhelming nature of the scientific evidence, it turned out that the most prestigious agencies in the global warming movement were breaking laws, hiding data, and making inflated, bogus claims resting on, in some cases, no scientific basis at all. This latest story in the London Times is yet another shocker; the IPCC’s claims that the rainforests were going to disappear as a result of global warming are as bogus and fraudulent as its claims that the Himalayan glaciers would melt by 2035.  It seems as if a scare story could grab a headline, the IPCC simply didn’t care about whether it was reality-based.Gore_Pachauri

With this in mind, ‘climategate’ — the scandal over hacked emails by prominent climate scientists — looks sinister rather than just unsavory.  The British government has concluded that University of East Anglia, home of the research institute that provides the global warming with much of its key data, had violated Britain’s Freedom of Information Act when scientists refused to hand over data so that critics could check their calculations and methods.  Breaking the law to hide key pieces of data isn’t just ’science as usual,’ as the global warming movement’s embattled defenders gamely tried to argue.  A cover-up like that suggests that you indeed have something to conceal.

AND, No credible evidence proves that warming is anthropogenic

Singer, distinguished research professor at George Mason and Avery, director of the Center for Global Food Issues at the Hudson Institute, 2007  (S. Fred, Dennis T, “Unstoppable Global Warming: Every 1,500 Years” Pages 7-8)
The Earth has recently been warming. This is beyond doubt. It has warmed slowly and erratically-for a total of about 0.8 degrees Celsius-since 1850. It had one surge of warming from 1850 to 1870 and another from 1920 to 1940. However, when we correct the thermometer records for the effects of growing urban heat islands and widespread intensification of land use, and for the recently documented cooling of the Antarctic continent over the past thirty years, overall world temperatures today are only modestly warmer than they were in 1940, despite a major increase in human CO2 emissions. The real question is not whether the Earth is warming but why and by how much. We have a large faction of intensely interested persons who say the warming is man-made, and dangerous. They say it is driven by releases of greenhouse gases such as CO2 from power plants and autos, and methane from rice paddies and cattle herds. The activists tell us that modern society will destroy the planet; that unless we radically change human energy production and consumption, the globe will become too warm for farming and the survival of wild species. They warn that the polar ice caps could melt, raising sea levels and flooding many of the world's most important cities and farming regions. However, they don't have much evidence to support their position-only (1) the fact that the Earth is warming, (2) a theory that doesn't explain the warming of the past 150 years very well, and (3) some unverified computer models. Moreover, their credibility is seriously weakened by the fact that many of them have long believed modern technology should be discarded whether the Earth is warming too fast or not at all.  Many scientists - though by no means all- agree that increased CO2 emissions could be dangerous. However, polls of climate-qualified scientist show that many doubt the scary predictions of the global computer models. This book cites the work of many hundreds of researchers, authors, and coauthors whose work testifies to the 1,500-year cycle. There is no "scientific consensus," as global warming advocates often claim. Nor is consensus important to science. Galileo may have been the only man of his day who believed the Earth revolved around the sun, but he was right! Science is the process of developing theories and testing them against observations until they are proven true or false.   If we can find proof, not just that the Earth is warming, but that it is warming to dangerous levels due to human-emitted greenhouse gases, public policy will then have to evaluate such potential remedies as banning autos and air conditioners. So far, we have no such evidence. If the warming is natural and unstoppable, then public policy must focus instead on adaptations-such as more efficient air conditioning and building dikes around low-lying areas like Bangladesh. We have the warming. Now we must ascertain its cause.
WARMING GOOD – ICE AGE

STATUS QUO CO2 EMISSIONS MEANS PERMANENT WARMTH – WE WILL BE ABLE TO STAVE OFF THE NEXT ICE AGE

BERGER AND LOUTRE 2002
[Andre and MF, professors @ Universite catholique de Louvain, “An exceptionally long interglacial ahead?”, SCIENCE, August, lexis/ttate]

On a geological time scale, climate cycles are believed to be driven by changes in insulation (solar radiation received at the top of the atmosphere) as a result of variations in Earth's orbit around the Sun. Over the next 100,000 years, the amplitude of insulation variations will be small (see the figure), much smaller than during the Eemian. For example, at 65 deg N in June, insulation will vary by less than 25 Wmz over the next 25,000 years, compared with 110 Wm^sup -2^ between 125,000 and 115,000 years ago. From the standpoint of insulation, the Eemian can hardly be taken as an analog for the next millennia, as is often assumed. The small amplitude of future insolation variations is exceptional. One of the few past analogs (13) occurred at about 400,000 years before the present, overlapping part of MIS-- 11. Then and now, very low eccentricity values coincided with the minima of the 400,000-year eccentricity cycle. Eccentricity will reach almost zero within the next 25,000 years, damping the variations of precession considerably. Simulations with a two-dimensional climate model (14), forced with insolation and CO^sub 2^ variations over the next 100,000 years, provide an insight into the possible consequences of this rare phenomenon. Most CO^sub 2^ scenarios (15) led to an exceptionally long interglacial from 5000 years before the present to 50,000 years from now (see the bottom panel of the figure), with the next glacial maximum in 100,000 years. Only for CO^sub 2^ concentrations less than 220 ppmv was an early entrance into glaciation simulated (15). Such a long interglacial appears to have occurred only once in the last 500,000 years, at MIS-11 (2, 3, 16). At this time, astronomical insolation and some proxy climate indicators were similar to those of today. The COZ concentration was at an interglacial level [slightly above 280 ppmv (8)]. Simulations with these values (16) also show a particularly long interglacial, illustrating the importance of CO^sub 2^ concentrations during periods when the amplitude of insolation variation is too small to drive the climate system. The present-day CO^sub 2^ concentration of 370 ppmv is already well above typical interglacial values of ~290 ppmv. Taking into account anthropogenic perturbations, we have studied further in which the CO2 concentration increases to up to 750 ppmv over the next 200 years, returning to natural levels by 1000 years from now (13, 15). The results suggest that, under very small insolation variations, there is a threshold value of CO^sub 2^ above which the Greenland Ice Sheet disappears (see the bottom panel of the figure). The climate system may take 50,000 years to assimilate the impacts of human activities during the early third millennium. In this case, an "irreversible greenhouse effect" could become the most likely future climate. If the Greenland and west Antarctic Ice Sheets disappear completely, then today's "Anthropocene" (17) may only be a transition between the Quaternary and the next geological period. J. Murray Mitchell Jr. already predicted in 1972 that "The net impact of human activities on the climate of the future decades and centuries is quite likely to be one of warming and therefore favorable to the perpetuation of the present interglacial" [(1), p. 436].

AND, THE IMPACT OF ICE AGE OUTWEIGHS GLOBAL WARMING – EXTINCTION

JAWOROWSKI 2004 
[Zbigniew, chairman @ Scientific Council of the Central Laboratory for Radiological Protection in Warsaw, 21ST CENTURY SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, Winter/ttate]

 It is difficult to predict the advent of a new Ice Age-the time when continental glaciers will start to cover Scandinavia, Central and Northern Europe, Asia, Canada, and the United States, Chile and Argentina with a layer of ice hundreds and thousands of meters thick; when mountain glaciers in the Himalayas, Andes and Alps, in Africa and Indonesia once again will descend into the valleys. Some climatologists claim that this will happen in 50 to 150 years. 

What fate awaits the Baltic Sea, the lakes, the forests, animals, cities, nations, and the whole infrastructure of modern civilization? They will be swept away by the advancing ice and then covered by moraine hills. This disaster will be incomparably more calamitous than all the doomsday prophecies of the proponents of the ~-made global warming hypothesis. 

The current sunspot cycle is weaker than the preceding cycles, and the next two cycles will be even weaker. Bashkirtsev and Mishnich expect that the minimum of the sec- ular cycle of solar activity will occur between 2021 and 2026, which will result in the minimum global temperature of the surface air. The shift from warm to cool climate might have already started. The average annual air temperature in Irkutsk, which correlates well with the average annual global temper- ature of the surface air, reached its maximum of +2.3°C in 1997, and then began to drop to +1.2°C in 1998, to +0.7°C in 1999, and to +0.4°C in 2000. This prediction is in agreement with major changes observed currently in biota of Pacific Ocean, associated with an oscillating climate cycle of about 50 years’ periodicity. 

The approaching new Ice Age poses a real challenge for mankind, much greater than all the other challenges in history. Before it comes-let's enjoy the warming, this benign gift from nature, and let's vigorously investigate the physics of clouds. F. Hoyle and C. Wickramasinghe stated recently that "without some artificial means of giving positive feedback to the climate ... an eventual drift into Ice Age conditions appears inevitable." These conditions "would render a large fraction of the world's major food growing areas inoperable, and so would inevitably lead to the extinction of most of the present human population." According to Hoyle and Wickramsinghe, "those who have engaged in uncritical scaremongering over an enhanced greenhouse effect raising the Earth's temperature by a degree or two should be seen as both misguided and dangerous," for the problem of the present "is of a drift back into an Ice Age, not away from an Ice Age."  

Will mankind be able to protect the biosphere against the next returning Ice Age? It depends on how much time we still have. I do not think that in the next 50 years we would acquire the knowledge and resources sufficient for governing climate on a global scale. Surely we shall not stop climate cooling by increasing industrial CO2 emissions. Even with the doubling of CO2 atmospheric levels, the increase in global surface air tem- perature would be trifling. However, it is unlikely that perma- nent doubling of the atmospheric CO2 , even using all our car- bon resources, is attainable by human activities.  Also, it does not seem possible that we will ever gain influ- ence over the Sun’s activity. However, I think that in the next centuries we shall learn to control sea currents and clouds, and this could be sufficient to govern the climate of our planet. 

The following "thought experiment" illustrates how valuable our civilization, and the very existence of man's intellect, for the terrestrial biosphere. Mikhail Budyko, the leading Russian climatologist (now deceased) predicted in 1982 a future drastic C02 deficit in the atmosphere, and claimed that one of the next Ice Age periods could result in a freezing of the entire surface of the Earth, including the oceans. The only niches of life, he said, would survive on the active volcano edges. 

CAP AND TRADE BAD
CAP AND TRADE WOULD GUT THE AMERICAN ECONOMY AND MILITARY—THIS CAUSES WORSE ENVIRONMENTAL CRISES AND WORLDWIDE WAR

CARAFANO 2009  
[James, PhD., Assistant Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “Security not a good argument for cap-and-trade,” August 4, http://www.speroforum.com/a/20025/Security-not-a-good-argument-for-capandtrade]

The Waxman-Markey cap-and-trade bill has engendered tremendous controversy. Concerns abound about the legislation's adverse economic consequences as well as skepticism of its affects on world climate trends. Faced with mounting opposition, the bill's supporters are increasingly making the case that creating a new law is a national security imperative. They are wrong.  Indeed, passing the bill would create far more severe, dangerous, and imminent global crises. A better approach is to simply allow nations to adapt to the national security challenges implied by long-term global climate changes.  Fighting Air  The premise behind Waxman-Markey is that the United States must create a government-run program to reduce the emission of "greenhouse gases,"including carbon dioxide (CO2). The bill would establish a complex energy tax scheme to penalize businesses and industries that emit these gases.  Despite passage in the House, the bill has become increasingly controversial as the economic consequences of the legislation have become more apparent. For example, a study by The Heritage Foundation's Center for Data Analysis finds that the law would make the United States about $9.4 trillion poorer by 2035. Much of this decline would be from reduced economic productivity and job loss. In particular, under Waxman-Markey there would be 1.15 million fewer jobs on average than without a cap-and-trade bill.[1]  Carbon Wars  Faced with mounting opposition, proponents have turned to arguing that passing the bill is an imperative for national security. Without the law, proponents argue, adverse climate changes will cause nations to fail, natural disasters that will yield unprecedented humanitarian crises, and states chronically going to combat over the remaining resources.  The problem is that the catastrophic predictions--such as massive sea-level increases and declining food production that would lead to global unrest--are poorly supported by the evidence. To make the national security arguments, global warming legislation advocates must embrace the most alarmist scenarios.  Nonetheless, connecting the dots between human-caused global warming and global conflict has become a popular theme as proponents prepare to take up the bill in the Senate. Last week, Foreign Relations Chairman John Kerry (D-MA) called a hearing on the subject. This tactic is nothing new. Last year, Congress directed the Pentagon to address the national security impacts of climate change in its Quadrennial Defense Review, due this December.  The more opposition grows against the bill, however, the shriller these warnings have been become. "Global warming alarmists,"notes Senator James Inhofe (R-OK), "see a future plagued by catastrophic flooding, war, terrorism, economic dislocations, droughts, crop failures, mosquito-borne diseases, and harsh weather--all caused by man-made greenhouse gas emissions."Proponents of Waxman-Markey conclude that without such laws, the world will become unmanageable.  Doubtful Impact  Arguing that the law will make the world safer is deeply flawed. First, there are significant doubts that the cap-and-trade system described in the 1,500-plus-page bill will even have a significant and positive impact on global climate trends. According to climatologist Chip Knappenberger, Waxman-Markey would moderate temperatures by only hundredths of a degree after being in effect for the next 40 years and no more than two-tenths of a degree at the end of the century.[2]  EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson concurred, recently saying, "U.S. action alone will not impact world CO2 levels."[3]  Additionally, the impact of "managing" greenhouse gases on the environment also remains a subject of great controversy. For example, as Senator Inhofe noted in a floor speech, S. Fred Singer, an atmospheric scientist at the University of Virginia, who served as the first director of the U.S. Weather Satellite Service and more recently as a member and vice chairman of the National Advisory Committee on Oceans and Atmosphere, said that "no one knows what constitutes a 'dangerous' concentration. There exists, as yet, no scientific basis for defining such a concentration, or even of knowing whether it is more or less than current levels of carbon dioxide."[4]  Additionally, viewing climate change as a national security crisis makes little sense. The global climate has always been changing. Adapting to these changes and human efforts to manage their surrounding environment is a permanent feature of human competition. The environment does not cause wars--it is how humans respond to their environment that causes conflicts.  Thus, climate change does not necessarily ensure that there will be more or less conflict. For example, as the Arctic ice melts and the environment becomes more benign, Arctic waters will become more available for fishing, mineral and energy exploitation, and maritime transport. Nations will compete over these resources, but it is how they choose to compete--not the change in the weather--that will determine whether war breaks out.  Furthermore, any changes in the climate, for better or for worse, will occur gradually over decades. Thus, there will be ample time to adjust national security and humanitarian assistance instruments to accommodate future demands.  Finally, if the Senate really wants to get serious about how global warming affects national security, it should closely examine the rules and regulations under Waxman-Markey and similar government-driven efforts. These rules would stifle economic growth, create energy scarcity, and make fragile states even more fragile.  For example, a collapse in U.S. economic growth would result in even more draconian cuts to the defense budget, leaving America with a military much less prepared to deal with future threats. Indeed, if America's military power declines, there would probably be more wars, not fewer. Likewise, a steep drop in American economic growth would lengthen and deepen the global recession. That in turn will make other states poorer, undermining their ability to protect themselves and recover from natural disasters. World Without Peace  Congressional proponents continue to press for the passage of Waxman-Markey. If they are successful, they will almost certainly create the world they want to avoid. The law would ensure a steep decline in U.S. economic competitiveness and military preparedness. The consequences of a weak America would inevitably lead to a string of national security crises and an undermining of the nation's capacity to deal with natural disasters here and abroad.

Cap-and-trade policies devastate the US economy – energy prices and disproportional effect on the poor
Desert Sun 2K8

(internally quoting NCPA statistics -- May 25, lexis)
According to the respected National Center for Policy Analysis, "Cap-and-trade proposals advocated by the three candidates and under consideration in Congress would harm the U.S. economy, disproportionately hurt the poor and fail to produce promised environmental benefits. Cap-and-trade policies place a limit, or cap, on greenhouse gas emissions but allow companies and industries that fall below those limits to sell or trade remaining emissions to those that exceed their limits." The Congressional Budget Office has said, "The potential market value of those emissions could reach $300 billion per year by 2020." Furthermore, the Congressional Budget Office estimates that even if cap-and-trade proposals reduce emissions 15 percent by 2010 (and there are a growing number of scientists who dispute claims that reducing carbon dioxide emissions would have any benefit at all), it would reduce the disposable income of lower-income Americans by 3.3 percent compared to only 1.7 percent for the richest Americans. The National Center for Policy Analysis Senior Fellow H. Sterling Burnett, co-author of the analysis, predicted, "Cap-and-trade bills will substantially raise prices for gasoline and electricity, inflict severe economic losses on the U.S. economy"
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