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Piracy Add on – Internal link
Increased Naval forces solve piracy

Hilley 8 - Mass Communication Specialist 1st Class (Monique, “Coalition Forces Work To Deter Piracy In Gulf Of Aden”, The United States Department of the Navy, 1/17/09, Story Number: NNS090117-01, Online @ http://www.navy.mil/submit/display.asp?story_id=41897)//MM
USS SAN ANTONIO, At sea (NNS) -- Combined Task Force (CTF) 151 is working closely with international navies in the Gulf of Aden to conduct counterpiracy operations and ensure a lawful maritime order in the region. "We're out here as a force, with the coalition nations, to ensure commerce flows freely throughout the world," explained Rear Adm. Terry McKnight, commander, CTF 151. "We are working to achieve an objective of preventing piracy at sea. Over the past few years, we've learned from many combined operations that working with the coalition is key to our success throughout the world." The mission of CTF 151 is to prevent and deter piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden. The task force, which has assembled on board the amphibious transport dock ship USS San Antonio (LPD 17), has many capabilities which are enhanced by the ship's crew. The personnel currently embarked aboard San Antonio in support of CTF 151 counterpiracy operations include a helicopter squadron, fleet surgical team, boarding teams and several elements from the U.S. Marine Corps and U.S. Coast Guard. "This mission is very important for the maritime strategy of our nation and also to work with our coalition nations," said McKnight. "We are out here to demonstrate that the United States Navy will not allow criminal acts on the high seas and that we want, as best we can, to improve the open trade agreements throughout the world." Piracy acts spiked in the region in mid-August due to a very aggressive increase in activity by a clan on the north coast of Somalia. In response to the activity, Vice Adm. William Gortney, commander, Combined Maritime Forces, directed the establishment of the maritime security patrol area (MSPA), an area coalition ships and aircraft patrol to prevent destabilizing activity. "Because of the complexity of the operations, I determined it was necessary to establish CTF 151 to create a task force with a mission and a mandate from the United Nations to conduct counterpiracy operations throughout the area of responsibility," said Gortney during a press briefing at the Pentagon Jan. 15. Although the Combined Maritime Forces (CMF) do not have a mandate to conduct counterpiracy operations, combined task forces each have a particular mandate under which they operate. Any nation that does not yet have the authority to conduct counterpiracy operations will continue to work in Combined Task Force 150, while those that seek the authority to operate with CTF 151 will bring their collective capabilities together to deter, disrupt and eventually bring to justice the maritime criminals involved in the piracy events. "It's really a fascinating story to watch unfold as, at this point, 14 nations have sent their navies to work against the destabilizing activity," added Gortney. CTF 151, with the International Maritime Organization, created the maritime security patrol area as a place to channel the shipping so that they could concentrate naval activity. The task force includes three phases, which outline critical mission goals. The first phase is focused on bringing more international navies into the efforts to help solve this international problem. The second phase involves working with the shipping industry to develop and share practices that prevent pirates from successfully boarding their vessels. The third phase, once authorized, will allow the task force to deliver suspected pirates to court, where they will be held accountable for their actions. "We've had great effects on the first two," explained Gortney. "Fourteen nations are down there. The shipping industry is having the greatest impact. They're doing a terrific job of sharing best practices, speed, maneuver and non-kinetic defensive measures that will prevent pirates from getting aboard the vessel. We have had a great effect on that. In the last six weeks, there have only been four successful piracy attacks." CTF 151 is working very closely with the U.S. State Department to finalize an agreement with one of the nations in the area that will allow CTF 151 and coalition forces to disrupt, deter, capture and hold suspected pirates accountable for their actions. The task force expects that authority to be granted within the next week. "We are going to aggressively go after the pirates that are conducting pirate activity," said Gortney. "We have to make it unpleasant to be a pirate." CTF 151 is a multinational task force conducting counterpiracy operations to detect and deter piracy in and around the Gulf of Aden, Arabian Sea, Indian Ocean and Red Sea. It was established to create a lawful maritime order and develop security in the maritime environment.

US Commercial Maritime industry ships solve piracy 
Shapiro 12 - Assistant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military Affairs (Andrew, “Piracy Off the Horn of Africa”, US Department of the State, Diplomacy in Action, 3/27/12, Available online @ http://www.state.gov/t/pm/rls/rm/186987.htm)//MM

Another integral part of the response to piracy has been the critical role played by the private sector in taking measures to prevent and deter attacks. Perhaps the most significant factor in the decline of successful pirate attacks has been the steps taken by commercial vessels to prevent and deter attacks from happening in the first place. We have found that the best defense against piracy is often simply vigilance on the part of the maritime industry. In response to the growing threat, we worked with the shipping industry to expand and develop its implementation of industry-developed “best management practices” to prevent pirate boardings before they take place. These include practical measures, such as: proceeding at full speed through high risk areas; employing physical barriers such as razor wire; posting additional look-out; reporting positions to military authorities; and mustering the crew inside a “citadel” or safe-room in the vessel when under attack. These steps, when properly implemented, remain some of the most effective measures to protect against, and repel, pirate attacks. Recognizing the value of these measures, the U.S. government has required U.S.-flagged vessels sailing in designated high-risk waters to take additional security measures. Nevertheless, we remain troubled that there are still commercial ships travelling through pirate-infested waters that have yet to implement proper security measures. Approximately 20 percent of all ships off the Horn of Africa are not taking proper security precautions. Unsurprisingly, these account for the overwhelming number of successfully pirated ships.

Piracy Impact

Extinction 

The Independent, 99 (July 4th, “Pirates could snatch plutonium”, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/pirates-could-snatch-plutonium-1104109.html)
BRITAIN is about to ship enough plutonium for more than 60 atomic bombs half way around the world in freighters vulnerable to armed attack from "nuclear pirates". Military experts say there is a real possibility that the vessels could be targeted by terrorist groups or rogue states intent on acquiring nuclear weapons. They say the guns mounted on the ships are inadequate to fend off a well orchestrated attack by pirates with superior weapons. Janes, the internationally renowned arms and naval authority, agrees. "It would not take much fire-power to knock them out," it said. The ships were "capable of repelling only a lightly armed attack" and should be protected by "at least one well-armed frigate". The shipment, which will take place in the next few months, is planned as the first of many over the next year. The number will increase sharply if ministers allow a new plutonium plant at Sellafield, the controversial Cumbrian complex, to start up. The plutonium, for power stations, is extracted from spent Japanese fuel which is reprocessed at Sellafield and at Cap la Hague, France. The prospect of such shipments has long worried security experts. Eleven years ago the US defence department said they would be "accessible and vulnerable throughout the voyage, particularly when the vessel is passing through channels, straits, and other restricted waterways, or when it is near the coast". The last plutonium shipment from Europe to Japan, in 1992, was accompanied by a specially built patrol boat operated by the Japanese Maritime Security Agency. The US, which provided the original nuclear fuel to Japan and, under a special agreement, has to approve security arrangements for shipments of plutonium extracted from it, has repeatedly promised that all of them would be accompanied by "an armed escort vessel". But it is now clear that the new shipment will not be protected by a warship. Britain, France and Japan all refuse to give details of the route or the security arrangements and will only name the ships, describe what they are carrying, and say when they are setting out, "only on one or two days before departure from Europe". US government documents show that the two freighters - the Pacific Teal and the Pacific Pintail - will each carry three 30mm guns and will be staffed by officers of the United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority armed with "assault rifles, shotguns and hand weapons". Paul Leventhal, director of Washington's Nuclear Control Institute, said: "Two freighters riding shotgun for each other will not repel a real-world attack." Dr Fr ank Barnaby, former director of Stockholm Peace Research Institute, said maritime hijackings were "becoming more frequent and violent" - there were 66 in the first three months of this year - and added: "The attacks are generally made at night using speedboats. This should give those responsible for the security of nuclear cargoes pause for thought." Many studies have shown that a terrorist group, let alone a rogue state, could get the plutonium from the fuel and make it into nuclear weapons. The US has approved the scaled-down security because, critics say, it does not want to antagonise France, Britain and Japan. It says the freighters count as armed escort vessels because the shipments are being carried out "on government service" by British Nuclear Fuels (BNFL), a nationalised industry. Critics say security has been lessened partly to save money and partly as a public relations exercise because using a warship escort would demonstrate vividly how dangerous the cargo is. Martin Foreward, campaign co-ordinator of Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment, who has been monitoring the arming of the freighters at Barrow-in-Furness, said: "Once again BNFL is taking the cheap option, but this time it is putting not just Cumbria but the whole world at risk."

Iran Relations Add on 
Increased US Naval capabilities to resolve piracy can solve US-Iranian relations, absent the plan relations will deteriorate risking full-scale war

Rogoway 5/24 – Reports on Strategy and Technology (Ty, “SMALL BUT CRUCIAL OPPORTUNITIES & OMINOUS SIGNS OF THINGS TO COME FOR US-IRANIAN RELATIONS”, Aviation Intel, 5/24/12, Online @ http://aviationintel.com/2012/05/24/small-but-crucial-opportunities-ominous-signs-of-things-to-come-for-us-iranian-relations/)//MM

First off, news came today that the American flagged cargo ship Maersk Texas was rescued by Iranian naval combatants from a swarm of marauding pirates. This happened in the Gulf of Oman, a familiar hunting ground of pirates operating out of the Horn of Africa. This is one of those “the enemy of my enemy is my friend” sort of occurrences that are more commonplace than one would imagine in the Middle East. Yet after the rash of recent naval “mutual aid” events between US and Iranian flagged ships maybe there is an opportunity here to melt the steely facade between the two nations that has been galvanized recently by brash sabre rattling and a very precarious nuclear stalemate. Often times the best form of true diplomacy is not directly diplomat to diplomat, but instead military to military. Fighting forces have more in common than they have not. Often times two countries can “hate each other” on the international stage, yet bonds between their military apparatuses, especially on an individual level, can keep communications flowing, and even ovoid an outright war. A conflict between Iran and anyone allied with the US would be an economic and geopolitical disaster of huge proportions. One which the “wildcard” factor of escalation cannot be predicted in the least. Seeing as the two prominent naval powers in the Gulf, the US and Iran, have suddenly been given some serious common ground for which to build some sort of talking relationship, I think every single piece of the US national security and diplomatic system should try to get the two forces together. Although counter-intuitive at face value, such a meeting and continued dialogue could prove priceless. For instance, piracy and mutual support of ships in distress is one thing that America and Iran seem to agree on. This has been proven time and time again by valuable actions, not words, which are cheap in that part of the world. With this fact in hand the very top of the US Navy should reach out to the top of Iranian Navy to talk about these specific common interests that are not highly controversial to either government. Putting forth some sort of agreement between the two Navies pertaining to these issues may be a show of good faith on the US’s part, regardless of if such an agreement gets ratified or not. This way a foundation for communication and even understanding can begin to be laid down. Over time, depending on the personalities involved, this could blossom into something more. Even just a degree of mutual respect amongst opposing military branches would be highly valuable at this point in relations between the two powers. If this unique opportunity is not seized upon and such overtures are not being made in light of the current events on the high seas, regardless of what past diplomatic experiences between the two nations may be, than I really worry about the motives behind such discarded opportunities and question the US governments true commitment to avoiding what will be a bloody, no-win, conflict for both sides and the world.

US-China Relations Add on 
Strong US naval commitment and counter-piracy operations solve relations with China 

Alterman 11 – Center for Strategic and International Studies, Alterman is the Chair in Global Security and Geostrategy and is director of the Middle East Program at CSIS. Prior to joining CSIS in 2002, he served as a member of the Policy Planning Staff at the U.S. Department of State and as a special assistant to the assistant secretary of state for Near Eastern affairs. He is a member of the Chief of Naval Operations Executive Panel and served as an expert adviserHe teaches Middle Eastern studies at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and the George Washington University. He was a scholar at the U.S. Institute of Peace and at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. Alterman was an award-winning teacher at Harvard University, where he received his Ph.D. in history. He also worked as a legislative aide to Senator Daniel P. Moynihan (D-NY), responsible for foreign policy and defense. (Jon, “U.S.-China Relations: Cooperating and Contending Over the Middle East”, Executive Summary, CSIS Middle East Program, Available Online @ http://csis.org/files/publication/110617_Alterman_ChinaExecSummary.pdf)//MM
In building stronger security ties, naval cooperation is a promising place to start. Most U.S. Navy communication with China is through the Pacific Fleet, but Chinese ships increasingly travel into other areas of U.S. naval activity, such as Central Command. Greater communication and a clearer sense of each other’s naval protocols could help build confidence. Both countries are already committed to maritime security and counter-piracy. Closer coordination between China’s navy and Task Force 151, as well as other multilateral naval task forces off the coast of Somalia, could deepen existing Chinese participation in multilateral security efforts and boost the Sino-American relationship. Even more ambitiously, the two navies could arrange a “passing exercise” (pass-ex) as Chinese ships transit to counter-piracy operations near the Horn of Africa. Such exercises would help build communications and mutual confidence. Such an exercise could also help China prepare for more operations like its recent successful evacuation of over 30,000 Chinese workers from Libya. Discussions about consequence management exercises could identify additional areas of cooperation. For example, the two navies could build cooperation and communication patterns to intercept illicit cargo at sea. Senior Chinese attendance at major maritime meetings, such as the International Sea Power Symposium, could also help deepen bilateral naval ties. In time, these efforts could help align U.S. and Chinese views of the Middle East. Without such efforts, the United States may start seeing China as benefitting from U.S. security guarantees in the Middle East without contributing to them—or even while undermining them. This outcome would be bad for bilateral relations and especially bad for China. Closer bilateral cooperation, however, would enhance security throughout the “Vital Triangle.” 

BMD Add on 
More naval ships are needed to improve C3I operations - solves Missile interception and delivery 

AFCEA 11– Unclassified report released by The Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Association that serves the US military (“Information Dominance Industry Day Questions and Answers”, 4/5/11, Available Online @ http://www.afcea.org/mission/intel/documents/MasterAnswerDocument05APR11.pdf)//MM
C3I provides the backbone of command and control (C2) in all warfare areas, including BMD. The BMD mission is inherently Information Dominance-centric, and can be divided between “Left of Launch” and “Right of Launch.” In “Left of Launch”, effective cyber warfare and penetrating knowledge of the adversary are critical to shaping the battlespace. “Right of Launch” is focused on network support to the warfighter. Navy BMD C3I enables C2 to make rapid decisions inside the adversary’s decision cycle. The Navy is currently leveraging a proven and fully functioning BMD C3I architecture. Navy ships with BMD capability and key Fleet Command and Control nodes are part of the BMD system. This includes mission planning systems, sensors, fire control, and command and control centers from the tactical edge connected to the National level. In BMD, the Navy closely works with the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), STRATCOM, and other services on C3I matters to ensure effective BMD is delivered from BMD-capable ships and the future Aegis Ashore, via the Regional and Fleet Commanders, to BMDS at the National level. While we have a working structure, we clearly see growing adversary threats which necessitate better performance and capacity on the part of our networks. More ships are needed to intercept more ballistic missiles in a complex tactical/operational environment. To this end, we are improving network capabilities and access through the addition of Advanced Time Division Multiple Access Interface Processor (ATIP) and improved integration of Maritime Operations Centers (MOCs) with Joint Tactical Terminal (JTT) and Navy Multiband Terminal. We are improving BMD Mission Planning across the theater by integrating Aegis Mission Planner, MIPS-Maritime IAMD Planning System, and C2BMC. Starting in FY12 we have proposed adding 15 TF-IAMD Navy personnel with BMD expertise in each MOC. 

Effective Naval C3I operations now are key to solve Chinese ASBM threats

AFCEA 11– Unclassified report released by The Armed Forces Communications and Electronics Association that serves the US military (“Information Dominance Industry Day Questions and Answers”, 4/5/11, Available Online @ http://www.afcea.org/mission/intel/documents/MasterAnswerDocument05APR11.pdf)//MM
Adversary ballistic missiles threaten our allies worldwide and our homeland- Hawaii, Alaska, Guam, and CONUS itself. Chinese development of so-called ‘carrier killer’ ASBMs compounds the Navy BMD challenge as our afloat forces become targets of exoatmospheric ballistic missiles in addition to the variety of cruise missiles and other threats we face. The Navy must integrate BMD into an effective, broader Integrated Air and Missile (IAMD) capability. The Navy Air and Missile Defense Command (NAMDC) at Dahlgren has the task to promote rapid delivery of new IAMD technologies; support development and validation of IAMD requirements for Joint and Navy processes; lead Navy IAMS concept, doctrine, and tactics development, and experimentation; and, advocate Navy positions and capabilities in Joint forums. We are closely aligned with NAMDC through the BMD roadmap as a part of the Navy Ballistic Missile Defense Enterprise. These alignments provide us the opportunities to play vital roles in IAMD, bringing important capabilities from across N2/N6. These include, on the right side of the kill chain, improved C3I and network integration and operational coordination. On the left side of the kill chain, this means development of constant and penetrating knowledge of the adversary and cyber skills to provide persistent access to adversary networks. Across the full kill chain, it means supporting the ability to synchronize kinetic and non-kinetic responses to give our afloat forces the confidence to operate effectively in the face of a full range of threats.

China isn’t afraid to use ASBM’s they’d cause instant nuclear escalation

Chimerica 11 – (“Attack by an ASBM”, 2011, Chimerica War, Online @ http://www.chimericawar.org/carrier_killer.html)//MM
Although it is entirely credible that China would unexpectedly strike a carrier without any warning or notable increase in regional tension this would actually be very out of character for the PLA China has a predictable history of giving many warnings before striking an opponent. Of course, this doesn’t discount commanders being so blinkered to the signs, like McCarthur and blundering on regardless, but characteristically, China can usually be counted on to give clear warning signs of an attack. In the modern age, it is more than likely that tensions would have significantly risen or actual conflict taking place before the ASBM is considered as a strike option. James Kraska’s story of a single, untraceable ASBM sinking the USS George Washington out of the blue is unrealistic and the global atmosphere is more likely to resemble Harper’s piece on Chinese Missiles and the Walmart Factor. As offensive operations rarely take place in isolation, we can confidently surmise that the US and China will have already gone through a significant ratcheting up of tensions, both economically and militarily, and any decision to hit a carrier will not be made in a bubble. Therefore, on the verge of war, the PLA will be doing everything it can to find carrier battle groups while the battle groups will be doing everything they can to slip into favorable positions un-noticed. It should be noted here that the concept of an ASBM first came about from a study where they claimed the over-the-horizon radar could differentiate between different ships by comparing, over time, the frequent air activity around the carrier. Due to this, in a heightened war-situation we can reasonably assume that the carrier will not be flying multitudes of planes if it’s moving into a potential battle position and forward air cover could easily come from fighters flying from any number of global bases and using air-refueling. The carrier will be in a high alert, probably moving at a good pace to out run subs and in complete communication silence. There are any number of war scenarios existing on what the carrier would be doing, but let’s say, for the sake of this narrative, that the carrier is moving at 28knots with only a small escort, including some Aegis, and aiming to join up with a larger group to move forward as an overwhelming battle fleet into a hot zone off China’s coast. To any over-the-horizon radar a silent, cruising carrier would be almost undistinguishable from other ships, so the PLA would need multiple positive IDs to launch an attack. On top of this, any number of carrier battle groups could be coming from a multitude of directions. The Pacific Ocean is purportedly 166million square kilometers. The Indian Ocean is 44million square kilometers. The South China Sea alone is over 3.5million square kilometers. So the analogy of, “looking for a needle in a haystack,” doesn’t even do it justice. Carriers maybe big, but on the scale of things they are infinitesimally small in a huge mass of monotone sea. Let’s say for arguments sake that the PLA detection systems and more importantly the guys working them are totally on the money and manage to nail down a battle group to a certain area. The overhead satellites are then able to pick out ships moving in a specific direction. The satellites then need to keep a track on the ships movement in real time. Not as easy as it sounds. Don’t forget, GPS works by a device actively calling out to the satellites to find it. This will not happen in a war situation, it will be a completely passive search. It will be up to the controllers, probably based somewhere deep in China’s interior, to manually control the satellites guidance system to first locate, then precisely follow and plot the battle group's direction. Let’s say that the modern Chinese satellites can lock onto the carrier and follow it automatically once it is located. This still isn’t good enough to target though. The next step is to get an over-the-horizon radar signal and preferably drones on target. At this point it is just not credible to assume that the PLA would target a carrier based on just satellite co-ordinates alone, even if numerous satellites were triangulating it. They will need some other kind of terminal guidance system to help the missiles hit the target. The margin of error on a fast moving, possibly erratic target would be too great, even for a suite of missiles. Bear in mind, conventional DF-21s missiles carrying only a 1000lb warhead and traveling at Mach 10 are going to need to hit, otherwise they’ll just make a very, very fast splash into the sea. (see here for some perspective) It would certainly put the fear of God into the sailors who saw it, but it wouldn’t stop the ships. On top of this, carriers are designed to get hit, or have planes crash into them so are incredibly durable and tough. Even a direct hit by a DF-21 with it's huge wave of kinetic energy is not guaranteed to terminally incapacitate a carrier. It would probably need multiple direct hits, then followed by sustained submarine attacks to sink it. The analogy comes to mind of getting a hand-full of glass marbles and trying to throw them into a plastic cup from a few feet away. Chances are you might get one or two in the cup if you're really good, but it's not guaranteed, and the ones that miss just don't count at all. Firing a missile from 2000km away and getting it witih 20-30metres is a fantastic shot - but it just doesn't count. It has to be a bull everytime. Let’s assume that things are going great for the PLA and it is able to get a confirmed “eyeball” sighting by a paramilitary fishing boat of the carrier. So the satellite data can now be corroborated with a first hand account that it is definitely a US carrier in the area that they're concentrating on. This of course assumes that the US Navy wouldn’t be neutralizing or jamming any boats in the vicinity, but let’s say the information gets through to the 2nd Artillery. On top of this, another lucky break happens, a PLA sub sights the carrier and also gives a confirmed sighting, but does not engage because the carrier is going too fast. The carrier could be zipping along at 30knots, with the max speed of the Jin around 20knots, if it wasn’t already cued for an attack it could only watch as it rushed by. A message is sent to other Chinese subs to rendezvous at a certain point along the carriers proposed course and lie in wait. The subs will be used in a second tier attack on the carrier after it has received a volley from the DF-21s. With two confirmed sightings and a satellite track the PLA controllers are confident that they are zeroing in on a carrier kill and send word to the Central Military Commission, 套机构两块牌子(CMC) The CMC is already in session in its war room and begins to seriously consider making a strike on the battle group given the positive identification and reliable satelite track. Word is now sent to the countless mobile DF-21s launchers across the country to get ready for a launch. Mathematicians and strategists in the PLA begin to try and predict the carrier’s route and decide upon the best place to try and launch a strike and cue up the subs for the definitive kill. Other attack platforms are readied to complement the attack once it is underway. UAVs are launched from Chinese ships and the mainland to directly locate the carrier. As the US ships draw closer, Chinese over-the-horizon radars begin to try and distinguish the carrier from the escorts. Meanwhile, off the coast of China, the multiple over-the-horizon radars light up like bonfires for the numerous US subs that are lying quietly in position, cued to strike on command at Chinese ground targets and subs. The carrier is not blindly, blundering into a Chinese trap but is part of a larger, counter trap being set by the US submarine fleet. The CMC, gets on to the Emergency Hotline to Washington and warns them that, “they can not be held responsible if any US warships enter Chinese Territorial Waters”. For Washington, this is “game-on”. They were expecting the CCP to give a final warning and they characteristically do, right on cue. All US ships in the region are put on alert that a missile attack is imminent and aimed at the incoming carrier battle groups. Minutes drain by like hours. The carrier group moves forward and despite the US Air Force shooting down a number of PLAAF stealth, UAVs, two of them slip through the net and lock onto the carrier. The carrier is now painted with exact, real-time coordinates streaming from two undetected UAVs, the over-the-horizon radar and satellite tracking. This is enough data to complete the ASBM terminal guidance system. The 2nd Artillery quickly informs the CMC that they have all the data they need to launch an attack on the incoming battle group. Time is of the essence now. The carrier needs to be neutralized before it can get in range of the Chinese mainland with its F-18s. An effective battle group can punch 600 attacks on target in just one day and repeat that for days if not weeks. It is essential that if the strike takes place it happens as soon a possible while the carrier is still far out to sea. The 2nd Artillery commanders urge their superiors that they have been incredibly lucky to have quickly amassed such reliable data and the time is now to strike hard, so as to knock the Americans onto their back foot. With a carrier sunk, or at least incapacitated, this will forestall any greater push by the Allied forces and could possibly weaken the 'fickle' US public’s will to fight. This is enough for the CMC and they order the strike. After receiving the orders, the 2nd Artillery begins to transmit the target data to the 100 DF-21s that will launch. Note: this is not a static target with fixed coordinates that they’re aiming to hit. So, the data can’t be finalized. The DF-21s will be launched into the air without the final co-ordinates in their guidance system. This will have to come later, while it’s flying at Mach 10. Which is not to be underestimated as an incredibly difficult thing to do. Fortunately, Chinese scientists have already cracked this incredibly difficult task. The 2nd Artillery’s C4ISR are confident that they can transmit to the terminal guidance system on board the warhead at the critical time using the over-the-horizon radar data, UAVs and their new, advanced satellite communications streaming. The DF-21 will launch into one orbit, then change direction and zero in on the carrier. The speed at which this is done will out maneuver the Aegis and Patriot tracking systems, that traditionally rely on predictable trajectories of missiles to intercept. The DF-21s begin to fire-up. Meanwhile, the eyes and ears of the US military are scouring China for signs of a missile launches. Just like in Iraq they have a window of detection as the missiles are readied for firing. Only this time, the US can’t strike them as they prepare, as they’re on the Chinese Mainland in protected airspace and this would be crossing a significant ‘red-line’ at this stage in the conflict. However, as soon as the birds are airborne, all bets will be off. As the mobile launchers prepare to launch all US subs in the region, including a suite of Ohio class (SSBNs) nuclear warhead carrying subs are put on high alert for imminent launch. As the Chinese missiles begin to fire up squadrons of B-52s and B1s take off from Guam, Diego Garcia and Barksdale packing conventional and nuclear weapons. Within minutes the US has hundreds of bombers in the sky. Nuclear Silos across the US go to high alert for imminent launch. Russian listening posts pick up the Chinese actions and also all the US activity and engage in similar counter measures, readying its army for a possible nuclear exchange. The minutes now quickly drain down and all the 21s are ready to fly. Final word goes out to the 2nd Artillery commander who relays this to the CMC one last time. Convinced that sinking a carrier will put the US on the back foot they decisively give the go ahead, and 50 of the 100 missiles are sent skyward. STOP… Take a second to contemplate the gravity of this scenario… At this exact moment China has launched 50, unknown sub-orbital ballistic missiles into the air. The type and destination are unknown. It could be part of an ASBM package, or it could be a preemptive nuclear strike on an unspecified country? The US, Russia, India, UK and France would all go to DEFCON One and could all release an instant nuclear counter strike on China. The world has evolved to avoid using ballistic missiles as the preferred weapon of choice in war as they could easily provoke a full blown nuclear exchange. This is why the ASBM system is so out of whack with current weapon systems. It can not be differentiated from a preemptive nuclear strike. The US is now faced with two choices, are these airborne missiles conventional or nuclear? If they believe they are nuclear then China will be on the receiving end of an unprecedented nuclear retaliatory strike by the The Allies and possibly Russia, even India. The US may also assume that these missiles are part of an ASBM package but may still be nuclear, so again it would launch nuclear weapons to counter. The US has almost no way of knowing what kind of missiles have just been launched from the mobile carriers. So much for the ASBM keeping the US at arms length. Instead it has the potential to cause a nuclear exchange. The only way China could guarantee that it wouldn’t receive a nuclear counter-strike from launching so many DF-21s into the sky is if they pre-arranged some signal to inform the US, Russia, India, France and Britain that they were only using conventional weapons. Such a system would be inherently flawed because why would anyone believe them, and if it did work it would be giving away too much intelligence. “Oh, hi, yeah, so this is Xi Xinping, yeah, um, you know those missiles we just launched well they’re conventional, not nuclear ok, so can you make your response appropriate?” A funny joke, but really, how else would you suggest China, a nuclear armed country, convince the other nuclear nations of the world that the launching of multiple, sub-orbital ballistic missiles is not a nuclear preemptive strike but is only aimed at ships? This not so very small point aside, let’s assume for the sake of the story, that the US doesn’t carry out a massive retaliatory, nuclear strike but is confident that it's only a bunch of conventional DF-21s flying at Mach 10 aimed at its carrier battle groups. Only? As soon as the birds are airborne, US subs and possibly stealth bombers off the coast will begin targeting the Chinese over-the-horizon radars, which will have two choices, keep transmitting data or risk getting hit. If they power down and relocate quickly, they may live, but the DF-21s will be left flying blind. As China has launched missiles from the mainland at the US Navy, it will no longer be considered a naval battle and the numerous subs and stealth bombers will begin attacking relevant C4ISR on the Chinese mainland. With a billion dollar carrier at stake and the lives of thousands of Americans it’s a “no brainer” now and a race against time as the US tries to take out critical Chinese infrastructure on the coast. The DF-21s, which will probably be launched from further inland will take around 12minutes to reach their target as they will first need to leave the atmosphere, and then come back down at Mach 10. Plus their target is a 1000kms out. The question will be, can the US cruise missiles take out enough critical assets to break the delicate information chain needed to bring the DF-21s down on target? Remember, only a bull counts. Near misses count for nothing, no matter how close. In unison to this missile exchange, military assets right across the Pacific Rim will go on to a maximum war footing. Militaries in Japan, Korea, Australia, Philippines, Malaysia, Brunei, Indonesia, India, Vietnam and Russia will go to their highest alerts. More than likely, there will be air-combat in the areas around Japan as twitchy pilots from US and the JMSDF engage the PLAAF in dog fights. Across Japan, Patriot batteries stir into life and a string of 35 Aegis Cruisers from the US, Japan, Korea, and Australia brace for missile intercepts. Japan would assume that any number of these missiles could be aimed at her and would immediately begin to mobilize a counter attack.

Chinese ASBM’s will devastate the US

Crane 10 – Defense Review News (David, “Chinese DF-21D ASBM (Anti-Ship Ballistic Missile): Will it Obsolete U.S. Aircraft Carriers?”, 12/28/10, Online @ http://www.defensereview.com/chinese-df-21d-asbm-anti-ship-ballistic-missile-will-it-obsolete-u-s-aircraft-carriers/)//MM
Looks like the “D” version of the Chinese DF-21 medium-range anti-ship ballistic missile (ASBM) is moving into the deployment phase, although an “over the water” flight test has reportedly not yet been conducted. If the DF-21D ASBM ends up working as advertised, however, it may (potentially) effectively obsolete U.S. Navy aircraft carriers in the event of a future direct conflict with China over Taiwan. It will mean that the Chinese can essentially sink our aircraft carriers at will, turning them into huge, massively-expensive above-the-water targets (multi-billion-dollar targets, when accompanying aircraft are taken into account) for the taking–easy pickins, if you will. At the very least, the DF-21D, once operational, will change the way the U.S. Navy deploys its carriers in a crisis situation around China.

Laundry list add on 
Maintained Forward deployment of a strong naval presence is critical for establishing a credible deterrence, alliances, trade, and rapid reaction to crisis

Mundy and Kelso 94 – Department of the Navy, Chief of Naval Operations from the Headquarters of the United States Marine Corps. Mundy is the General of the US Marine Corps and Kelso is an Admira of the US Navy as well as the Chief of Naval operations (C.E. and F.B., “Naval Doctrine Publican 1, Naval Warfare”, 3/28/94, Available Online @ http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/service_pubs/ndp1.pdf)//MM
To be effective instruments of power, our naval forces must be available and credible — not just when crises occur but daily, wherever our allies and friends rely on our presence and wherever potential adversaries must perceive our firm commitment to defend our interests. Since the early 1800s, the United States consistently has made naval forces readily available to defend its vital interests abroad by maintaining a forward naval presence. Naval forces first deployed to South America, the Mediterranean, the Far East, and the Caribbean to protect our sea lines of commerce from pirates. Today, our national 4 economic interests are still tied directly to sea-based commerce, and the United States accepts certain responsibilities with respect to the health of the global economy. Our ready force promotes regional stability and safeguards the flow of resources among trading partners, helping preserve our national well-being. We are operational; in keeping with the National Military Strategy, 5 forward-deployed naval forces help deter conflict and attain a rapid, favorable end to hostilities if conflict should occur. A strength of our naval forces lies in their immediate availability to respond to contingencies through tangible readiness. Our deploying forces certify their proficiency in their advertised capabilities by demonstrating their ability to carry out specific tasks and missions prior to departure. When they arrive in the operating theater, they are ready to operate; trained and organized to function as a cohesive force. It is no coincidence that naval operations in war — especially in supporting roles such as construction, medical functions, and logistics — are similar to peacetime operations. To maintain our readiness, we design many peacetime operations to parallel wartime operations as closely as possible. Operating in forward regions of the world enables us to maintain a situational awareness that is critical in gaining the upper hand during any conflicts early stages. By training in the places and climates where we expect to fight, we also gain familiarity with the operational environment and its effects on our people and equipment. Because the transition from peace to conflict in an unstable theater can occur quickly, the Commander-in-Chiefs assets in the region are likely to form the core of the initial response. The readiness and presence of deployed naval forces provide the Commander-inChief the enabling force he needs to respond decisively and without the limitations of lengthy transit times. Operating forward from the sea has long been a characteristic of the Navy-Marine Corps team. With limited overseas basing, naval forces become especially relevant in meeting national forward presence requirements. National policymakers rely upon forward presence to display U.S. commitment and resolve to allies and friends. This presence is called upon to deter aggression, to participate in regional coalition-building and collective-security efforts, to further regional stability, to promote U.S. access and influence over critical areas, and to provide initial crisis response wherever necessary. Forward deployed naval forces, including selected Coast Guard forces, demonstrate that the United States is involved and committed to shaping events in the best interests of itself, its friends, and its allies.

Deterrence Add on

Robust naval power deters conflict and caps escalation – solves the impact of failed interventions 
Friedman 7(George Friedman, founder, Chief Intelligence Officer, and CEO of Stratfor, former Professor of Political Science at Dickinson College, Ph.D. Government, Cornell University, B.A. Political Science, City College of New York, “The Limitations and Necessity of Naval Power,” Stratfor, 4-10-2007,http://www.stratfor.com/limitations_and_necessity_naval_power) 
This raises a more fundamental question: What is the value of naval power in a world in which naval battles are not fought? To frame the question more clearly, let us begin by noting that the United States has maintained global maritime hegemony since the end of World War II. Except for the failed Soviet attempt to partially challenge the United States, the most important geopolitical fact since World War II was that the world's oceans were effectively under the control of the U.S. Navy. Prior to World War II, there were multiple contenders for maritime power, such as Britain, Japan and most major powers. No one power, not even Britain, had global maritime hegemony. The United States now does. The question is whether this hegemony has any real value at this time -- a question made relevant by the issue of whether to blockade Iran. The United States controls the blue water. To be a little more precise, the U.S. Navy can assert direct and overwhelming control over any portion of the blue water it wishes, and it can do so in multiple places. It cannot directly control all of the oceans at the same time. However, the total available naval force that can be deployed by non-U.S. powers (friendly and other) is so limited that they lack the ability, even taken together, to assert control anywhere should the United States challenge their presence. This is an unprecedented situation historically. The current situation is, of course, invaluable to the United States. It means that a seaborne invasion of the United States by any power is completely impractical. Given the geopolitical condition of the United States, the homeland is secure from conventional military attack but vulnerable to terrorist strikes and nuclear attacks. At the same time, the United States is in a position to project forces at will to any part of the globe. Such power projection might not be wise at times, but even failure does not lead to reciprocation. For instance, no matter how badly U.S. forces fare in Iraq, the Iraqis will not invade the United States if the Americans are defeated there. This is not a trivial fact. Control of the seas means that military or political failure in Eurasia will not result in a direct conventional threat to the United States. Nor does such failure necessarily preclude future U.S. intervention in that region. It also means that no other state can choose to invade the United States. Control of the seas allows the United States to intervene where it wants, survive the consequences of failure and be immune to occupation itself. It was the most important geopolitical consequence of World War II, and one that still defines the world. The issue for the United States is not whether it should abandon control of the seas -- that would be irrational in the extreme. Rather, the question is whether it has to exert itself at all in order to retain that control. Other powers either have abandoned attempts to challenge the United States, have fallen short of challenging the United States or have confined their efforts to building navies for extremely limited uses, or for uses aligned with the United States. No one has a shipbuilding program under way that could challenge the United States for several generations. One argument, then, is that the United States should cut its naval forces radically -- since they have, in effect, done their job. Mothballing a good portion of the fleet would free up resources for other military requirements without threatening U.S. ability to control the sea-lanes. Should other powers attempt to build fleets to challenge the United States, the lead time involved in naval construction is such that the United States would have plenty of opportunities for re-commissioning ships or building new generations of vessels to thwart the potential challenge. The counterargument normally given is that the U.S. Navy provides a critical service in what is called littoral warfare. In other words, while the Navy might not be needed immediately to control sea-lanes, it carries out critical functions in securing access to those lanes and projecting rapid power into countries where the United States might want to intervene. Thus, U.S. aircraft carriers can bring tactical airpower to bear relatively quickly in any intervention. Moreover, the Navy's amphibious capabilities -- particularly those of deploying and supplying the U.S. Marines -- make for a rapid deployment force that, when coupled with Naval airpower, can secure hostile areas of interest for the United States. That argument is persuasive, but it poses this problem: The Navy provides a powerful option for war initiation by the United States, but it cannot by itself sustain the war. In any sustained conflict, the Army must be brought in to occupy territory -- or, as in Iraq, the Marines must be diverted from the amphibious specialty to serve essentially as Army units. Naval air by itself is a powerful opening move, but greater infusions of airpower are needed for a longer conflict. Naval transport might well be critically important in the opening stages, but commercial transport sustains the operation. If one accepts this argument, the case for a Navy of the current size and shape is not proven. How many carrier battle groups are needed and, given the threat to the carriers, is an entire battle group needed to protect them? If we consider the Iraq war in isolation, for example, it is apparent that the Navy served a function in the defeat of Iraq's conventional forces. It is not clear, however, that the Navy has served an important role in the attempt to occupy and pacify Iraq. And, as we have seen in the case of Iran, a blockade is such a complex politico-military matter that the option not to blockade tends to emerge as the obvious choice. The Risk Not Taken The argument for slashing the Navy can be tempting. But consider the counterargument. First, and most important, we must consider the crises the United States has not experienced. The presence of the U.S. Navy has shaped the ambitions of primary and secondary powers. The threshold for challenging the Navy has been so high that few have even initiated serious challenges. Those that might be trying to do so, like the Chinese, understand that it requires a substantial diversion of resources. Therefore, the mere existence of U.S. naval power has been effective in averting crises that likely would have occurred otherwise. Reducing the power of the U.S. Navy, or fine-tuning it, would not only open the door to challenges but also eliminate a useful, if not essential, element in U.S. strategy -- the ability to bring relatively rapid force to bear. There are times when the Navy's use is tactical, and times when it is strategic. At this moment in U.S. history, the role of naval power is highly strategic. The domination of the world's oceans represents the foundation stone of U.S. grand strategy. It allows the United States to take risks while minimizing consequences. It facilitates risk-taking. Above all, it eliminates the threat of sustained conventional attack against the homeland. U.S. grand strategy has worked so well that this risk appears to be a phantom. The dispersal of U.S. forces around the world attests to what naval power can achieve. It is illusory to believe that this situation cannot be reversed, but it is ultimately a generational threat. Just as U.S. maritime hegemony is measured in generations, the threat to that hegemony will emerge over generations. The apparent lack of utility of naval forces in secondary campaigns, like Iraq, masks the fundamentally indispensable role the Navy plays in U.S. national security. That does not mean that the Navy as currently structured is sacrosanct -- far from it. Peer powers will be able to challenge the U.S. fleet, but not by building their own fleets. Rather, the construction of effective anti-ship missile systems -- which can destroy merchant ships as well as overwhelm U.S. naval anti-missile systems -- represents a low-cost challenge to U.S. naval power. This is particularly true when these anti-ship missiles are tied to space-based, real-time reconnaissance systems. A major power such as China need not be able to mirror the U.S. Navy in order to challenge it. Whatever happens in Iraq -- or Iran -- the centrality of naval power is unchanging. But the threat to naval power evolves. The fact that there is no threat to U.S. control of the sea-lanes at this moment does not mean one will not emerge. Whether with simple threats like mines or the most sophisticated anti-ship system, the ability to keep the U.S. Navy from an area or to close off strategic chokepoints for shipping remains the major threat to the United States -- which is, first and foremost, a maritime power.

Absent continued U.S. predominance, and naval power specifically, these conflicts risk multiple scenarios for nuclear war 
Kagan ‘7 (Robert Kagan, Senior Fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7-19-2007, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html) 
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world 's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them morecatastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world 's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe,history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United Stateswithdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change.The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path. 

Hegemony Add on
Naval superiority is the foundation of U.S. Geopolitical dominance – it provides the “bandwidth” needed to confront all other threats

Stratfor 8 - world's leading private intelligence firm, clients range from Fortune 500 companies to international government agencies, 8-5-8 (“U.S. Naval Dominance and the Importance of the Oceans,” http://www.stratfor.com/ana

lysis/u_s_naval_dominance_and_importance_oceans)

The geographic position of the United States, situated comfortably between the Atlantic and Pacific oceans, is a critical dynamic in its fundamental security, and U.S. naval dominance in the world’s oceans is a key dynamic of the international system.  Our statement that control of the world’s oceans is a cornerstone of U.S. geopolitical security and keeps any potential adversary half a world away sparked extensive comment. This is a long-standing STRATFOR position, not a casual assertion, and is crucial to the way we see the world.  In his 1890 classic “The Influence of Sea Power Upon History,” U.S. Naval officer Alfred Thayer Mahan examines the decisive role superior sea power played in geopolitical competition and conflict from 1660 to 1783. His work has made him perhaps the foremost theorist of naval power in the United States. At the risk of oversimplification, Mahan’s thesis is that control of the sea can be decisive in both peacetime and wartime, and has far-reaching military, economic and geopolitical ramifications. Mahan is required reading at STRATFOR.  The world has changed quite a bit since the time of Mahan, who wrote as sail was giving way to steam as the principal method of naval propulsion. Indeed, a common question from our readers has been about the applicability of the oceans to U.S. security in the 21st century, particularly in the context of globalization. In essence, readers have asked us whether oceans still matter after globalization has so reduced transit times and increased interconnectivity that transnational terrorism and cyberspace have come into existence.  While aviation, the intercontinental ballistic missile, satellites and the Internet have all fundamentally altered the way the world interacts and how wars are fought, Mahan’s analysis holds true.  Over the course of a century, but particularly during and after World War II, the United States honed and perfected expeditionary naval operations. Washington’s ability to function on the other side of the planet from home port is unparalleled and has surpassed the sea power of the British Empire that Mahan so admired. The importance of this cannot be overstated, and has broad applicability. Globalization has massively increased, not decreased seaborne commerce. As the dominant global naval power, Washington exercises a decisive influence over the principal avenue of both international trade and the flow of the world’s oil (and, increasingly, natural gas). In addition to wielding this as a lever over other countries, the U.S. Navy is the guarantor of America’s global supply lines. That Washington has claim to both the world’s foremost navy and the world’s foremost economy is no coincidence, and it is a key dynamic of the entire international system.  From a military perspective, the last shooting war in the Western Hemisphere of any strategic significance for the United States was the Spanish-American War. That conflict resulted in the expulsion at the end of the 19th century of the last Eastern Hemispheric power from Washington’s periphery. For more than a century now, the United States has fought its wars abroad, with the only strategic threat to the homeland being Soviet (and to a much lesser extent, Chinese) nuclear weapons.  Indeed, the fundamental value of naval dominance was demonstrated in 1962. During the Cuban Missile Crisis, Washington was able to prevent the re-emergence of an outside power’s beachhead in Cuba because U.S. naval dominance made the situation untenable for the Kremlin. The Russian navy was not in a position to sustain forces there in the face of concerted U.S. naval opposition.  And while the notion of “invasion” in the 21st century may seem anachronistic in the U.S. perspective, the rest of the world sees things very differently. That apparent anachronism is symptomatic of fundamental U.S. geopolitical security. Across the oceans, even much of Europe still looks east over the open Northern European plain and remembers columns of Soviet armor.  Nations the world over continue to struggle day in and day out with their neighbors. Pakistan, India and China continue to squabble over Kashmir, which they each consider core to their geographic security. Russia’s foremost geopolitical struggle is the re-establishment of some semblance of a peripheral buffer in Europe and the Caucasus — necessary buffers, but a poor compensation for unfavorable geography.  These issues — crucial geopolitical objectives — keep Eurasia divided and restrict (but obviously do not eliminate) other countries’ bandwidth to deal with global issues farther afield. The ultimate consequence of this division is the prevention of the emergence of a potential challenger to the United States. By this, we mean the emergence of a country so secure in its geopolitical position that the mustering of resources necessary to project military force across the Atlantic or Pacific to meaningfully challenge the strategic security of the North American continent becomes a possibility.  More simply, U.S. naval dominance allows Washington to keep the costs of projecting hostile military force across the world’s oceans prohibitively high. The countries of the world are thus largely left confronting geopolitical challenges in their own backyards, unable to militarily challenge the United States in its backyard. All the while, the U.S. Navy conducts operations daily in Eurasia’s backyard. This is a secure and enviable geopolitical position.  This is not to say that threats to the United States do not exist. But while hijacked airliners, rogue ballistic missiles, smuggling in shipping containers and cybercrime are all legitimate security threats that must be defended against, they are generally not strategic security threats. That the United States has the bandwidth to confront them is emblematic of the fundamental strategic security — not insecurity — of the American position, insulated as it is by the waters of the Atlantic and Pacific.
Naval power key to US military primacy and global stability

Cropsey, 10 - “Seth, Senior Fellow Seth Cropsey began his career in government at the Defense Department as Assistant to the Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger and subsequently served as Deputy Undersecretary of the Navy in the Reagan and Bush administrations, where he was responsible for the Navy’s position on efforts to reorganize DoD, development of the maritime strategy, the Navy’s academic institutions, naval special operations, and burden-sharing with NATO allies. In the Bush administration, Cropsey moved to OSD to become acting assistant secretary, and then principal deputy assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict. Ebb Tide, September/October” www.the-american-interest.com/ article.cfm?piece=858)

Only one statement can be made with certainty about the future of the U.S. Navy: Its strength is a necessary precondition of U.S. continuance as a great power. A robust, globally distributed and technologically superior naval force does not ensure the future of American international preeminence, but a waning fleet composed of fewer and less fearsome vessels guarantees the decline of U.S. influence in the world. Venice, Spain, Holland, France and England learned the identical lesson over the past 500 years: The loss of seapower paralleled and was in large measure responsible for their decline as great powers. Seapower is an uncommonly flexible instrument of national power. It can and has been used to supply humanitarian assistance, as it did for the survivors of the Indian Ocean tsunami in December 2004 and more recently following the Haitian earthquake in January 2010. It can be used to pummel an enemy, as carrier-based strike craft are doing today to our enemies in Afghanistan. The Navy critically supports the amphibious operations of the U.S. Marines. It also supports important national purposes that fall between disaster relief and combat. For example, it supports our trade in and access to strategic resources, keeps sea lanes secure in peace and war, and assures allies of our presence and commitment. By maintaining sufficient combat power to provide allies with security by deterring and protecting against ballistic missile attack, it reduces the incentives to proliferate weapons of mass destruction and lowers the prospect of destabilizing regional security competitions. And the Navy, last but not least, also reinforces U.S. diplomacy, collects intelligence and supports homeland security by monitoring the movement of potentially dangerous cargo destined for U.S. or allied ports. A shorter, more conceptual way of putting all this is to say that U.S. seapower protects our vital interest in a benign international order, thus providing a global common good that simultaneously enables America to do well for itself and to do good for others. Despite the critical role of the Navy, the prevalence of land conflicts in recent years—the 1989 invasion of Panama, the 1990–91 Gulf War, the Balkan wars of the 1990s, the post-September 11 invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq (and the ongoing counterinsurgency campaigns there)—have propelled American seapower into virtual obscurity. This is not to say that the Navy has not participated in all these conflicts, but that the historically unprecedented concentration on land warfare has led a generation of American lawmakers, their staffs, policy experts and the media to take U.S. maritime interests for granted. This has engendered an unprecedented ignorance of the political and broadly strategic role of seapower in providing American and global security. American Presidents from George Washington to George H.W. Bush knew from history and their own experience alike that America was preeminently a seapower, and that American security has been inseparable from the development of seapower and the ideas that govern it. It still is. Indeed, the demand for U.S. seapower will only grow in the years ahead. It will grow, for example, if Iran becomes a nuclear power and the oil-rich Gulf states require shelter under an American deterrent umbrella. The Obama Administration has already increased the demand for naval force by promising to place a U.S. seaborne ballistic missile shield in the Mediterranean to protect Europe against intermediate-range Iranian ballistic missiles. But if Iran is a jihadist state with nuclear ambitions, Pakistan is an existing nuclear state with a potential to turn jihadist or to collapse. Pakistan’s shaky future and Turkey’s increasingly problematic descent into the hands of Islamist rule will almost certainly enlarge demand for U.S. deterrent naval force in the Mediterranean Sea and Indian Ocean. Then there is China, whose growing wealth, nationalism, ambition and need for energy and raw materials have prompted it to cultivate an expanding, increasingly powerful navy, one of whose explicit goals is to deny U.S. naval vessels access to the western Pacific. This is an objective that China’s growing inventory of sophisticated anti-ship ballistic missiles brings into the realm of possibility. The United States is, or at any rate ought to be, as resistant to an Asian hegemon as it was to a European or Eurasian one in the World Wars and the Cold War that followed. To note that China is neither a liberal state nor likely to become one soon is not tantamount to searching abroad for monsters to destroy. Nor is it spiting hope to point out that regional balances against potential hegemons do not burst spontaneously into being. China’s brand of politicized mercantilism precludes meaningful partnerships with the United States on issues of strategic gravity. In that light, Chinese hegemony in East Asia would undermine or neutralize U.S. military, diplomatic and economic relations with nations ranging from Japan to India, exacting a cost to America’s international position that cannot be readily imagined. No single instrument of U.S. policy is more effective than a strong U.S. Navy at moderating Chinese behavior—behavior such as its challenges to U.S. intelligence ships in international waters, its belligerent and recently expanded territorial claims to the South China Sea, or its de facto support for Iran’s nuclear program. American power is a necessary ingredient in a peaceful balance of power and perception in Asia. A U.S. Navy that can defend itself, protect American allies and continue the stabilizing presence of American forces in the western Pacific is the best way to prevent major conflicts. Its absence or abject weakness would be an invitation to calamity.

Energy Independence Add on
Expanding funding for naval forces would promote alternative energy development and solves unstable foreign oil dependence

Huffington Post 5/22 – (The Huffington Post News, “U.S. Navy Green Energy Plans Threatened By Republican Biofuel Ban”, 5/22/2012, Available Online @ http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/05/22/us-navy-green-energy-gop_n_1536445.html?utm_hp_ref=renewable-energy)//MM
The U.S. military’s embrace of alternative energy seems to drive a segment of the public crazy – witness the many vituperative comments to this story about a hybrid ground combat vehicle under development by the Army. Now this skepticism about green warriors is gaining voice in Congress, where a House committee is trying to put the kibosh on the Navy’s “Great Green Fleet.” Wired’s Danger Room reports that Republicans on the House Armed Services Committee want to ban the Navy from making or buying any alternative fuels that costs more than a “traditional fossil fuel.” The move is aimed specifically at biofuels, which are set to be a featured part of the Navy’s biennial Rim of the Pacific exercise planned for June 29 to August 3 in and around the Hawaiian Islands. This extravaganza is billed as the world’s largest international maritime exercise, and the Navy wants to use it for “surface combatant and carrier-based aircraft testing, evaluating and demonstrating of the cross-platform utility and functionality” of biofuels made from algae and refined animal fats. The Navy said the demo “will also incorporate prototype energy efficiency initiatives such as solid state lighting, online gas turbine waterwash and energy management tools,” but none of that is drawing the ire of conservatives. Instead, they’re focused on the alt fuels, the heart of the Great Green Fleet effort, under which the Navy seeks to deploy a fleet powered entirely by alternative fuels by 2016 on its way to reaching 50 percent alternative energy use overall by 2020. South San Francisco-based Solazyme, which ferments algae to produce oil that can be refined into fuel, is one of two big players in the Navy’s biofuels program. The other is Louisiana-based Dynamic Fuels, a Tyson Foods-Syntroleum joint venture that makes its fuel from used cooking oil and non-food-grade animal fats. Last December the Navy said it will pay $12 million to purchase a total of 450,000 gallons of biofuels from the companies to help power a carrier group during big maritime exercises this summer. The biofuels do come at a hefty cost. Based on the $12 million purchase price for 450,000 gallons, the Navy is paying north of $26 per gallon for the biofuel – more than eight times the approximately $3 per gallon that petroleum-based jet fuel is going for these days. Navy Secretary Ray Mabus has said the investment is worth it, for a number of reasons. “We think that this represents a major step in energy independence for the United States in making the United States Navy a better war-fighting operation,” Mabus said, “and in reducing our dependence on unstable sources of foreign energy, as well as reducing the budget shocks that come with buying fuel from either potentially or actually unstable place on earth.” Rep. Randy Forbes (R-Va.) is a leading critic of the Navy biofuels policy, arguing that in an era of shrinking budgets, the price premium for biofuels is a waste of money that could be spent on expanding the Navy’s fleet. “When I look at shipbuilding, I see the secretary coming over here with a shipbuilding plan, and he won’t take a stretch goal on shipbuilding, you know, but we’re cutting down and we’re cutting down the goal that we had of 313 ships and saying no, 300 is enough,” Forbes told Navy Times last month. The Navy, in response, said there was no choice between fuel or ships, and that the Navy was supporting both.

A2

A2 China Counterbalancing

Empirically denied- China has been counterbalancing for over a decade

Kraska, their author, 10 “China Set for Naval Hegemony” May 06, 2010. James Kraska (Dr. James Kraska, Commander, Judge Advocate General’s Corps, U.S. Navy James Kraska serves as the Howard S. Levie Chair of Operational Law, member of the faculty of the International Law Department, and Senior Associate in the Center for Irregular Warfare and Armed Groups at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. He also holds appointments as Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and as Guest Investigator at the Marine Policy Center, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution.) http://thediplomat.com/2010/05/06/china-ready-to-dominate-seas/?all=true)

Beginning in 2000, for example, China initiated increasingly provocative warship and aircraft maneuvers, and even started using armed oceanographic ships and fisheries enforcement vessels to try to disrupt routine US military survey missions in the East China Sea. In 2001, a Chinese fighter jet aggressively intercepted a US Navy propeller-driven EP-3 surveillance aircraft 75 miles from Hainan Island. The fighter jet collided with the US aircraft, resulting in the loss of the jet and pilot. The heavily damaged EP-3 made an emergency landing on the island. In 2003, a similarly aggressive intercept occurred. In another of the many instances of harassment of US naval and air forces, on March 7 of 2009, Chinese maritime forces stalked the USNS Impeccable ocean surveillance ship. Working in tandem with an intelligence ship, an oceanographic ship and a fisheries enforcement vessel, two commercial cargo ships crossed the bow of Impeccable, stopping directly in front of the ship. President Obama dispatched the USS Chung-Hoon to provide armed escort for the surveillance ship. In response, China sent its largest and most modern ocean surveillance patrol ship, the Yuzheng 311, into the South China Sea to assert China’s ‘rights and interests.’ These three cases are only the tip of the iceberg. In the summer of 2001, and again in 2002, Chinese ships and aircraft harassed and threatened the USNS Bowditch and the USNS Sumner, which were operating in the East China Sea.[1] Soon after the Impeccable incident, the USNS Victorious was harassed. In each of these cases, China failed to comply with its obligations under international law to show due regard for the rights of vessels and aircraft of other nations operating in the East and South China Seas.
China Can’t Counterbalance the US

Xiaoxuan 7/27/12- Staffwriter for China Daily. (Wang, "Navy Has to Get Stronger." China Daily. usa.chinadaily.com.cn/epaper/2012-07/27/content_15624178.htm)//TD

The navy has expedited its development, from mechanization to "informationalization", and advancing toward a more powerful force. But despite its achievements of the past decades, the navy's development is not complete. It has lagged far behind the naval forces of other developed countries. In this information age, a country's navy should have a higher tech content, which is also viewed as an important measure of its modernization. Though the navy has dedicatedly pursued advanced technologies, including information, power and intelligence technologies, and manufacturing skills, it is still far from being a world-class outfit in terms of core technologies. Some experts say the Chinese navy's technology is 20 years behind its advanced counterparts and the gap is even wider in some core areas. Compared with some of its developed counterparts, China's navy possesses fewer large-sized warships and those that can sail long distances. As a result, it cannot meet the demands of China's interests in overseas regions and undertake some international duties and maintain world peace.
Naval Presence in Asia solves china war

McCelland, Their author, 07 ”CHINA SECURITY: OIL, THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE ASIAN LITTORAL”. Ian McClelland (BSc in Disaster Management and Technology from the University of Birmingham and an MSc in Globalisation and Development from the University of Manchester.) MSc. Globalisation and Development A dissertation submitted to the University of Manchester for the degree of MSc. in the Faculty of Humanities. 2007. http://ianmmcclelland.files.wordpress.com/2012/05/china-security-mcclelland-2007.pdf)

The pragmatic approach is easily the most viable and sensible option. China and the US both have a common interest in peace, security and prosperity and they are seeking continued dialogue in an effort to reduce tensions. This non-confrontational approach will still have to be supported by the maintenance of a superior US military in order to hedge against a future Chinese threat but it will also involve the strengthening of economic and diplomatic ties. The US should use security guarantees as well as deepening economic and diplomatic ties to widen its appeal in all states along the Asian littoral. If US presence in the region is beneficial and appreciated by other member states then it will become much more difficult for China to exclude the US and assume regional hegemony. The US military must also “foster trust, transparency and stability” (Pehrson, 2006: 22) with the PLA. Ronald O’Rourke, in a report for the US Congressional Research Service (CRS) has suggested that for the US Navy to maintain regional and military influence in the Western Pacific, it must place a premium on the following (O’Rourke, 2007: 50): • Maintaining a substantial US Navy Ship presence throughout the region; • Making frequent port calls in the region; • Conducting frequent exercises with other navies in the region;

China cannot and will not counterbalance the US

Godwin 04- Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute (Paul, "China as a Regional Hegemon?" community.middlebury.edu/~scs/docs/Godwin,%20China%20as%20a%20Regional%20Hegemon.pdf)

In seeking to counter US influence in Asia, Beijing fully recognizes that the United States is the pre-eminent global power. The multipolarization of world power and politics that Chinese analysts had been assessing and hoping for over the past 20 years is seen now as possible only in the distant future. Not only is the world unipolar, but those states that could form ‘poles’ are most often aligned with the United States. In Asia, Japan is allied with the United States and India is putting great value on its emerging ties with America. Despite their disagreements on a number of economic and security issues, the European Union’s members are aligned with the United States. Russia’s economy is too feeble and its military too demoralized and growing weaker by the year to be considered a pole. More importantly, Russia under President Putin has no intention of challenging American pre-eminence, but would rather foster a new strategic relationship with the United States.34 Beijing has accepted the reality that US ascendance in world politics will continue, most likely for decades. This recognition has led to what appears to be a strategic debate in China over how to respond effectively to this functionally unipolar world.35 Nonetheless, directly challenging US pre-eminence does not appear to be at the heart of China’s strategy and policy. As Bonnie Glaser has written, the consensus in Beijing is ‘that a confrontational policy toward the US while it 32 See, for example, Li Zhongjie, ‘Understanding and Promoting the Process of World Multipolarization – Part 3 of ‘How to Understand and Deal with the Current International Strategic Situation,’ Liaowang, June 3, 2002. 33 National Security Strategy 2002, p.19. 34 Ibid. It should be noted that as Director of the Department of Scientific Research of the Central Party School involved preparing for the upcoming 16 th Party Congress, Li Zhongjie’s views probably come close to the current assessments held by the CCP leadership. 35 Jonathan D. Pollack, ‘Chinese Security in the Post-September 11 World: Implications for the Asia and the Pacific,’ Asia-Pacific Review 9:20 (November 2002), pp.12-30. occupies a position of unparalleled strength would be counterproductive and should be avoided if possible’.36 Accepting the reality of America’s strength, China’s current strategy is to restrain the United States’ exploitation of its political, military and economic strength. To achieve this goal, Beijing is pursuing two parallel courses of action, both of which antedate the second Bush administration. First, Beijing is sustaining a two-decade policy of active diplomacy designed to expand China’s regional political and economic influence.37 Enlarging China’s influence is seen as the most effective way to counter the United States while avoiding direct confrontation. Second, the modernization of China’s armed forces is being maintained and perhaps accelerated by the double-digit percentage augmentation of defense allocations that have permitted increasing acquisitions of advanced weaponry from Russia. Countering American power and influence over the next decade or two could well be a near-term objective. Beijing’s long-term purpose could be to engage the United States in a strategic competition with the objective of supplanting US influence in maritime Asia. If displacing US influence is China’s long-term objective, Beijing faces an extremely difficult task. Most of the states on Asia’s maritime periphery view China’s growing power, especially its growing military capabilities, as their major potential external challenge.38 Their approach to China is therefore one of hedging against the worst possible outcome. Only South Korea, with its security focuses on North Korea and Japan, does not view China as a probable security problem.

US Naval presence deters war in china

Mahnken 12- Chair of Economic Georgraphy and National Security at the Naval War Colleges (Thomas, "ASIA IN THE BALANCETRANSFORMING US MILITARYSTRATEGY IN ASIA." Naval War College. June 2012. www.afa.org/edop/2012/asia-in-the-balance-transforming-us-military-strategy-in-asia.pdf)

The first strategic alternative for the United States is to continue its current approach to the Asia-Pacific region—in essence, to pursue broad objectives even as the military balance shifts against the country. We believe this to be inadvisable, because by relying on increasingly vulnerable, forward-based forces for reassurance and deterrence, the United States would incur additional risk. Moreover, as the size of the US Navy decreases, it will be increasingly difficult to maintain an American presence across the region. As a result, a “straight-line” continuation of America’s current posture in the region will eventually lead to progressively greater strategic and operational risk. The United States could take some steps to reduce the risk to its forward-based forces and to increase the credibility of its commitment to allies. These steps range from hardening military bases against attack and diversifying the US basing infrastructure to the renuclearization of the US force posture in the Pacific and the articulation of “red lines” for US nuclear weapons use. Such measures are, however, expensive or politically problematic. Furthermore, they may provide only temporary operational relief. Such an approach might complicate China’s calculations for a time and would allow the United States to “share the risks” among allies. But, in actuality, it would somply increase risks for all.

Forward military presence deters China and stabilizes the South China Sea allowing for a political solution to the conflict

Odgaard 01- Professor of Political Science at the University of Aarhus (Liselotte, “Deterrence and Co-operation in the South China Sea,” August 2011. Contemporary Southeast Asia)

The South China Sea constitutes a first line of defence for the littoral states of Southeast Asia. As a consequence, they cannot afford to ignore the worst-case scenario of conflict involving China. The majority of the Southeast Asian states have embarked on a modernization of their naval capabilities, aimed at developing a deterrent force as well as a force capable of engaging in military operations at sea. However, the financial crisis of the late 1990s delayed some of these efforts, making the Southeast Asian states more reliant on bilateral defence arrangements, in particular with the United States. The main countries in the U.S. network of military co-operation agreements are Singapore, Thailand, and the Philippines. In substitution of the permanent base arrangements during the Cold War, U.S. troops have resumed joint exercises with the Philippines from 2000. In general, the military agreements facilitate training, exercises, and interoperability, permitting the United States to be seen to be engaged in Southeast Asia as a flexible regional balancer. The United States shares the widespread perception within Southeast Asia that China's moves in the South China Sea indicate that it might have expansionist intentions. Thus, the United States has maintained its strategy of forward deployment. However, China is a power of second rank compared with the United States, and as such, is no immediate threat to the latter. Therefore, Washington prefers that the regional states settle their disputes without its involvement as long as these do not pose a threat to U.S. interests. Although the United States looks at China's Spratly policy as an indication of its possible bid for regional hegemony, it is not prepared to play an active part in the Spratly dispute unless freedom of navigation through Southeast Asian waters is threatened. At the same time, the United States maintains its support for the ASEAN position on the non-use of force concerning dispute settlement in the South China Sea. Thus, the U.S. policy on the Spratlys may be characterized as guarded non-involvement. American reservations about direct involvement in the Spratly dispute do not imply that cordial relations between the United States and China are on the agenda. On the contrary, since 1999, the relationship between the two powers has suffered a downturn because of Chinese opposition to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air strikes in Yugoslavia, the NATO bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade, and accusations of Chinese military espionage in the United States. The Administration of George W. Bush is unlikely to call for a revival of the idea of a strategic partnership with China. Bush describes China as a strategic competitor. [4] In line with this hardening of U.S. policy towards China, Bush has voiced strong support for a theatre missile defence (TMD) system covering Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Technological constraints are likely to force Bush to moderate his position on such defence plans. However, U.S. reassurances that research and development on the TMD will continue only leaves China with the option of proceeding with military modernization to build up its deterrence capabilities. This geostrategic picture suggests that co-operation on managing the regional balance of power is not on the cards. Instead, a structure of deterrence appears to be in the making. Deterrence is directed at the intentions of opponents: if the existence of deterrent forces are seen to prevent the opponent from achieving gains through aggression, the opponent will refrain from attack. Thus, the power-projection capabilities of the various states are constrained by a mutual display of force between the United States and the Southeast Asian states on the one hand, and China on the other. A structure of deterrence does not operate on the basis of cooperation between opposing powers. Nor can deterrence be equated with violence and volatility. On the contrary, the consolidation of a structure of deterrence in the South China Sea may provide Southeast Asia with the level of military security and reassurance necessary to allow for the development of stronger co-operative ties with China.
Traffic Congestion Bad

Direct relationship between the economy and congestion; decreased efficiency and increased costs
Our Transport Future, 11 [http://www.ourtransportfuture.org/key-areas/problems/why-bad-transport-matters/, “Why bad transport matters”, Accessed July 27, //SH]
Businesses in and around urban areas face a different challenge: traffic congestion. The economic cost of congestion is huge: around £1.7 billion per year in GDP and £1.7 billion in 'welfare' over the East of England region as a whole. The impact of congestion through time lost, increased fuel costs and unreliability for customers and suppliers reduces efficiency and increases costs for businesses. For employees, the impact is also substantial. The 14.5 mile average commute to work in the county is more than twice the national average and, with congestion to contend with, employees find their working day extended, incur increased costs and endure frustrating and uncomfortable journeys.  
Too much congestion hurts the economy- New York proves

Staley, 7 [Sam, OP-ED contributor, New York Times, November 25, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/25/opinion/nyregionopinions/25CIstaley.html?pagewanted=all, “A Congested Economy”, Accessed July 27, //SH]
According to the Texas Transportation Institute, a research group associated with Texas A&M University, traffic congestion already represents a $7.4 billion economic loss to the New York area’s economy. The F.A.A.’s flight caps would drastically reduce access to the region’s major airports, limiting access to the world’s most important financial center and air traffic volume to levels not seen since the 1960s. These claims may seem exaggerated. Traditionally, economists have claimed that a certain degree of congestion is efficient because the costs of eliminating congestion might not exceed the benefits. And some urban planners believe that congestion is actually good for the economy because it forces people to take public transportation and shop locally. Indeed, if congestion is so terrible, why aren’t the economic consequences more visible? But the problem is that the region continues to grow, and congestion’s negative economic effects continue to broaden. The New York City and Northern New Jersey area, which includes Long Island and Westchester County, is expected to add at least 3.5 million people by 2030, on top of the 18 million people already there. This growth is not sustainable if congestion continues to go unchecked and elected officials continue to opt for blunt policy choices like caps that fail to address the need to expand capacity. The metropolitan New York, northern New Jersey and southwestern Connecticut region produces as much as it does because it taps into entrepreneurial talent and other resources unavailable in large concentrations elsewhere. This access to labor and resources gives it the foundation for sustained economic growth through increasing productivity. The results are staggering. According to a 2005 ranking of the world’s largest urban economies by PricewaterhouseCoopers, the tristate area, for example, churns out $1.1 trillion worth of goods and services each year. But if congestion continues, eventually it will eat away at economic productivity in the region. Congestion reduces the pool of resources available to businesses and workers by reducing access to jobs and employees. A 30-minute commute to work might become 45 minutes or an hour, pushing the job outside a worker’s “opportunity circle,” which is the amount of time a typical worker is willing to travel to a job. Productivity can compensate for the economic drag of congestion but only to a certain point. If congestion becomes too severe, the economy begins to fragment, which means that businesses drawing on a large metropolitan labor pool will be forced to tap into only those who live within a certain time and distance to the job. A fragmented economy hurts productivity. It’s already happening in the region. The Partnership for New York City, a business group, estimates that eliminating excess traffic congestion would add as much as $4 billion and 52,000 jobs to the regional economy. Congestion drains the region’s manufacturing sector of $2 billion in revenue and 8,674 jobs. Wholesale trade takes a congestion hit worth $1.3 billion in increased operating costs. In a world where New York is facing increasing competition from cities like London, Paris, Tokyo and Beijing, the economically debilitating effects of air and traffic congestion can no longer be ignored. Competitive margins are becoming thinner and thinner in an increasingly global economy, and congestion is a deadweight loss that needs to be addressed sooner rather than later.

Extensive study proves congestion hurts the overall economy- encourages slow job growth

Staley, 12 [Samuel, Senior Research Fellow, Reason Foundation, Associate Director, DeVoe L. Moore Center, Florida State University, January 8, http://reason.org/blog/show/yes-traffic-congestion-does-hurt-ci, “Yes, Traffic Congestion Does Hurts Cities”, Accessed July 27, //SH]
Once again, a chorus is coalescing around a small group of planners and so-called urbanists who are arguing that traffic congestion is good for cities (see prime examples here and here). So, in this month's commentary for Reason Foundation (Jan 5, 2012), I address this issue straight on. The slow cities advocates are "missing a critical element -- the economic repercussions of slowing people down. The time spent stuck in traffic or on a slower commute or journey is time not spent shopping, eating at home with family, playing or working. "Longer commutes limit the size, scope and depth of labor markets. Firms have less access to workers because workers generally don't look for jobs far from where they live. And it's well established among urban economists that workers will accept lower paying jobs in order to avoid too long of a commute. "This isn't just theory. Real-world data supports the negative economic impacts of rising traffic congestion. A study by economist Kent Hymel appeared in the Journal of Urban Economics which linked traffic congestion to slower employment growth. Hymel examined traffic congestion and employment growth in 85 metropolitan areas between 1990 and 2003 and found evidence of rising regional traffic congestion choking employment growth. For example, a 50 percent reduction in congestion could boost employment by 10 to 30 percent in America's top 10 most congested cities. For Los Angeles, the most congested city in the U.S. in several measures according to the Texas Transportation Institute, a 10 percent increase in regional congestion reduced employment growth by 4 percent, according to Hymel's estimates. In short, Hymel writes, "congestion has a broad negative impact on economic growth."

Congestion directly affects businesses; decreased productivity and access and increased overall costs

Centre for International Economics, 6 [Canberra and Sydney, August, http://www.vcec.vic.gov.au/CA256EAF001C7B21/WebObj/Businesscostsoftrafficcongestion1August2006/$File/Business%20costs%20of%20traffic%20congestion%201%20August%202006.pdf, “Business costs of traffic congestion”, Accessed July 27, //SH]
Another direct cost concept is to identify the costs of congestion that directly apply to the cost of production for business. That is, the costs that alter the ability of a business to make and deliver goods and/or services. Authors and analysts in this area generally take into account what happens to the business as well as what happens in vehicles. A recent survey of businesses in Portland in the US highlighted a number of impacts of congestion (EDR 2005) on business production costs. These include: costs of additional drivers and trucks due to longer travel times; costly ‘rescue drivers’ to avoid missed deliveries due to unexpected delays; loss of productivity due to missed deliveries; shift changes to allow earlier production cut off; increased inventories; and reduced market accessibility and scale, including loss of market-scale and reduced access to specialised labour and materials. 

Indirect costs of congestion include more accidents, more pollution, and less amenity
Centre for International Economics, 6 [Canberra and Sydney, August, http://www.vcec.vic.gov.au/CA256EAF001C7B21/WebObj/Businesscostsoftrafficcongestion1August2006/$File/Business%20costs%20of%20traffic%20congestion%201%20August%202006.pdf, “Business costs of traffic congestion”, Accessed July 27, //SH]
Spill over’ costs or externalities are often viewed as being indirect costs.6 ¶ Externalities involve costs that are borne by road transport-related parties ¶ that are external to the people making decisions to use a road. Analysts ¶ often include the following costs in this category:7 Accident costs — congestion generally slows down the traffic on roads which reduces fatalities which are normally a major cost, but congestion is also associated with more lower-level accidents. The frustration of start and stop traffic leads to ‘bump and grind’ driving and damage to property. Pollution costs — greenhouse gas emissions, other pollutants such as nitrous oxide, sulphur dioxide, particulate matter, noise and others. Reduced amenity — long queues of traffic can impact upon people and districts in many ways. Some people may find that it is harder to walk ¶ through an area, or it is less pleasing to do so. Typically, environmental and other externalities are taken into account in benefit-cost analysis of congestion. However, because of their nature, they do not generally pose a direct cost to business. In some cases they can pose indirect costs. Increased congestion may lead to higher pollution levels, for example, undermining the relative livability or attractiveness of an area and reduce business returns. The Bureau of Transport Economics notes that congestion increases carbon dioxide emissions and other pollutants (BTE 2000; BTCE 1996). Reflecting carriage of freight and heavy vehicle movements these costs are likely to be higher than for business transport on average. BTRE has recently released a publication estimating the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from freight (BTRE 2006). 

A2 Advanced Approprations Cp

Advanced appropriations fail – reduced flexibility, outlays, and fixed funding

Blickstein and Smith, 02 – (Irv and Giles, Researches @ The RAND Corporation, A Preliminary Analysis of Advance Appropriations as a Budgeting Method for Navy Ship Procurements, RAND Corporation, 2002, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/MR1527.pdf) SIyer
At the same time, given that the Navy had locked up its future-year budgets in AA, MYP would become more viable. The foremost reason programmers and budgeters in the Navy have given for opposing MYP is that it would force the Navy to buy the commodity in the future years and thus reduce the flexibility of the leadership to change its priorities. Given that AA already reduces leadership flexibility, MYP becomes a natural consequence of AA. Finally, AA does not preclude the need for termination-liability funding on the part of the government, so the contractor still has protection from termination. A “con” for the shipbuilder is that the simplicity of single-year full funding would be lost. Any changes must go to Congress. Finally, a con for the shipbuilder is that, because a ship procurement under AA would involve making outlays over three to eight years (depending upon the ship), it is less likely that Congress would add a ship in the future years.

The CP can’t account for budget fluctuations – guts solvency

Blickstein and Smith, 02 – (Irv and Giles, Researches @ The RAND Corporation, A Preliminary Analysis of Advance Appropriations as a Budgeting Method for Navy Ship Procurements, RAND Corporation, 2002, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/MR1527.pdf) SIyer
The illustrations discussed above tend to show results of applying AA that could be viewed as positive by some managers under certain circumstances. However, the apparent benefits are not without some corresponding disadvantages and risks. One of the risks of widespread application of AA is that, if the budget is decreased for some reason, only part of the budget is directly available to absorb the cut. For example, consider budget year 2010 in the case for which AA is applied to all ship procurement. The full complement of SCN budget elements for that year is shown in Table 3.5. We include the advance-procurement elements in the table because, while not affected directly by AA, they represent an obligation to ongoing programs. In that year, only 39 percent of the total budget is assigned to new-project starts; the remainder is assigned to deferred expenditures for programs started in prior years or to AP for programs that have been started but that have not yet reached the construction-start year. Now, assume that the available budget for shipbuilding in 2010 is cut by 10 percent from prior-year plans (not an exceptional occurrence). If we wish to avoid the costs associated with stretching the funding of ongoing programs over longer periods, then the cut of $1.09 billion would be taken entirely from the $4.23 billion available for new starts, reducing that amount to $3.14 billion, roughly a 25-percent reduction. Since much of the funding for any one year is committed to projects already started, the widespread application of AA tends to amplify any reductions in the budget.
The CP undermines naval funding flexibility, reduces contractor discipline, and leadership

Blickstein and Smith, 02 – (Irv and Giles, Researches @ The RAND Corporation, A Preliminary Analysis of Advance Appropriations as a Budgeting Method for Navy Ship Procurements, RAND Corporation, 2002, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/MR1527.pdf) SIyer
Rather than exhaustively walking through this table, let us review how the Navy leaders might perceive each of the items in the integrated assessment. The Navy leaders would understand that AA does not save money; however, they would also understand that there might be a one-time perceived surplus that, if appropriated by Congress, could be used by the Navy. We have suggested that such a “perceived surplus” should not be used for new shipbuilding but, rather, for items that can be expended in a single year without incurring costs in future years. Examples are SSGN conversion and cruiser conversion for the funding of prior-year shipbuilding bills. The Navy might perceive that AA stabilizes shipbuilding on the one hand, but, on the other hand, that that stability would limit future leadership in its ability to reduce the future-year shipbuilding accounts. In a similar manner, it might agree that AA reduces budgetary peaks and valleys, as seen earlier in Figure 3.7. It would agree that AA would not enable the Navy to buy more ships, but, as described above, that it could satisfy some near-term conversion and shipbuilding shortfall issues. Finally, it would be concerned that, with its inability to change the future-year program, contractors might feel emboldened to buy in and, therefore, that discipline in the shipbuilding business would be reduced.
The CP ties the hands of future congresses and drives up shipbuilding costs

O’Rourke, 06 – (Ronald, Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division at CRS, “Navy Ship Procurement: Alternative Funding Approaches — Background and Options for Congress,” CRS Web, 7/26/06, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL32776.pdf)
Opponents of advance appropriations could argue that it retains (or even expands) one of the key potential disadvantages of incremental finding — that of tying the hands of future Congresses — by committing a portion of one or more future-year budgets to the financing of an item procured in a prior year and requiring a positive action from future Congresses to undo those commitments. Opponents could also argue that compared to full funding, advance appropriations under certain circumstances could increase ship-construction costs by causing work on a ship to stop and then be restarted. Specifically, they could argue, if a given increment of construction work on the ship is completed before the end of a fiscal year and that year’s funding increment is entirely expended, the Navy might have to halt work on the ship and wait until the start of the next fiscal year to access the next increment of funding and resume work. Under full funding, in contrast, the Navy would have access to funding for the ship’s entire construction cost and consequently would not have to halt work until the start of the next fiscal year, avoiding the additional costs of halting and then resuming work.
AA drives up weapons costs and guts military funding flexibility

Daggett and O’Rourke, 07 – (Stephen and Ronald, Specialists in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division at CRS, Defense Procurement:  Full Funding Policy — Background, Issues, and Options for Congress, Congressional Research Service, 6/15/07, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL31404.pdf) SIyer
As reflected in some of the excerpts presented in Appendix B, incremental funding traditionally has been viewed as creating a potential for increasing weapon procurement costs due to uneconomic start-up and stop costs that can occur when budget reductions or other unexpected developments cause one or more of the planned increments to be reduced or deferred. A related argument is that if firms are uncertain about approval of future funding increments for a particular weapon, they may be less inclined to invest in new and more efficient production technologies for that weapon, effectively increasing its cost. It could also be argued, however, that incremental funding or advance appropriations can help reduce weapon procurement costs in at least two specific cases. The first concerns a very expensive item, such as a large ship, that is usually procured once every few years. The examples usually cited are aircraft carriers and amphibious assault ships. If the Navy is not permitted to have a one-year “spike” in the SCN account in the year that it procures such a ship, then fully funding the ship within the SCN account could require other planned ship-procurement efforts to be delayed to the following year. Such a delay, it can be argued, could disrupt the production lines for those other ships, which could increase their procurement prices due to the resulting shut-down and start-up costs. The second concerns a very specific (and perhaps rare) scenario under which a weapon that is beyond its initial “ramp-up” period of procurement (i.e., a program that is ready from a technical and managerial standpoint to execute higher rates of procurement) is, due to near-term budget constraints, planned for procurement at a very uneconomic rate in the near term, but at a more-than-economic-rate a few years later. Under such a specific scenario, use of incremental funding or advance appropriations could permit the service to shift the start of production of some of the units planned for later years into the near term, improving production economies of scale in the near term while preserving adequate production economies of scale in later years. If the near-term gains in economies of scale are greater than the downstream losses in economies of scale, the result could be a reduced combined procurement cost for all of the weapons in question. Two factors bear upon the current debate over whether to procure DOD weapons using non-conforming funding approaches: The first is the relatively low rates at which many DOD weapon and equipment programs are currently planned for procurement. The second is the interest that some Members of Congress have in modernizing DOD’s weapons and equipment more quickly than now planned and in maintaining the financial health of U.S. defense firms, particularly those that have experienced several years of reduced production rates. One potentially important question is whether the military services or defense firms are taking advantage of these two factors to induce Congress to adopt non-conforming funding approaches that could permit increased weapon-procurement rates in the near term, but also, by reducing adherence to the full funding policy, permanently weaken Congress’s ability to conduct oversight of DOD programs. Military and defense-industry officials likely would not admit openly to pursuing such a strategy. Indeed, they might not even be aware that proposals for non-conforming funding approaches could pose such a trade-off for Congress. Nevertheless, addressing such proposals may involve balancing a need to meet DOD procurement goals within available funding against the goal of preserving Congress’s control over DOD spending and its ability to conduct oversight of DOD programs.

A2 States CP – Title XI

History proves – Federal funding and support required for Title XI 

Transportation Institute, 9 – Working for a Strong Maritime Capability (2009, “Title XI Shipbuilding,” http://www.trans-inst.org/titleXI-shipbuilding.html)//SL 

This program, officially known as the "Federal Ship Financing Guarantee Program", was established under Title XI of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936. Its initial purpose was to assist U.S.-flag operators in obtaining private capital to build ships in American shipyards for both the U.S. foreign and the U.S. domestic trades. The government, through the Maritime Administration, guarantees payment of the underlying debt obligations, permitting the shipowner to obtain long-term financing at favorable interest rates. The U.S. government insures or guarantees full payment to the lender of the unpaid principal and interest of the mortgage obligation in the event of default by the vessel owners.

States Fail - the federal government maritime administration is the only one available to vessel operators and shipyards 

Walker, No Date – President, Shipbuilders Council of America (Allen, “Title XI Must be Funded,” http://www.marinelog.com/DOCS/walker.html)//SL

The Title XI Loan Guarantee Program, administered by the Maritime Administration, is the only direct federal government program available to vessel operators and shipyards that encourages vessel construction in the United States. Since the Title XI program's revitalization as part of President Clinton's 1993 Shipbuilding Initiative, it has provided over $2 billion worth of federal loan guarantees for vessel construction and shipyard modernization projects. The expansion of the Title XI loan guarantee program to include vessels for export is given much credit for the ability of America's commercial shipyards to make progress selling vessels abroad.

2AC—Stern CP

1. Doesn’t solve shipbuilding – expansion of Title XI loan guarantees is crucial to increased naval capacity – key to naval power – that’s Goure

Permutation do both – shields the link to the net-benefit

And, the CP links to politics

Stern 1NC Author, 12 – Analyst in Natural Resources Policy (Charles V. Stern, “Inland Waterways: Recent Proposals and 

Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, 4/12/12, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41430.pdf | AK)

The IWUB-proposed increase to the existing fuel tax would be somewhat in keeping with the current system for user fees and revenue collection. Combined with increased federal responsibility for some inland waterway costs, the IWUB argues, this proposal would rebuild the trust fund balance and also fund new investments. While the tax would generate additional revenue, some taxpayer and environmental groups argue that the associated increases to federal cost-share responsibilities tied to this proposal are unacceptable. The user industry has not indicated whether it would accept increases to the fuel tax without the proposed changes to costsharing arrangements. The user fees proposed by the Obama Administration in 2011 would address the issue of inadequate revenues by raising new fees from commercial users operating on the inland waterway system. Under the proposed new system of fees, all commercial users would continue to pay costs to utilize the inland waterway system in the form of fuel taxes and new fees for non-lock users, while lock users would also continue to pay the fuel tax, but would pay an even greater fee. The Administration also proposes to add new waterway segments to the list of fuel-taxed waterways on the inland waterway system, further raising revenues. The Administration argues that since commercial shippers are the primary beneficiary of waterway investments, they should continue to pay the costs for new capital investments. Furthermore, since lock users benefit the most, they should pay the most. The IWUB and Congress have previously rejected lock usage fees and similar proposals as posing unfair burdens on a subset of waterway users, and have opposed the new Administration proposal. 64 The IWUB argues that targeting users of individual segments runs counter to the idea of the inland waterways as a whole “system” whose interconnectivity benefits the nation. 65 Additionally, users note that major fee increases will significantly affect shippers operating within the system. 66 Finally, the user industry has also argued against the proposed new fee because it delegates the authority to set fees to the Secretary of the Army, with certain restrictions. 67

Doesn’t solve stimulus – loan guarantees are critical to catalyze private development which lowers costs and generates a national economic stimulus – that’s Margaronis

Specifically, increasing the fuel tax is political suicide

Turgeon, 10 – (Evan N. Turgeon, Legal Associate at the Cato Institute; J.D.University of Virginia School of Law 2009; B.A. Tufts University 2004, “Triple-Dividends: Toward Pigovian Gasoline Taxation,” Journal of Land, Resources, & Environmental Law 2010, pg lexis//um-ef)
1. The American Public As it currently stands, Americans do not perceive climate change as a severe threat. Consequently, Americans are unwilling to incur significant costs to mitigate this risk, especially if those costs come in the form of higher gasoline taxes. [*173] Simply put, "the fuel tax is perhaps one of the most resented in our society." n187 It seems that the public's hostility to fuel taxes exceeds its general opposition to excise taxes in general, n188 which suggests that opposition more reflects the item being taxed than the method of taxation. Indeed, the public accepts other instances of federal government price manipulation in the name of economic efficiency as a matter of course. The Federal Reserve, for example, routinely adjusts the discount rate and thereby the cost of borrowing to influence consumer pur-chasing decisions. This suggests that gasoline taxation provokes an emotional, rather than an analytical, response. That gasoline is widely consumed, that price drives consumer preference, and that prices are visible and volatile likely contribute to this phenomenon. n189 More important still, the car is freighted with notions of "freedom," given the sprawling development of American society and widespread dependence on cars, almost as the exclusive method of transportation. Increasing the cost of car use is seen as constraining individual freedom of movement. n190 Public attachment to cars by the public partly explains economically inefficient government policies focused on making trips cleaner rather than fewer in number. 2. Elected Representatives But public sentiment is only half the battle; politicians must be convinced of Pigovian fuel taxation's benefits as well. Even more so than their constituencies, short-term incentives govern the behavior of lawmakers. "In reality politicians are moved by concerns which are entirely different from those of social welfare maximization[,]" n191 namely satisfying certain constituent groups in order to survive an upcoming election. So, although the public may demand action on a given issue, an ineffective government response will likely result if politicians are not independently motivated to act. n192 Consequently, "an important means for a government to ensure survival is to finance government expenditures with as little popular resistance as possible." n193 Political concerns also motivate the method of government action adopted. "[Politicians] prefer direct interventions via [*174] commands and controls, which have the added advantage that any successes can more easily be attributed to the government's actions." n194 Indeed, the United States' inefficient but politically useful energy policies reflect these motivations. Tepid public desire to secure energy independence and improve the environment provided politicians an opportunity to increase concentrated spending for biofuel subsidies and military operations. Policies that broadly advance societal welfare through economic efficiency enjoy markedly less support from lawmakers. For example, "the Clinton Administration achieved an increase in the federal gasoline tax rate of only [$ .04 per gallon] in 1993, despite a major effort." n195 Large but diffuse benefits thus tend to take a backseat to small but concentrated benefits. n196

1AR—Links to Politics

CP links to politics – raising the fuel tax would spark political uproar

Loveday, 11 – (Eric Loveday, "Next Congressional Battle: Renewing the Federal Gas Tax." AutoblogGreen. N.p., aug 11th 2011. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://green.autoblog.com/2011/08/11/next-congressional-battle-renewing-the-federal-gas-tax/>.)

If the U.S. economy wasn't in shambles, renewing the federal excise tax on gasoline would be routine. But, as Congress intensely debated the national debt recently, the gas tax got moved to the back burner. This is a potential problem. With most of the 18.4-cent per gallon gasoline tax set to expire at the end of September, renewing it could spark political uproar and further divide Congress. According to Politico, the level of "partisan vitriol and anti-spending sentiment" has hit an all-time high. This, is some sort of twisted political way, means that the gas tax – the primary source of the nation's road funds – could fall victim to budget cuts. Doug Heye, former spokesman for the Republican National Committee, told Politico: The White House is going to make a move to renew it. We'll see – but there will be Republicans who will be resistant to that. Heye says gas prices are "really affecting families" and that Republicans may vote against renewing any tax that furthers the pain felt at the pump. One thing is certain, with the gas tax set to expire in less than two months, Congress had better get crackin', or else minor procedural delays could cause the tax to lapse. Infrastructure is already ailing in the U.S., and we don't need political shenanigans to make it worse
The CP is politically unfeasible – tanks capital 

Hurst and Boyd, 12 – (Nathan Hurst and John D. Boyd, CQ Staff, "Which Way to Turn on Transportation Issues?", CQ WEEKLY – COVER STORY, N.p., june 9, 2012. Web. <http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004103026.html>. Alyssa)
No Trust in the Fund Story Photo Shifting the Burden to the States: Click here to view chart All evidence suggests that Congress once again will defer difficult decisions about highway financing that it has been ducking for a decade. Experts charged with finding solutions have spelled out the options. But talk of raising gasoline taxes or moving to a conceivably more sustainable mode of transportation financing is entirely missing from the current debate. Plainly, despite repeated efforts to put new ideas on the table, Congress has no appetite for the subject. “It’s a disaster,” says Robert D. Atkinson, president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, who says lawmakers are acting in ways that will only make the situation worse. For two years, Atkinson chaired the congressionally chartered National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission. Its February 2009 final report called for major changes in the way national transportation programs are financed, including a switch to a mileage tax. “They simply don’t understand or are unwilling to confront the problem,” Atkinson says. Such criticisms aside, there is broad agreement about the need to overhaul the Highway Trust Fund — which spent $44 billion more from 2001 to 2011 than it took in through tax receipts — just no consensus about how to accomplish it. A Congressional Budget Office estimate last month lent new urgency to the call for action, projecting that the gap between highway revenue and spending will grow to about $147 billion over the next decade and that new fuel efficiency mandates will make the hole even deeper. Once fully implemented, CBO says fuel economy rules will reduce gasoline tax receipts by 21 percent. Raising the existing taxes on gasoline and diesel purchases would be the most straightforward way to boost revenue quickly, but that’s a non-starter in a weak economy and anti-tax political climate. Gasoline taxes also give the owners of electric cars and high-mileage hybrid vehicles a free ride, undercutting the “user pays” principle that has been the foundation of the federal highway program since it was created in 1956. At the same time, a mileage tax raises concerns that the electronic devices installed to record road use — and conceivably even assess higher charges for travel on the most congested roads or at peak times — also might allow the government to track a motorist’s every movement. A small but growing group of conservative Republicans would like to get the federal government out of the business of building roads and bridges entirely and turn the responsibility over to the states — including the need to pay for infrastructure improvements. So far, that idea lacks broad support, and many Republicans who are small-government advocates still regard transportation spending as one of the few things Washington should be doing. It was, after all, Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower who sold the construction of a nationwide Interstate Highway System as a national security imperative. The resulting stalemate has paralyzed efforts to enact another multi-year authorization since the last highway bill expired in 2009 and has frustrated the broad coalition of business and labor groups advocating big investments in transportation infrastructure. Times have changed since Eisenhower was promoting the Interstate system. “We’re past that point and the goals aren’t as clear,” says Jack L. Schenendorf, a transportation lobbyist who was a Republican chief of staff on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and served on a second commission charged with looking into the issue in the past decade. Schenendorf worries that the financing issue is “so toxic that none of the real solutions are viable right now.” That doesn’t mean Congress should continue to defer the debate, he says. “It’s crystal clear that the gas tax is not going to be a viable way to pay for infrastructure going forward.”

Increasing the gas tax is a political non-starter

Plumer, 11 – (Brad Plumer, "Gas-tax Aversion Is Tying Congress in Knots", Washington Post, The Washington Post, 11/8/11, Web 2 July 2012, <http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/gas-tax-aversion-is-tying-congress-in-knots/2011/11/08/gIQA5qrt1M_blog.html>.)

Right now, the House and Senate are trying to extend federal transportation funding — the money that goes to build and rebuild roads and bridges — for the next few years. Both chambers are grappling with the same dilemma. Americans have been cutting back on driving lately. That means there’s not enough gas-tax revenue to pay for the highway bills. Yet no one wants to raise the gas tax. And that means that legislators have to devise ever-more byzantine — and often problematic — ways to rustle up funds. (David Paul Morris/Bloomberg) In the House, the Republican leadership has been hunting around for more money after its initial six-year, $230 billion highway bill was blasted for cutting spending 33 percent below existing levels. Recently, Speaker John Boehner hinted that Republicans had found a solution: They’d use royalties from new oil and gas drilling to help bankroll a bigger infrastructure bill. (Boehner’s office hasn’t released details, but two House members have introduced proposals along these lines.) The problem, critics say, is that this could make a mess of infrastructure spending. For one, oil and gas royalties are currently used to fund other parts of government. “This is revenue that’s supposed to go to the general fund,” says Steve Ellis of Taxpayers for Common Sense. So if the bill just uses existing royalties, it will increase the deficit. Granted, it’s possible that tying energy production to infrastructure will foster more drilling than would otherwise be the case — let’s say it somehow spurs Florida to open up its coasts to oil and gas development, bringing in more revenue than anticipated. But, Ellis notes, that’s a big if. “They’re taking revenues way down the road, speculative at best, to pay for roads and bridges we’re building right now.” The Senatedoesn’t get off lightly, either. Senate Democrats are hunting around for about $12 billion to supplement gas-tax revenue and fund their highway bill, which would maintain spending at current levels for two years. (Originally they were going to use some agreed-on savings in the health reform law, but those were swiped away to pay for a contractor withholding provision.) But even if the Senate does find this extra money, the Senate’s bill would bring the balance of the Highway Trust Fund down to zero over the next two years. And that, Ellis explains, is a risky move. Congress did the same thing in its 2005 highway bill, despite ample warnings that existing gas-tax revenue could come in below expectations. In the end, the worriers were right and Congress had to chip in an extra $34.5 billion from the general fund to maintain highway spending. The current bills, Ellis notes, also leave no margin for error. If, say, the price of oil shoots up unexpectedly and Americans start driving less, there won’t be money to fund all the planned infrastructure. And true, Congress could avoid many of these elaborate contortions if a gas tax hike were on the table and the Highway Trust Fund could get replenished. But it’s not. 

1AR—Can’t Solve Shipbuilding

The counterplan is legally ineffective – Title XI is key

Cook, 12 — former General Counsel of the Maritime Administration, Counsel to Seward and Kissel LLP (H. Clayton, “The Dual-Use Vessel Program and Americas Marine Highway Next Steps”, Maritime Executive, 5/21/2012, http://www.maritime-executive.com/article/the-dual-use-vessel-program-and-america-s-marine-highway-next-steps, Deech)

Section 27 of the 1920 Act was designed to meet this objective in our domestic trades. Government support under the 1936 Act and the 1970 Act was intended to ensure such a fleet in our international trades by providing “differential subsidy” payments that equalized the vessel operating and capital costs of U.S. owners with those of foreign competitors, coupled with MarAd Title XI government financing guarantees and Title VI government tax deferrals. Today, only the Title XI financing guarantee and Title VI capital construction fund (CCF) tax-deferral programs remain available to support the construction of commercial vessels in U.S. shipyards and their operation in the domestic trades and as dual-use vessels in time of need. Shipyard and Vessel Financing The Navy’s current DUV program began at a Senior Executive Sealift Forum in 2005, which welcomed participants with the injunction: “Our ultimate objective is to find out what it will require to induce U.S. shippers and ship operators to move cargo and operate U.S.-flag ships, respectively, that will have military utility and be available for military use during a major contingency.” The Navy’s concern with the prices faced by Jones Act operators who would purchase and operate this DUV tonnage was addressed in Navy-sponsored National Shipbuilding Research Program Workshops in 2007 and 2008. In the 2007 Workshop attention was directed to methods by which shipyard production costs could be reduced. These presentations confirmed that U.S. shipyards might be able to offer commercially acceptable sales prices when multiple-vessel production was combined with foreign shipyard assistance.
Trucking Industry

The economy affects the trucking industry – not the other way around

Work 9 – Expert Author for EzineArticles (Chris, “The Economy and the Trucking Industry - Consequences of Late”, EzineArticles, October 14 of 2009, http://ezinearticles.com/?The-Economy-and-the-Trucking-Industry---Consequences-of-Late&id=3092025)//AW

As the economy around the world affects the pricing of fuel, specifically diesel, the trucking industry suffers. Unlike other types of companies, the trucking industry has a very high level of upkeep since they are on the roads for up to weeks at a time. Maintaining a large vehicle like a semi-truck can be an expensive endeavor. Not only is the vehicle complicated to take care of, but its cargo is at often times sensitive to time or temperature, so additional amenities are added to ensure the contents of the truck are okay. Add in fuel costs and upkeep of trucks during a bad economy can lead to bleeding cash just to keep the vehicle fueled up. Due to the bad economy, many businesses seek ways to cut costs. During better times, a choice to use transportation like a truck would be an easy choice. However, with all of the cost-cutting that happens within the business world, there are businesses that usually rely on trucking who change to other types of transportation. As the trucking industry slows down due to this lack of business, they must make their own changes to business infrastructure to stay afloat. This means layoffs or elimination of fleets of trucks. If a trucking company uses a contractor, many contracts are eliminated just to save money. Whether we notice it or not, many of the goods that we enjoy rely on the trucking industry to get from manufacturing to the marketplace. Without the help of trucking, we might not even see some of the many items that we rely on throughout our lives. As the economy goes through difficult times, the general public should be aware of the economy's effects on the trucking industry. Like any business, the trucking industry will go through difficulties as the economy is in an unfavorable position. The unfortunate aspect of this are the increased miles fewer truckers on the road are travelling. This impacts all of us. Many drivers are unfairly required to put in longer hours to make their routes thus causing fatigue which is the leading cause of truck accidents. A poor economy and tired drivers is a dangerous combination.

The trucking industry is the backbone of the US economy

Schulz 8 – Editor at Logistics Management Magazine and Transportation/Railroad/Trucking Consultant (John, “Vital and Dynamic Trucking Industry Plots Road to Sustainable Future”, Forbes, December 19 of 2008, http://www.forbescustom.com/EconomicDevelopmentPgs/TruckingIndustryP1.html)//AW

With more than 500,000 interstate trucking companies in the United States, the trucking industry is the engine behind the U.S. economy. “We’re an important part of the quality of life in this country,” says Bill Graves, president and chief executive officer of the American Trucking Associations (ATA). “Trucking delivers America. Unfortunately, we are one of those essentials that is taken for granted precisely because we are so consistent and so reliable.” Trucking is the driving force behind all companies’ worldwide supply chains, moving nearly everything consumed in this country. Nearly 80% of U.S. communities receive their goods exclusively by truck. Virtually all U.S. goods touch a truck during at least one leg of the supply chain. Trucking moves nearly 70% of all freight tonnage in this country. Even goods that have traveled by railroads eventually wind up on a truck for the “last mile” of the delivery. Today, total U.S. freight transportation outlays reach $771 billion, and trucking revenue is over $650 billion. To put that in national perspective, trucking equates to about 5% of the GDP. “It’s all about execution — the blocking and tackling of the business,” says John Labrie, president of Con-way Freight, a major trucking company. “It’s about reliability. It’s about performing with the industry’s fastest transit times, to more cities, across more lanes — regional, interregional and long-haul — than anybody else. And last, but certainly not least, it’s about exception-free delivery.” “Trucking delivers America. Unfortunately, we are one of those essentials that is taken for granted precisely because we are so consistent and so reliable.” Bill Graves, President and Chief Executive Officer, American Trucking Associations (ATA) The landmark Motor Carrier Act of 1980 changed the face of the trucking industry forever. The act largely deregulated interstate trucking by reducing barriers to entry and freeing the industry to offer new, dynamic services without prior approval by the federal government. The industry, however, remains heavily regulated in areas of safety and the environment, which has helped make the industry as safe and environmentally sustainable as it ever has been in its history. Economic deregulation has worked as well in trucking as any industry in America. It has resulted in lower costs and higher service levels, with innovative services that feed today’s “just-in-time” lower-inventory supply chains, which are prevalent in most U.S. industries. “Without a financially strong and vibrant trucking industry, the nation’s economy is jeopardized and commerce is put at risk,” Con-way’s Labrie says. Motor carriers dominate today’s freight transportation economy. They represent the overwhelming majority of the domestic transportation market, in terms of both volume and revenue. Above-average growth in key truck freight, the industry’s inherent flexibility (what other mode can deliver to every neighborhood, on every street, 24/7?) and on-time delivery have helped the industry steadily increase its market share over the past decade. “You are going to be graded every day on the reliability of your service, delivering on your promise to provide on-time, damage-free transportation,” says Jack Holmes, president of UPS Freight, a major less-than-truckload (LTL) carrier. “This is what your customer wants. And without a satisfied returning customer, there is no business.” As the U.S. has developed an on-demand inventory economy, trucks have replaced warehouses in many cases. Today’s manufacturers, wholesalers and retailers have found that trucks are best suited to their transportation and distribution needs. But trucking is more than just vehicles, terminals and equipment. Trucking is a major employer, with about 9 million people working in or supporting the industry. About 30% of these individuals are employed in the wholesale and retail industries, with another 30% in the transportation and public utilities industries.

The trucking industry is the barometer for economic health

City Wire 12 – Finance News and Information Site (City Wire Staff, “U.S. trucking industry indices up but ‘wobbling’”, City Wire, March 27 of 2012, http://www.thecitywire.com/node/21148#.UBKnZrRjVBs)//AW

The health of the U.S. economy is improving but remains fragile according to three reports that track the activity of the national trucking industry. The American Trucking Associations’ seasonally adjusted (SA) For-Hire Truck Tonnage Index rose 0.5% in February after falling a revised 4.6% in January. The not seasonally adjusted index, which represents the change in tonnage actually hauled by the fleets before any seasonal adjustment, equaled 112.9 in February, which was 1.3% above the previous month. “I’m still expecting continued truck tonnage growth going forward. Rising manufacturing activity and temperate consumer spending should be helped a little from an improving housing market,” ATA Chief Economist Bob Costello said in a statement. Costello emphasized that February’s month-to-month increase was the sixth in the past seven months. According to the ATA, trucking serves as a barometer of the U.S. economy, representing 67.2% of tonnage carried by all modes of domestic freight transportation, including manufactured and retail goods. Trucks hauled 9 billion tons of freight in 2010. Motor carriers collected $563.4 billion, or 81.2% of total revenue earned by all transport modes.

Trucking industry improvement effects the domestic economy

Van Dijk 12 – Chief Equity Strategist for Zacks.com (Dirk, “Trucking Industry Points to Strong Economic Growth”, Financial Sense, January 25 of 2012, http://www.financialsense.com/contributors/dirk-van-dijk/2012/01/25/trucking-industry-points-to-strong-economic-growth)//AW

“America Moves on Trucks” is the trucking industry’s slogan, and there is a lot of truth to it. Trucks account for 67.2% of all the freight tonnage in the U.S. Since much of the freight moved by rail is low value per ton stuff, the Trucking industry collected 81.2% of all the freight transportation revenues. Given that when something is produced, it then has to be moved to the consumer, the trucking industry thus serves as an excellent barometer of the economy, particularly the domestic economy. That barometer is now pointing to extremely sunny skys. The American Trucking Association (ATA) index rose by 6.8% in November, a huge acceleration over the 0.3% gain in November. It is now up 10.5% year over year. In November it was showing a 6.1% gain. The total tonnage moved in all of 2011 was 5.9% higher than for all of 2010. That is the biggest annual gain in 13 years. Some of the gain appears to be from trucks taking market share from the rails, but not much. Total rail traffic was up 7.3% year over year in December (as measured by the American Association of Railroads, or AAR). Intermodal traffic, which is the most directly competitive with the truckers (containers moved long distances by train then carried to their final destination by truck) was up 9.4% year over year. The month to month gains though were more subdued, with a total traffic gain of 1.8% and an intermodal gain of 0.4% in December. Thus, the transportation indicators are strongly suggesting that the economy is headed in the right direction.

Miscelleneous Counterplan

1NC Counterplan

Text: The United States federal government should coordinate an international implementation of a national strategy for warming adaptation as outlined in our GTZ evidence. 

The counterplan allows us to adapt to climate change 

GTZ 7 (Gtz climate protection program, commissioned by Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. “National strategies for adaptation to climate change” http://ccsl.iccip.net/adapting.pdf)//aberg 

Adaptation is a vast task, requiring the coordinated efforts of different actors within and also beyond the state. It depends upon the cooperation between different line ministries, the ministry of the environment, ministries of finance and planning, as well as specialised agencies like geological and meteorological services and institutions for disaster prevention. Broad stakeholder involvement is key to success. A National Strategy can help to:

-Provide a framework for coordinating adaptation activities 

-Create a vision for mid- to long-term perspectives for adaptation

-Enable informed decision-making based on information about vulnerabilities, impacts and adaptation options

-Raise awareness in all sectors affected 

-Mobilise support in the country as well as from the international community 

-Prepare the ground for appropriate institutional structures for adaptation

National adaptation strategies start with sharing and distributing information about vulnerabilities and impacts of climate change. They contain a characterisation of inter- and intrasectoral adaptation options. Intersectoral needs include research, early warning and monitoring systems and institutional capacity building. Intrasectoral or regional strategies may be developed in a parallel bottom- up process involving all relevant sectors. Participation at the local level is key to implementing adaptation. Finally, the formation of priorities and action plans is the basis for implementing the strategies. By establishing effective monitoring and evaluation mechanisms and putting the strategies into concrete action, they will become “living documents”. 
It’s try or die for adaptation, sufficient Co2 reductions are impossible 

EPA 11 (Environmental Protection Agency, “Adaptation” http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/effects/adaptation.html, ken) 

Some degree of future climate change will occur regardless of future greenhouse gas emissions. Adapting to or coping with climate change will therefore become necessary in certain regions and for certain socioeconomic and environmental systems. The need for adaptation may be increased by growing populations in areas vulnerable to extreme events. However, according to the IPCC, “adaptation alone is not expected to cope with all the projected effects of climate change, and especially not over the long term as most impacts increase in magnitude.” The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) defines adaptation as the "adjustment in natural or human systems in response to actual or expected climatic stimuli or their effects, which moderates harm or exploits beneficial opportunities" (IPCC, 2007). The extent of climate change impacts upon different ecosystems, regions and sectors of the economy will depend not only on the sensitivity of those systems to climate change, but also on the systems' ability to adapt to climate change. An example of an adaptation strategy to prevent damage from climate change is shore protection (e.g., dikes, bulkheads, beach nourishment), which can prevent sea level rise from inundating low-lying coastal property, eroding beaches, or worsen flooding. If the costs or environmental impacts of shore protection are high compared with the property being protected, an alternative adaptation strategy would be a planned retreat, in which structures are relocated inland as shores retreat. Adaptation to environmental change is not a new concept. Human societies have shown throughout history a strong capacity for adapting to different climates and environmental changes. For example, farmers, foresters, civil engineers, and their supporting institutions have been forced to adapt to numerous challenges to overcome adversity or to remove important impediments to sustained productivity. Examples of adaptation and coping strategies with current climate fluctuations include farmers planting different crops for different seasons, and wildlife migrating to more suitable habitats as the seasons change. Nevertheless, human society and the natural environment are not entirely protected against, nor perfectly adapted to, current climate variability and extreme weather events. Current economic losses from climate variations and extremes can be substantial. These losses indicate that society is vulnerable and that adaptation has not been sufficient to offset damages associated with current variations in climatic conditions (IPCC, 2007). Human-induced climate change represents a new challenge, and may require adaptation approaches to changes that are potentially larger and faster than past experiences with recorded natural climatic variability. Furthermore, the IPCC concluded that "adaptation will be necessary to address impacts resulting from the warming which is already unavoidable due to past emissions." (IPCC, 2007) All climate-sensitive systems of society and the natural environment, including agriculture, forestry, water resources, human health, coastal settlements, and natural ecosystems, will need to adapt to a changing climate or possibly face diminished productivity, functioning and health. In unmanaged natural systems, adaptation is not planned but occurs when forced to do so. For example, as the climate warms, tree and animal species may migrate northward to remain in suitable climatic conditions and habitat (to the extent that human barriers, such as roads and cities, allow such migration). In human society, much of adaptation may be planned and undertaken by private decision makers and by public agencies or governments. For humans, adaptation is a risk-management strategy that has costs and is not foolproof. The effectiveness of any specific adaptation requires consideration of the expected value of the avoided damages against the costs of implementing the adaptation strategy (IPCC, 2007; Easterling et al., 2004). 

2NC Solvency

The counterplan creates a framework for long term cooperation. 

GTZ 7 (Gtz climate protection program, commissioned by Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. “National strategies for adaptation to climate change” http://ccsl.iccip.net/adapting.pdf, ken) 

 It is clear that action needs to be taken to aid people whose existence is threatened by natural disasters in these areas. With this in mind, a climate adaptation strategy, coordinated by the Ministry of Environment and supported by GTZ and involving several of Indonesia’s ministries and agencies, has been initiated. This programme aims to share and distribute the available information about vulnerabilities, impacts and adaptation schemes. It should provide a framework to improve the institutional capacity of the different agencies and ministries to coordinate their efforts. It will hopefully help us in the formation of a joint vision on adaptation options and in the development of mid and long term perspectives, especially with regards to the allocation of scarce funds. 

It bolsters global norms 

GTZ 7 (Gtz climate protection program, commissioned by Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development. “National strategies for adaptation to climate change” http://ccsl.iccip.net/adapting.pdf, ken) 

Article 4.1 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)4 states that parties shall “...formulate, implement, publish and regularly update national and, where appropriate, regional programmes containing measures to ... facilitate adequate adaptation to climate change,...” and “...cooperate in preparing for adaptation to the impacts of climate change.” Article 4.4 states that developed countries shall “assist the developing country parties that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change in meeting the costs of adaptation to those adverse effects.” Recently, negotiations under the UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol are increasingly oriented towards adaptation issues. While the Convention addressed funding for adaptation as early as 1995, it was not until the adoption of the Marrakesh Accords in 2001 that adaptation became a prominent area for action. In 2004 the parties of the convention reached a milestone agreement with the Buenos Aires Programme of Work on Adaptation and Response Measures. In this agreement two complementary tracks for adaptation were set up: the development of a five-year programme of work on the scientific, technical and socio- economic aspects of vulnerability and adaptation to climate change, and the improvement of information and methodologies, implementation of concrete adaptation activities, technology transfer and capacity building. In November 2006, the12th Conference of the parties to the UNFCCC and 2nd Meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol, convening in Nairobi, made adaptation a key issue of negotiations. Governments renamed the five-year International politics of adaptation For a long time, adaptation to climate change was only of marginal importance within the international climate change community. It was perceived as a distraction from tackling the root causes of climate change and mitigating global emissions. Today however, there is solid scientific evidence that global warming is already taking place and adverse impacts are perceivable. As a result, adaptation to climate change has become a key element in international climate change negotiations. Governments renamed the five-year programme, calling it the “Nairobi Work Programme on Impacts, Vulnerability and Adaptation to Climate Change.” In order to finance worldwide adaptation to climate change, an intricate system of international financing instruments has been agreed upon, including four global funds: the Strategic Priority on Adaptation (SPA) under the Global Environment Facility’s Trust Fund, the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF), the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) and the Adaptation Fund. While the SPA, LDCF and SCCF are operational, the institutional arrangements of the Adaptation Fund are still subject to negotiations under the Framework Convention on Climate Change. The UNFCCC Secretariat estimates that adaptation in developing countries will cost between 28 and 67 billion US$ in 2030. Given these high figures, mobilisation of adequate resources is a controversial issue. An operational concept of what adaptation constitutes – which would be the foundation for what “adequate” could possibly mean – still remains to be developed. 

Adapting can solve better – our evidence is comparative  

Michaels, ’07 senior fellow in environmental studies at the Cato Institute, research professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia (Patrick J. Michaels, CATO Institute, 21 August 2007, “Global Warming: No Urgent Danger; No Quick Fix,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8651))

What we do in the United States is having less and less of an effect on the concentration of carbon dioxide in the world's atmosphere. We certainly adapted to 0.8 C temperature change quite well in the 20th century, as life expectancy doubled and some crop yields quintupled. And who knows what new and miraculously efficient power sources will develop in the next hundred years. The stories about the ocean rising 20 feet as massive amounts of ice slide off of Greenland by 2100 are also fiction. For the entire half century from 1915 through 1965, Greenland was significantly warmer than it has been for the last decade. There was no disaster. More important, there's a large body of evidence that for much of the period from 3,000 to 9,000 years ago, at least the Eurasian Arctic was 2.5 C to 7 C warmer than now in the summer, when ice melts. Greenland's ice didn't disappear then, either. Then there is the topic of interest this time of year — hurricanes. Will hurricanes become stronger or more frequent because of warming? My own work suggests that late in the 21st century there might be an increase in strong storms, but that it will be very hard to detect because of year-to-year variability. Right now, after accounting for increasing coastal population and property values, there is no increase in damages caused by these killers. The biggest of them all was the Great Miami Hurricane of 1926. If it occurred today, it would easily cause twice as much damage as 2005's vaunted Hurricane Katrina. So let's get real and give the politically incorrect answers to global warming's inconvenient questions. Global warming is real, but it does not portend immediate disaster, and there's currently no suite of technologies that can do much about it. The obvious solution is to forgo costs today on ineffective attempts to stop it, and to save our money for investment in future technologies and inevitable adaptation

2NC A2 Data Key

Data can’t change adaptation 

Kitcher 10 (Philip, Department of Philosophy, Columbia University, The Climate Change Debates, Science 4 June 2010: Vol. 328 no. 5983 pp. 1230-1234, http://www.sciencemag.org/content/328/5983/1230.1.full)
Even if American public opinion were reformed overnight, so that virtually all citizens were convinced that anthropogenic global warming is likely to raise the average temperature of the planet by at least 2°C, that would be only the beginning. Beyond that minimal acceptance lie the difficult issues of deciding just what the consequences of a warmer planet will be and what can be done about them. Here, too, denial can easily be induced. Those who want to resist regulatory actions contend that the difficulties that are likely to arise for our descendants have been greatly exaggerated, that whatever problems arise will be addressed by people in a better economic position than we are today, that human beings have shown an admirable ability to adapt to changing environments, and so on and on and on. In countries that have long taken anthropogenic climate change as a settled question, agreeing on the expected consequences and the appropriate response has not proved easy. American discussions are likely to be haunted by the long denial, so that suspicions about alarmism linger. As psychologists have repeatedly discovered, those who are misinformed and later corrected often lapse into versions of their original error.

2NC Solves Heg

CP solves heg 

a) Presidential enthusiasm 

Shepard 10- (Don Shepard, Natural Resources/Water Resources University Laboratory Teacher & Former Financial Representative and Army National Guard Accountant, ““U.S. Environmental Policy and Leadership,” online: http://www.brighthub.com/environment/science-environmental/articles/39623.aspx

Will Obama Meet New Standards?)//aberg

Even with these goals and very early achievements it is unclear if the overall “political will”, no matter how different from the last eight years, is sufficient to tackle the challenges of global environmental change, particularly when the will of the presidential administration may not be enough. There are many representatives who do not share Obama’s enthusiasm for environmental issues. As pointed out previously, there have already been compromises made that have decreased funding for environmental initiatives. The American people can help by not letting the environmental agenda once again take a back seat, though only time will tell just how strong the will and influence of the Obama administration is. Opportunity for Leadership in Copenhagen The U.S. is the world superpower. I argue that the latest world economic troubles only serve to accentuate the extent to which this is true, as economies of the world are suffering due to the domino effect triggered by the collapse of the U.S. housing market. The Kyoto treaty was only a piece of paper without the U.S. on board. The other major polluting nations such as China and India will not take the problem of global environmental change seriously until America does. Copenhagen is a chance to right the ship before it is too late. Our nation is just as capable of steering the ship in the right direction as it is in the wrong direction. This means allowing Earth to take the helm, and remembering humanity adapts to her, not her to humanity. 

b) Environmental leadership 

Carstens 1- David H. Carstens 1, Chief of Operations, Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, Eighth US Army, Korea, Spring 2001 (Parameters, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/parameters/Articles/01spring/carstens.htm)//aberg

Dramatic events such as the end of the Cold War, the turn of the century, and now a new presidency offer opportunities for the United States to reconsider its national security policy.[1] The notion that the focus should be limited to defending against an emerging peer competitor or rogue state is flawed, however, and current analyses of emerging threats are generally too narrowly defined. Internal regional strife, not power-projecting challengers to US primacy, will likely spark the crises of the 21st century for which US strategy must be prepared. A tidal wave of public outcry over the deteriorating state of regional economies and the global environment is rushing toward the shores of the world's most powerful nations. In an era in which there are few imminent threats to US security, government as well as corporate leaders praise the superpower status of our nation. In such times it is not surprising that labor and environmental reform issues are often placed on the back burner. Nevertheless, these are the issues that will take center stage in the coming decades. From its current position of vast global power, the United States can either choose to meet this challenge head on, or be overcome by it. My intent is not to dismiss the current theories of strategy, but rather to add to them. Four such strategies (and many variations on these) compete for relevancy in the current public debate: neo-isolationism, selective engagement, cooperative security, and primacy.[2] The implications of each are normally outlined in a traditional analysis of foreign affairs in which there exists a constant competition for power between states. Although this tradition continues, the real danger the world now faces "stem[s] not from conflicts between countries but from conflicts within them."[3] Such internal strife over distribution of wealth, labor inequality, scarcity of resources, and declining environmental conditions will spill over into neighboring states, creating chaos. The new grand strategy of the United States, therefore, needs to respond to regional internal weaknesses, not to the external strengths of perceived rogue and competitor states. [continues] With the rising inequality brought on by globalization comes a torrent of economic, labor, and environmental problems which, if left unchallenged, will fuel the fires of regional crisis in the 21st century. For the global market to survive, nations need to collectively establish and maintain economic, labor, and environmental policies that provide for the common good. Such standards also need to be collectively enforced with the same zeal as is currently reserved for defense against armed attack. In the eyes of the world, American leadership diminishes every time we choose not to act upon a potentially devastating human crisis. To the contrary, successful actions in support of regional economic and environmental well-being bolster confidence in American leadership at home and abroad. Further, immediate action today may prevent the wars of tomorrow, especially in those areas where imminent chaos is most pronounced. The United States cannot afford to look away from global economic and environmental despair, saving its strength for the "big fight." The future US grand strategy, if not entirely based on environmental and economic internationalism, should expand the definition of US interests to include global economic reform and environmental standards enforcement. The greatest danger America faces is neither China nor Iraq. It is indifference to this emerging crisis.

c) Hardpower not key to heg  - loses cultural hegemony causes multipolarity. The plan’s boost of hard power only spurs adventurism, undermining overall American power 

Allenby, 05 (Brad Allenby, Professor in the Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering and the College of Law at Arizona State University. “High Technology Military Dominance: The Opiate of Modern Empire” November 05. http://www.cspo.org/library/perspectives/?item=Allenby_November2005) //aberg

The general public perception that national power is predominantly a matter of military capability has long been recognized as oversimplistic and naïve.  While different conditions will result in specific and somewhat unpredictable responses from the nation-states involved, it is nonetheless possible to identify five foundational sources of modern hegemonic power: economic, scientific and technological, military, institutional, and cultural.  Economic power, for example, propelled Japan into the first rank of powers despite its relative military weakness, while institutional weaknesses in its political structure have contributed significantly to its drift over the past decade.  The European Union retains its dominant international position despite a relatively unimpressive economy and military in part because its institutions reflect a resilient and open social-democratic political framework and its culture is widely admired.  China’s rise reflects an economic boom, and those who predict its demise do so in large part because of perceived institutional weaknesses.  Even in the case of past empires, flexible governance structures and the institutions that knit together distances were as important as sheer military power (Roman roads and administration, for example, did as much to support the Empire as the Legions).    In a world where the most advanced economies are characterized by increasing reliance on information networks, highly flexible economic and political institutions tending towards the flat and virtual rather than the hierarchical, and reduced dependence on direct control of resources, the key to obtaining and keeping hegemonic power increasingly is balanced among the five core constituents.  This is arguably the key to the dominance of the United States, which  until recently has been the one power that has appeared to be globally competent in all five categories:  the largest single economy, a currently unmatched science and technology capability (and underlying academic infrastructure), a military that is far more advanced than any other in many ways, an institutional structure that is both relatively transparent and defined by law rather than relationship, and a cultural ascendancy that is reflected in the widespread idea of American exceptionalism, entrepreneurism, and corporate trademark dominance (especially in consumer culture: Coca-cola, McDonald’s, Disney).  Although different commentators focus on different aspects of this hegemonic power structure – the French, for example, who do not fear the United States militarily because it is an ally, tend to emphasize American cultural domination, while the Chinese, who face projection of American power and particularly its blue water Navy as they look towards Taiwan, are much more concerned with its military aspect – it is the balance of high competence in all five dimensions that makes America truly formidable.   Moreover, the essence of American power is more subtle than just the components in themselves, as the Japanese, Chinese, and European Union experience reveals.  It is not enough to develop a better, more aggressive economy, as Japan in some ways did; or to challenge American exceptionalism and cultural appeal, as Europe increasingly does.  To truly challenge America over time, it is necessary for the rising power to become competent in all five dimensions.  To complicate matters, all five dimensions are not independent of each other; rather, success in each requires synergism among all.  A challenger, then, need not reflect the same balance nor certainly the same choices as characterize the United States, but it does need to be able to successfully compete with the US in all five dimensions – and to integrate them effectively so they are mutually supporting as well.       To take only one dimension, consider the daunting implications of trying to match the United States in science and technology (S&T).  The American research and development budget, especially when contributions from private industry are included, dominates global R&D expenditures and ensures American supremacy in this critical area.  But, worse yet from the perspective of those who would challenge America’s S&T capabilities, it is buttressed by institutional and cultural dimensions.  The American higher educational system is not only the best in the world overall, but it draws intelligence from other societies around the world, much of which remains in the United States, either as intellectual property or as working, thinking, highly educated human beings.  The American venture capital system, again the most highly developed in the world, supports this structure by ensuring that S&T advances are rapidly translated into entrepreneurial activity and thus economic power.  The American culture, which tends to be technologically optimistic, underpins these systems (in contrast to, for example, the European Union which, through formulations such as the Precautionary Principle, expresses a greater skepticism of technology).  A culture that seeks to match American supremacy in science and technology, therefore, cannot do so simply by increasing research spending, or trying to develop a few world-class technical institutes.  It must create a network across its culture that understands excellence in this area as an emergent characteristic of excellence across all five dimensions – a much more difficult task.   Understood from this systems perspective, it is tempting to err on the side of historical determinism and conclude that American hegemony is strong enough that it will dominate all others for the foreseeable future.  This would be a mistake, and not just for the generic reasons that all determinisms are over-simplistic, and that history gives many examples of apparently dominant societies that, having outlived their optimistic and bold youth, have grown old and collapsed.  It is perhaps true that an external frontal assault on American hegemony is unlikely to succeed, certainly in the short term.  The European Union is increasingly favoring stability and order over messy and unpredictable technological evolution; Japan is too unidimensionally an economic power; and China is too early in its development along many of the relevant dimensions to be able to do so (as are India, Brazil, Russia and other potential challengers).    But it is equally true that critical weakness can emerge internally.  Consider American post 9/11 behavior and the Iraq invasion for what it says not only about American sophistication in understanding the real sources of its power and authority, but also the self-inflicted damage that may result in the absence of such understanding.    Begin with the observation that America after World War II had a dominance that, although displayed in terms of the hard power supremacy of military and economic might, was primarily cultural: the United States attracted brains and capital, and, indeed, seemed to embody the mythic qualities of American exceptionalism because of its uniquely open, optimistic, entrepreneurial and mobile society.  Depending on the language you want to use, it was the American brand – it was America as the “shining City on the Hill” – that knit together the dimensions of dominance.  This was reflected in the numbers of students attracted to American universities, the number of non-native born entrepreneurs that created Silicon Valley and its Texas, Massachusetts and Oregon mimics, the success of American consumer goods and cultural exports (films, games, and the Marlboro Man), the continued attraction of the American experience for those prosecuted or discriminated against in other cultures.  The real key to long-term American dominance, in other words, was mythic: mythic not in the sense of being imaginary, but in the sense of being a larger than life projection of American values and culture across the world.    In this light, post 9/11 American policy can be seen as powerfully undermining long-term American power.  Obviously, individual policy decisions affect the strength of the integrated hegemonic structure: the economic fragility caused by the Administration’s tax cuts are an example.  But these need not threaten long term power trajectories.  The response to the 9/11 terrorist attacks, however, is potentially far more problematic.  In particular, three components of subsequent policy have seriously degraded American power, and all for the same reason: they elevate technological projection of physical power and traditional security considerations above projection of cultural power.  America is building a Maginot Line, and a very expensive one, in a world of cultural blitzkrieg.   The first prong of Administration policy which is highly problematic is a domestic response which focuses on threat and fear rather than defiant openness.  The serious curtailment of civil liberties and a personal sense of fear which has been cultivated by a series of policy initiatives (having colors to represent threat level assures that the public will remain fixated on the threat; coupling consumption with patriotism, while perhaps concordant with American proclivities, serves to integrate threat into core American activities) strike at the heart of the openness and optimism which have been among the most powerful components of American cultural power.  While the American response may in part reflect the fact that Americans are unused to physical attack, it also reflects a shift from optimism to pessimism (from the world as America’s oyster or, more accurately, America’s market, to the rest of the world as Sartrean Other).  The impacts of adopting this defensive posture are both practical – impediments to entry into the United States have significantly reduced the appeal of the U.S. for foreign students and scholars, for example – but, more importantly, mythic: the optimistic City on the Hill becomes just another gated community, another Fortress against the poor and alien.  Creating a huge administrative bureaucracy that depends for its existence on continuing (and difficult to evaluate) threat ensures that this component of American policy will not be a temporary phenomenon, but rather a permanent degradation of American cultural power.  Note that the importance of these policies is not in how the domestic audience responds; indeed, there is a robust debate internally on them.  Rather, the importance is that it undermines the mythic component of American cultural dominance in cultures other than American.  Nor is it necessary for the full deleterious impact that the United States actually sink below others in individual and creative freedom, only that American culture can be reduced by its critics to just another choice: no worse perhaps, but no better than, any other.    The second is the Administration’s unilateralism and ill-disguised contempt for those who do not agree with its positions, combined with its evasion of moral responsibility.  In the past, America has gained significant cultural power because it has not sought to impose its values; rather, it has simply displayed them and their attractiveness has drawn admiration, and immigration, from around the world.  True cultural power is attractive, rather than imposed.  The Administration’s approach, however, has resulted in America being widely perceived as arrogant, biased, and hypocritical, rather than powerful and appealing.  Thus, for example, when Turkey and its public clearly wanted nothing to do with the Iraq war, perhaps not believing that the evidence of weapons of mass destruction was entirely conclusive, that nation was put under severe pressure by the Americans, leading many to conclude that America believed that democracy was a good idea so long as whatever came out of it was what the American Administration wanted.  Similarly, widespread patterns of prisoner abuse were explained as mistakes of junior enlisted personnel, with no senior commander, and certainly not the Commander in Chief or the Secretary of Defense, taking responsibility.  Regardless of the realpolitik rationale for torture, direct or through proxy, in a difficult period where information was clearly too scant for comfort, the policy and its clear tension with stated American beliefs reduces American exceptionalism to mere opportunism justified by hypocrisy backed by technologically enabled military power.   Finally, of course, there is Iraq, which instantiates the Administration belief that military-technological power is the main component of modern hegemonic power (indeed, that is perhaps one reason those that crafted the policy so badly underestimated the Iraqi response to invasion and occupation; they were attuned to military, but not to cultural, phenomena).  While various glosses have been put on that activity over time as initial justifications have proven inaccurate, the initial response of both the military and the Administration (“Mission Accomplished”) clearly illustrate a mindset focused on the ability of our technologically preeminent military to overcome less advanced forces.  Iraq has failed because the political operatives managing the conflict have failed to understand that the sorts of wars America fights these days are cultural conflicts, not military conflicts (the parallels to VietNam in this regard are apparent), and that technological supremacy in the battlefield is almost besides the point.  Unlike the constant resource conflicts in Africa, for example, recent American conflicts are not for conquest of territory or establishment of colonies, but to achieve ideological aims and defeat disfavored elites.  And such aims necessarily involve sophistication in cultural matters.   Indeed, especially to those who lack experience with the limits of military power, military prowess, embodied in incredibly potent technological capabilities, acts like a drug, leading to dysfunctionally oversimplistic policy choices.  Just as countries rich in oil or other resources tend to squander their opportunities, especially in the absence of strong governance, countries rich in military-technological power may be seduced by it into misperceiving their true sources of power.  Such seduction may be even more magnetic for a technologically optimistic nation which may be culturally inclined to seek technological solutions for all challenges.  This does not mean that military action is never necessary, especially for a nation that has become a de facto enforcer of last resort (e.g., Bosnia).  The military attack on Afghanistan, for example, was arguably justified because Afghanistan was a failed state creating an infrastructure for terrorists who had already struck the United States and, more subtly, because some sort of visceral response after 9/11 was probably a political necessity. Indeed, the use of military force in Afghanistan was broadly accepted internationally; it did not create anything like the destructive impact on the American myth that the bungled adventure in Iraq continues to generate.   The United States retains its global hegemony for the time being.  But American leaders across the board have failed to realize that the wellspring of that hegemony is cultural, the mythic.  How mythic dominance may be defined, built, and strengthened is an interesting question, not yet fully answered – yet the United States clearly accomplished it for at last the last half of the twentieth century.  What is interesting is that the United States had global dominance, a strong position against the fundamentalist Islamists, and blew it – because leaders failed to understand that the strength of the American position derived from cultural authority, not from military-technological supremacy.  As a result of this serious miscalculation, it is highly likely that Iraq and the context of 9/11 responses that surrounded it, unless quickly reversed, will be seen as a critical point in the decline of American power precisely because it produced a sense of technologically enabled military success.  For, ironically, it is that “success” that has proven catastrophic for the American brand, the real American boots on the ground.  What saves the world from American hegemony is that its leaders, in failing to avoid the temptation of military adventurism, and in  so fatally undermine the American culture’s most powerful claim: that it is the last best hope of humanity, the shining City on the Hill. 

Warming Irreversible 

Warming is irreversible – our evidence is the most qualified.

Solomon et. Al. ’09 (Susan Solomon, Ph.D. in atmospheric chemistry from the University of Cal Berkeley, Gian-Kasper Plattner, Deputy Head, Director of Science, Technical Support Unit Working Group I, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Affiliated Scientist, Climate and Environmental Physics, Physics Institute, University of Bern, Switzerland, Reto Knutti, Prof., Institute for Atmospheric and Climate Science, and Pierre Friedlingstein, Chair in Mathematical Modelling of Climate Systems at University of Exeter, “Irreversible climate change due to carbon dioxide emissions,” http://www.pnas.org/content/106/6/1704.long#abstract-1)//abeg

Over the 20th century, the atmospheric concentrations of key greenhouse gases increased due to human activities. The stated objective (Article 2) of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is to achieve stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a low enough level to prevent “dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system.” Many studies have focused on projections of possible 21st century dangers (1–3). However, the principles (Article 3) of the UNFCCC specifically emphasize “threats of serious or irreversible damage,” underscoring the importance of the longer term. While some irreversible climate changes such as ice sheet collapse are possible but highly uncertain (1, 4), others can now be identified with greater confidence, and examples among the latter are presented in this paper. It is not generally appreciated that the atmospheric temperature increases caused by rising carbon dioxide concentrations are not expected to decrease significantly even if carbon emissions were to completely cease (5–7) (see Fig. 1). Future carbon dioxide emissions in the 21st century will hence lead to adverse climate changes on both short and long time scales that would be essentially irreversible (where irreversible is defined here as a time scale exceeding the end of the millennium in year 3000; note that we do not consider geo-engineering measures that might be able to remove gases already in the atmosphere or to introduce active cooling to counteract warming). For the same reason, the physical climate changes that are due to anthropogenic carbon dioxide already in the atmosphere today are expected to be largely irreversible. Such climate changes will lead to a range of damaging impacts in different regions and sectors, some of which occur promptly in association with warming, while others build up under sustained warming because of the time lags of the processes involved. Here we illustrate 2 such aspects of the irreversibly altered world that should be expected. These aspects are among reasons for concern but are not comprehensive; other possible climate impacts include Arctic sea ice retreat, increases in heavy rainfall and flooding, permafrost melt, loss of glaciers and snowpack with attendant changes in water supply, increased intensity of hurricanes, etc. A complete climate impacts review is presented elsewhere (8) and is beyond the scope of this paper. We focus on illustrative adverse and irreversible climate impacts for which 3 criteria are met: (i) observed changes are already occurring and there is evidence for anthropogenic contributions to these changes, (ii) the phenomenon is based upon physical principles thought to be well understood, and (iii) projections are available and are broadly robust across models.
Advances in modeling have led not only to improvements in complex Atmosphere–Ocean General Circulation Models (AOGCMs) for projecting 21st century climate, but also to the implementation of Earth System Models of Intermediate Complexity (EMICs) for millennial time scales. These 2 types of models are used in this paper to show how different peak carbon dioxide concentrations that could be attained in the 21st century are expected to lead to substantial and irreversible decreases in dry-season rainfall in a number of already-dry subtropical areas and lower limits to eventual sea level rise of the order of meters, implying unavoidable inundation of many small islands and low-lying coastal areas. 

Results Longevity of an Atmospheric CO2 Perturbation.

As has long been known, the removal of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere involves multiple processes including rapid exchange with the land biosphere and the surface layer of the ocean through air–sea exchange and much slower penetration to the ocean interior that is dependent upon the buffering effect of ocean chemistry along with vertical transport (9–12). On the time scale of a millennium addressed here, the CO2 equilibrates largely between the atmosphere and the ocean and, depending on associated increases in acidity and in ocean warming (i.e., an increase in the Revelle or “buffer” factor, see below), typically ≈20% of the added tonnes of CO2 remain in the atmosphere while ≈80% are mixed into the ocean. Carbon isotope studies provide important observational constraints on these processes and time constants. On multimillenium and longer time scales, geochemical and geological processes could restore atmospheric carbon dioxide to its preindustrial values (10, 11), but are not included here.

Fig. 1 illustrates how the concentrations of carbon dioxide would be expected to fall off through the coming millennium if manmade emissions were to cease immediately following an illustrative future rate of emission increase of 2% per year [comparable to observations over the past decade (ref. 13)] up to peak concentrations of 450, 550, 650, 750, 850, or 1,200 ppmv; similar results were obtained across a range of EMICs that were assessed in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report (5, 7). This is not intended to be a realistic scenario but rather to represent a test case whose purpose is to probe physical climate system changes. A more gradual reduction of carbon dioxide emission (as is more likely), or a faster or slower adopted rate of emissions in the growth period, would lead to long-term behavior qualitatively similar to that illustrated in Fig. 1 (see also Fig. S1). The example of a sudden cessation of emissions provides an upper bound to how much reversibility is possible, if, for example, unexpectedly damaging climate changes were to be observed. 

Carbon dioxide is the only greenhouse gas whose falloff displays multiple rather than single time constants (see Fig. S2). Current emissions of major non-CO2 greenhouse gases such as methane or nitrous oxide are significant for climate change in the next few decades or century, but these gases do not persist over time in the same way as carbon dioxide (14).

Fig. 1 shows that a quasi-equilibrium amount of CO2 is expected to be retained in the atmosphere by the end of the millennium that is surprisingly large: typically ≈40% of the peak concentration enhancement over preindustrial values (≈280 ppmv). This can be easily understood on the basis of the observed instantaneous airborne fraction (AFpeak) of ≈50% of anthropogenic carbon emissions retained during their buildup in the atmosphere, together with well-established ocean chemistry and physics that require ≈20% of the emitted carbon to remain in the atmosphere on thousand-year timescales [quasi-equilibrium airborne fraction (AFequi), determined largely by the Revelle factor governing the long-term partitioning of carbon between the ocean and atmosphere/biosphere system] (9–11). Assuming given cumulative emissions, EMI, the peak concentration, CO2peak (increase over the preindustrial value CO20), and the resulting 1,000-year quasi-equilibrium concentration, CO2equi can be expressed as [EQUATION REMOVED]

Given an instantaneous airborne fraction (AFpeak) of ≈50% during the period of rising CO2, and a quasi-equilbrium airborne factor (AFequi) of 20%, it follows that the quasi-equilibrium enhancement of CO2 concentration above its preindustrial value is ≈40% of the peak enhancement. For example, if the CO2 concentration were to peak at 800 ppmv followed by zero emissions, the quasi-equilibrium CO2 concentration would still be far above the preindustrial value at ≈500 ppmv. Additional carbon cycle feedbacks could reduce the efficiency of the ocean and biosphere to remove the anthropogenic CO2 and thereby increase these CO2 values (15, 16). Further, a longer decay time and increased CO2 concentrations at year 1000 are expected for large total carbon emissions (17).

Irreversible Climate Change: Atmospheric Warming.

Global average temperatures increase while CO2 is increasing and then remain approximately constant (within ≈ ±0.5 °C) until the end of the millennium despite zero further emissions in all of the test cases shown in Fig. 1. This important result is due to a near balance between the long-term decrease of radiative forcing due to CO2 concentration decay and reduced cooling through heat loss to the oceans. It arises because long-term carbon dioxide removal and ocean heat uptake are both dependent on the same physics of deep-ocean mixing. Sea level rise due to thermal expansion accompanies mixing of heat into the ocean long after carbon dioxide emissions have stopped. For larger carbon dioxide concentrations, warming and thermal sea level rise show greater increases and display transient changes that can be very rapid (i.e., the rapid changes in Fig. 1 Middle), mainly because of changes in ocean circulation (18). Paleoclimatic evidence suggests that additional contributions from melting of glaciers and ice sheets may be comparable to or greater than thermal expansion (discussed further below), but these are not included in Fig. 1.

Fig. 2 explores how close the modeled temperature changes are to thermal equilibrium with respect to the changing carbon dioxide concentration over time, sometimes called the realized warming fraction (19) (shown for the different peak CO2 cases). Fig. 2 Left shows how the calculated warmings compare to those expected if temperatures were in equilibrium with the carbon dioxide concentrations vs. time, while Fig. 2 Right shows the ratio of these calculated time-dependent and equilibrium temperatures. During the period when carbon dioxide is increasing, the realized global warming fraction is ≈50–60% of the equilibrium warming, close to values obtained in other models (5, 19). After emissions cease, the temperature change approaches equilibrium with respect to the slowly decreasing carbon dioxide concentrations (cyan lines in Fig. 2 Right). The continuing warming through year 3000 is maintained at ≈40–60% of the equilibrium warming corresponding to the peak CO2 concentration (magenta lines in Fig. 2 Right). Related changes in fast-responding atmospheric climate variables such as precipitation, water vapor, heat waves, cloudiness, etc., are expected to occur largely simultaneously with the temperature changes. 

Warming irreversible 
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Positive feedback increases the rate of change. Eventually a tipping point may be reached, after which it could be impossible to restore normal conditions. Think of a very large boulder rolling down a hill: When it first starts to move, we might stop it by pushing against it or wedging chocks under it or building a barrier, but once it has reached a certain velocity, there is no stopping it. We do not know if there is a tipping point for global warming, but the possibility cannot be dismissed, and it has ominous implications. Global warming is a very, very large boulder. Even if there is no tipping point (or we manage to avoid it), the acceleration of warming means serious trouble. In fact, if we stopped emitting greenhouse gases into the atmosphere tomorrow, temperatures would continue to rise for 20 to 30 years because of what is already in the atmosphere. Once methane is injected into the troposphere, it remains for about 8 to 12 years (Prinn et al., 1987). Carbon dioxide has a much longer residence: 70 to 120 years. Twenty percent of the CO2 being emitted today will still affect the earth’s climate 1,000 years from now (Archer & Brovkin, 2008). If, as predicted, global temperature rises another 3u C (5.4u F) by the end of the century, the earth will be warmer than it has been in about 3 million years (Dowsett et al., 1994; Rahmstorf, 2007). Oceans were then about 25 m higher than they are today. We are already seeing important effects from global warming; the effects of another 3u C (5.4u F) increase are hard to predict. However, such a drastic change would, at the very least, put severe pressure on civilization as we know it. 

Here’s more evidence. 
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Climate change is essentially irreversible, according to a sobering new scientific study. As carbon dioxide emissions continue to rise, the world will experience more and more long-term environmental disruption. The damage will persist even when, and if, emissions are brought under control, says study author Susan Solomon, who is among the world's top climate scientists. "We're used to thinking about pollution problems as things that we can fix," Solomon says. "Smog, we just cut back and everything will be better later. Or haze, you know, it'll go away pretty quickly." That's the case for some of the gases that contribute to climate change, such as methane and nitrous oxide. But as Solomon and colleagues suggest in a new study published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, it is not true for the most abundant greenhouse gas: carbon dioxide. Turning off the carbon dioxide emissions won't stop global warming. "People have imagined that if we stopped emitting carbon dioxide that the climate would go back to normal in 100 years or 200 years. What we're showing here is that's not right. It's essentially an irreversible change that will last for more than a thousand years," Solomon says.
