ENDI 2010

5
File Name



***CAMP TOURNY UPS ENDI 10 – 6 WEEK***

Iraq - Econ Advantage
7Debt 1AC


12Debt 1AC- Alternate Impact Senario


20Debt Add-On


22EXT-Solves


23A2: Afghanistan


24Neg Cards


Iraq - Terrorism Advantage
25Terror 1ac


30Terror Add-On


32Ext- Terrorists Can get the bomb


34Ext- Attack soon


35Neg Cards


Iraq - RMA Add-on
36RMA Add-On


38RMA Good-Terror


39RMA Good-Heg


40EXT-Plan Solves Rma


Politics - Climate Bill
41Will Pass


44A2: Economy turn


45Won’t pass


50Doesn’t solve warming


51No modeling


52Economy turn


Politics - START
53Will pass


54Start Good – Russian Relations k2 North Korea


55Start Good – Russian Relations Extension


56Start – A2: Start Bad


57Won’t pass


58Start Bad – North Korea


60Start Bad – Russian War


Politics - Immigration Reform
62Bipart key


Internal Links
63Polcap high


65Obama Popular – International polls


66Obama Popular – Domestic Polls


67Polcap low


70Polcap low (Climate Specific)


71A2: Financial Reform boosts capital


72Bipart – Low


73Obama Unpopular – Polls prove


75Obama unpopular – Lowest ever


Poltics - Midterms
76Dems Majority – Obama key


78Dem Majority – GOP falling


79Dems Majority – GOP falling


81Dems Majority – GOP divided


83Dems Majority – Momentum


84GOP Win – Economy


86GOP Win – Obama declining


88GOP Win – Voter enthusiasm


90GOP Win - Senate


92GOP Win - House


94GOP Win – Independents key


96AT: Too far right


97Econ k2 Midterms


Economic - Growth Good/Bad
98Growth good – generic


99Growth bad – enviornment


100Growth bad – enviro/VTL


101Growth bad – fuels war


Economy - United States
102High – 1NC


103Econ High Extensions


104A2 Jobs Down


105Low – 1NC


106Econ Low Extensions


108Low – inflation


109Low – deflation


111Growth down


Economy - South Korea
112High – general


113High – exports


114High – growth rates


115High – industrial exports


116High – fast growth


117Low – currency decline


118Low – OECD


Economy - Japan
119High – general


120High – capital spending


121High – bond advances


122Low – general


123Low – deflation


124Low – unemployment


125Low – debt


Economy - Russia
126High – general


127High – mining industry


128High – farmers


129High – NAFTA


130High – growth


131High – banks prove


132High – foreign investors and MOD


133High – growth underway


134High – industrial consumption


135Econ stable – foreign policy


136Russia trying to build econ


137Low – climate change


138Low – minimal growth


139Low – growth exagerated


140Econ On The Brink


Economy - Iran
141High – general


142High – stock market


144Econ Stable


145Econ Growing


146Econ Right in the Middle


147Econ On The Brink


148Low – general


149Low – inflation


150Low – government


151Low – oil


152Low – barriers


153Low – subsidies won’t solve


154Low – multiple reasons


155Low – gov’t Fails


156AT: Stock Market High


Relations - China-Taiwan
157High – domestic advances


158High – ECFA


160Low – AT: ECFA


162Low – missiles


163Impact – Warming


164Impact – Taiwan Econ


165AT: China-Taiwan war


Relations - US-NATO
166US-NATO Alliance Resilient


169NATO UP


170US-NATO Alliance Weak Now


Democracy Good
174Good – Democratic Peace


175Good – Kant


Democracy Bad
176A2 DPT – Empirically Denied


178A2 DPT – Realism


179A2 DPT – Statistics


180Bad – Public Opinion


181A2: Common Values


183Bad – A2 Trust Other Democracies


185Bad – A2 Conflict Resolution Norms


187Bad – A2 Trade Solves


Democractic Transitions Bad
188Transitions Bad – 1NC


189Transitions Bad – Elite Takeover


190Transitions Bad – Integrates Opposites


191Transitions Bad – Logrolling


192Transitions Bad – National Prestige


193Transitions Bad – Weak Central Authority


194AT: DPT – new democracies aren’t


196AT: Authoritarian Worse


Stability - Middle East
197Middle east Stable


199Middle east unstable


203Peace process prevents US-Iran war


Stability - Afghanistan
204Stability high


206Instability high


Multilaterism
208Yes Multilateralism


210No Multilateralism


212Heg – on the brink


Military
213Yes – recruitment


214No – readiness


215No – morale


216No – recruitment


Defense Spending
217Spending high – defense


219Spending low – general


220Spending low – defense


Oil Prices
221Oil prices high


222Oil prices low


Warming
223No Warming – generic


225No Warming – multiple factors


226No Warming – long term


227No Warming – exaggerate


230No Warming – studies flawed


232Yes Warming – generic


234Yes Warming – risk high now


236Yes Warming – big threat


241a2 climagate


Prolif
242Prolif High – China arm sale


244Prolif High – Iran Sanctions


247Prolif High – Risk high


248Prolif High – US proliferating


249Prolif Low – No arm sales


251Prolif Low – Start key


Immigration
252Immigration Rates Low


Terrorism
253Terrorism impact – 3nr


255High – India


256High – Afghanistan


258High – cyberterrorism


259Low – generic


Deforestation
261High – general


262High – illegal timber


263High – carelessness


264AT: Chatham Report


266Low – general


267Low – studies


268Low – private sectors


269Low – opposition


270Low – global warming




***NEW IRAQ ADVS***

**Econ ADV**

Debt 1AC 

Contention______- Economy 

Current Obama spending make the debt high and financial collapse inevitable 

Lochhead 10

[Carolyn Lochhead, Chronicle Washington Bureau SFGate   “National debt seen heading for crisis level” 4/5/10, http://articles.sfgate.com/2010-04-05/news/20835562_1_national-debt-deficit-spending-cuts]

Health care may have been the last big bang of the Obama presidency. With ferocious speed, the financial crisis, recession and efforts to combat the recession have swung the U.S. debt from worrisome to ruinous, promising to handcuff the administration. Lost amid last month's passage of the new health care law, the Congressional Budget Office issued a report showing that within this decade, President Obama's own budget sends the U.S. government to a potential tipping point where the debt reaches 90 percent of gross domestic product. Economists Carmen Reinhart of the University of Maryland and Kenneth Rogoff of Harvard University have recently shown that a 90 percent debt-to-GDP ratio usually touches off a crisis. This year, the debt will reach 63 percent of GDP, a ratio that has ignited crises in smaller wealthy nations. Fiscal crises gripped Canada, Denmark, Sweden, Finland and Ireland when their debts were below where the United States is shortly headed. Japan's debt is much higher, but most of it is held domestically, and Japan's economy has been weak for 20 years. "I really don't think we want to be like Japan," said UC Berkeley economist Alan Auerbach. 

We are on the verge of a super debt cycle- NOW is key to solving national debt 

Reynolds and Goodman 10 

[Garfield Reynolds and Wes Goodman, Bloomberg Financial Analysts, “U.S.'s $13 Trillion Debt Poised to Overtake GDP: Chart of Day”  6/4/10, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-06-04/u-s-s-13-trillion-debt-poised-to-overtake-weigh-down-gdp-chart-of-day.html]

President Barack Obama is poised to increase the U.S. debt to a level that exceeds the value of the nation’s annual economic output, a step toward what Bill Gross called a “debt super cycle.” The CHART OF THE DAY tracks U.S. gross domestic product and the government’s total debt, which rose past $13 trillion for the first time this month. The amount owed will surpass GDP in 2012, based on forecasts by the International Monetary Fund. The lower panel shows U.S. annual GDP growth as tracked by the IMF, which projects the world’s largest economy to expand at a slower pace than the 3.2 percent average during the past five decades. “Over the long term, interest rates on government debt will likely have to rise to attract investors,” said Hiroki Shimazu, a market economist in Tokyo at Nikko Cordial Securities Inc., a unit of Japan’s third-largest publicly traded bank. “That will be a big burden on the government and the people.” Gross, who runs the world’s largest mutual fund at Pacific Investment Management Co. in Newport Beach, California, said in his June outlook report that “the debt super cycle trend” suggests U.S. economic growth won’t be enough to support the borrowings “if real interest rates were ever to go up instead of down.” Dan Fuss, who manages the Loomis Sayles Bond Fund, which beat 94 percent of competitors the past year, said last week that he sold all of his Treasury bonds because of prospects interest rates will rise as the U.S. borrows unprecedented amounts. Obama is borrowing record amounts to fund spending programs to help the economy recover from its longest recession since the 1930s. “The incremental borrower of funds in the U.S. capital markets is rapidly becoming the U.S. Treasury,” Boston-based Fuss said. “Do you really want to buy the debt of the biggest issuer?”  

Failure to reduce debt causes U.S.-China leadership switch  

Seib 10
[Gerald F. Seib, assistant managing editor and the executive Washington editor of The Wall Street Journal, “US status, security weakened by deficit” 2/3/10, lexis]
THE US federal budget deficit has graduated from pressing national concern into a fully fledged national security threat, as the US government this year will borrow one of every three dollars it spends, with many of those funds coming from China. The budget plan released yesterday by the White House shows a $US1.6 trillion ($1.8 trillion) deficit this year, $US1.3 trillion next year, $US8.5 trillion for the next 10 years combined -- assuming congress enacts US President Barack Obama's proposals to start bringing it down, and that the proposals work. The numbers are seen as an economic and domestic problem but they have ramifications for the US's ability to continue playing its traditional global role. Experts warn the US government's heavy borrowing from foreign countries will weaken the US's standing and its freedom to act, while it strengthens China and other world powers including cash-rich oil producers. It puts long-term defence spending at risk and undermines the US system as a model for developing countries -- it reduces the aura of power that has been a great intangible asset for presidents for more than a century. ``We've reached a point now where there's an intimate link between our solvency and our national security,'' said Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations and a senior national security adviser in both the first and second Bush presidencies. ``What's so discouraging is that our domestic politics don't seem to be up to the challenge. And the whole world is watching.'' The classic, narrow definition of national security threats already has expanded in ways that make traditional foreign policy thinking antiquated, with the list of US security concerns now including dependence on foreign oil and global warming, for example. But the budget deficits also threaten Americans' national security as they make the US vulnerable to foreign pressures. The US has about $US7.5 trillion in accumulated debt held by the public, about half of that in the hands of investors abroad. Each American next year will chip in more than $US800 just to pay interest on this debt and the situation means the US government is dependent on the largesse of foreign creditors and subject to the whims of international financial markets. A foreign government, through the actions of its central bank, could put pressure on the US in a way its military never could. Even under a more benign scenario, a debt-ridden US is vulnerable to a run on the US dollar that begins abroad. Either way, Mr Haass says, ``it reduces our independence''. Chinese power is growing as a result. A lot of the deficit is being financed by China, which is selling the US many billions of dollars of manufactured goods, then lending the accumulated dollars back to the US. The IOUs are stacking up in Beijing. So far this has been a mutually beneficial arrangement, but it is slowly increasing Chinese leverage over American consumers and the US government. At some point, the US may have to bend its policies before either an implicit or explicit Chinese threat to stop the merry-go-round. Just last weekend, for example, the US angered China by agreeing to sell Taiwan $US6.4 billion in arms. At some point, will the US face economic servitude to China that would make such a policy decision impossible? This year, thanks in some measure to continuing high costs from wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the US will spend a once-unthinkable $US688bn on defence. Staggering as the defence outlays are, the deficit is twice as large. The much smaller budgets for the the US's other international operations -- diplomacy, assistance for friendly nations -- are dwarfed even more dramatically by the deficit. These national security budgets have been largely sacrosanct in the era of terrorism. But unless the deficit arc changes, at some point they will come under pressure for cuts. The US model is being undermined before the rest of the world. This is the great intangible impact of yawning budget deficits. The image of an invincible US had two large effects over the last century or so. First, it made other countries listen when Washington talked. And second, it often made other peoples and leaders yearn to be like the US. Sometimes that produced jealousy and resentment among leaders, but often it drew to the top of foreign lands leaders who admired the US and wanted their countries to emulate it. Such leaders are good allies. The Obama administration has pledged to create a bipartisan commission charged with balancing the budget, except for interest payments, by 2015. The damage deficits can do to the US's world standing is a good reason to hope the commission works. 
The Switch leads to a massive power war 

David, Zweig, Director of the Center on China’s Transnational Relations at Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, and Bi Jianhai, post-doc at the Center, 05, Foreign Affairs, “China’s Global Hunt for Energy”, September/October, proquest

Although China's new energy demands need not be a source of serious conflict with the West in the long term, at the moment, Beijing and Washington feel especially uneasy about the situation. While China struggles to manage its growing pains, the United States, as the world's hegemon, must somehow make room for the rising giant; otherwise, war will become a serious possibility. According to the power transition theory, to maintain its dominance, a hegemon will be tempted to declare war on its challengers while it still has a power advantage. Thus, easing the way for the United States and China--and other states to find a new equilibrium will require careful management, especially of their mutual perceptions.

US/China war causes extinction

Straits Times 00  (“No One Gains In War Over Taiwan”, 6-25, Lexis)

THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Independently- collapse of U.S. heg causes extinction

Florig, 10 - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (Dennis, “Hegemonic Overreach vs. Imperial Overstretch,” 2/6, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1)

There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South, and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation
Economic collapse causes war

Mead 09
[Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger,” 2009 http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1]

Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Plan Solves- withdrawal now solves debt and economy 

Paul and Frank 10

[ Rep. Barney Frank  D-Massachusetts Chairman of the Financial Services Committee, Rep Ron Paul R-Texas, “Why we must reduce military spending” 7/6/10, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rep-barney-frank/why-we-must-reduce-milita_b_636051.html]

By far the single most important of these is our current initiative to include substantial reductions in the projected level of American military spending as part of future deficit reduction efforts. For decades, the subject of military expenditures has been glaringly absent from public debate. Yet the Pentagon budget for 2010 is $693 billion -- more than all other discretionary spending programs combined. Even subtracting the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, military spending still amounts to over 42% of total spending. It is irrefutably clear to us that if we do not make substantial cuts in the projected levels of Pentagon spending, we will do substantial damage to our economy and dramatically reduce our quality of life. We are not talking about cutting the money needed to supply American troops in the field. Once we send our men and women into battle, even in cases where we may have opposed going to war, we have an obligation to make sure that our service members have everything they need. And we are not talking about cutting essential funds for combating terrorism; we must do everything possible to prevent any recurrence of the mass murder of Americans that took place on September 11, 2001. Immediately after World War II, with much of the world devastated and the Soviet Union becoming increasingly aggressive, America took on the responsibility of protecting virtually every country that asked for it. Sixty-five years later, we continue to play that role long after there is any justification for it, and currently American military spending makes up approximately 44% of all such expenditures worldwide. The nations of Western Europe now collectively have greater resources at their command than we do, yet they continue to depend overwhelmingly on American taxpayers to provide for their defense. According to a recent article in the New York Times, "Europeans have boasted about their social model, with its generous vacations and early retirements, its national health care systems and extensive welfare benefits, contrasting it with the comparative harshness of American capitalism. Europeans have benefited from low military spending, protected by NATO and the American nuclear umbrella." When our democratic allies are menaced by larger, hostile powers, there is a strong argument to be made for supporting them. But the notion that American taxpayers get some benefit from extending our military might worldwide is deeply flawed. And the idea that as a superpower it is our duty to maintain stability by intervening in civil disorders virtually anywhere in the world often generates anger directed at us and may in the end do more harm than good. We believe that the time has come for a much quicker withdrawal from Iraq than the President has proposed. We both voted against that war, but even for those who voted for it, there can be no justification for spending over $700 billion dollars of American taxpayers' money on direct military spending in Iraq since the war began, not including the massive, estimated long-term costs of the war. We have essentially taken on a referee role in a civil war, even mediating electoral disputes. 
Also, withdrawal will create conditions necessary for short term growth 

Francis 08
[Diane Francis, Media Fellow at the World Economic Forum,  “Iraq pulls down U.S. economy” 2008, http://www.nationalpost.com/opinion/columnists/story.html?id=999e7591-f0af-49f4-bb45-d550623b3001&k=14322]
 But the Iraq war is monstrously expensive and, unlike Vietnam, not stimulative economically speaking. That is because, like Wall Street, Washington has put the cost entirely on the tab. It is a war paid for on credit obtained from foreigners. This means tens of billions of dollars flow out of the currency and economy to outside creditors and will do so for decades if warmongering Republicans keep getting elected. The war, and its reckless execution, affects the world by hurting the economy, trade flows, fragile credit markets and currency values. The war, and America's foreign indebtedness, is contributing to soaring gold and other commodities' prices, the U.S. dollar's demise, scary credit markets, consumption drops, lower economic growth among trading partners who buy American goods, and, most likely, a guarantee that a Democrat will occupy the White House come the fall. Now, seven out of 10 blame the war for economic problems as do seven out of 10 who disapprove of the Bush administration. This restores my faith in Americans: The war was supposed to cost US$50-billion, which is what it is costing every three months. By the end of 2008, the tally is set to hit US$875-billion, including future military benefits and rebuilding costs. The Iraq War remains the 800-pound gorilla in America's election despite the fact that coverage of the war has been stifled in the past handful of years. The Pentagon has discouraged coverage of funerals or wounded vets. Lengthy wars -- to TV network execs -- are deadly. Like a series lasting 52 weeks, the characters become too familiar, the plotlines predictable and viewers reach for their channel changers. But the Fourth Estate's attention deficit disorder does not seem to have translated into a somnolent electorate south of the border. Washington is borrowing US$15-billion a month for Iraq and Afghanistan, a burn rate that will likely total US$3-trillion by 2017, according to the latest book by Joseph Stiglitz, a Columbia University professor and winner of the Nobel Prize in economics in 2001. He estimates that for one-sixth of the cost of the war the United States could fully fund social security for 50 years without benefits being lowered or contributions raised. 



In addition- withdrawal now can sidestep Obama’s massive spending 

HEISER   09

[James Heiser Research Associate of the National Center for Public Policy Research in Washington D.C. and as a Media Analyst for the Media Research Center in Alexandria, Virginia,  “Partial Iraq Withdrawal Could Save $1.1 trillion” 9/4/09, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/foreign-policy/1822]

The Army Times is reporting that a congressional study has once again discovered the obvious: pulling out of Iraq will save money. “A speedier withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq and Afghanistan would shave $1.1 trillion off the budget in the next decade, a new congressional budget projection says.” The Army Times article declares, “That would be a sizeable cut in defense-related spending from 2010 through 2019, which the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office estimates at $7.4 trillion.”  The mind-boggling $7.4 trillion to be alloted for defense spending is based on continuing the status quo in Iraq, while the proposed savings would come not from pulling out of Iraq, but from cutting the presence of American soldiers to a level comparable to the number presently serving in South Korea.  According to the Army Times: The $7.4 trillion price tag is based on the number of deployed troops remaining at about 210,000, but looks at two scenarios for reductions: A sharp reduction in troops over three years, resulting in $1.1 trillion in savings. Under this projection, the number of deployed troops falls to 160,000 in 2010; to 100,000 in 2011; to 35,000 in 2012 and to 30,000 from 2013 to 2019. A more gradual decline that shaves $700 billion off the $7.4 trillion defense spending estimate. It assumes 210,000 deployed troops in 2010; 190,000 in 2011; 150,000 in 2012; 100,000 in 2013 and 75,000 in 2014 and beyond. The timing of the report does raise certain questions. As discussions of deficit neutrality enter the healthcare debate, the possibility of cutting the defense budget by $1.1 trillion over 10 years may provide support for those favoring President Obama and the Democratic Congress pursuing the so-called “nuclear option” of passing healthcare legislation with a simple majority. As David Leonhardt, writing forThe New York Times, notes: “The main political problem with health reform is still the immediate cost of it. Covering the uninsured will require $1.2 trillion or so over 10 years, and Congress hasn’t been able to agree on $1.2 trillion of spending cuts and tax increases to keep the deficit from growing.”  The close parallel between the amount needed to fund healthcare and the presumed budget cut provided by a speedy withdrawal from Iraq provides a balance that Washington is likely to pronounce “close enough” — juggling numbers to come up with the last $100 billion over 10 years ought to be easily accomplished through the usual budgetary sleight of hand. For a president who has promised to pull out of Iraq and “reform” healthcare, the pairing could not be more obvious. 
Debt 1AC- Alternate Impact Senario  

Debt leads to weak Yuan, Debt sell off, china water pollution, and kills competitiveness

Faiola and Goldfarb 08

[Anthony Faiola and Zachary A. Goldfarb; Washington Post Staff Writers, “China Tops Japan in U.S. Debt Holdings; Beijing Gains Sway Over U.S. Economy”, 11/19/08, Lexis]

The growing dependence on Chinese cash is granting Beijing extraordinary sway over the U.S. economy. Analysts say a decision by China to move out of U.S. government bonds, for economic or political reasons, could lead a herd of other investors to follow suit. That would drive up the cost of U.S. borrowing, jeopardizing Washington's ability to fund, among other things, a stimulus package to jump-start the economy. If China were to stop buying or, worse, start selling U.S. debt, it would also quickly raise interest rates on a variety of loans in the United States, analysts say. Additionally, the more China invests in U.S. debt, the harder it becomes for U.S. companies to sell their products overseas. That's because China's purchase of U.S. bonds makes the dollar stronger, particularly against the Chinese yuan, which has been kept artificially weak to boost Chinese exports. The relatively weak yuan remains one of the biggest obstacles to U.S. companies tapping the market in China, particularly lucrative now as Beijing embarks on $586 billion in infrastructure and other stimulus spending to keep its economy humming amid the global crisis. In the United States, Chinese influence is reflected in terms as basic as home mortgage rates. Since the U.S. government seized Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac in September, China, which maintains the world's largest cash reserves of roughly $1.9 trillion, has shed about $50 billion in the companies' debt and mortgage bonds, according to people who track the data. With China shying away from buying more, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac have had to pay more to borrow and have gotten less for mortgage bonds, pushing up rates for people seeking home loans just as the U.S. government is trying to bring them down. "This is a sign of the growing interdependence between the Chinese and U.S. economies, but also a sign of a relationship that is not healthy in the long term," said Eswar Prasad, an economics professor at Cornell University and a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution in Washington. "There are inconsistent policies on both sides of the Pacific that are working against a more flexible Chinese exchange rate and the reduction of China's large trade surplus. This is a problem for the United States."In good times, U.S. companies tapped China as a bargain-basement manufacturing hub, helping lift hundreds of millions of Chinese out of poverty. But China's torrid growth has also caused severe environmental damage from a rapid rise in pollution and industrial waste, even as it improved American lifestyles by putting cheaper televisions and microwave ovens within easier reach for consumers. In recent years, Chinese cash also became part of a massive surge in foreign capital to the United States that brought down interest rates and eased the credit terms that American financial institutions charged. Now, in bad times, China is effectively co-financing the $1 trillion annual U.S. deficit and massive government bailout of the financial system. It is doing so in part with money earned from exports to the United States, which last year imported five times as much as it exported to China. The surge in Chinese buying is part of a rush by panicked investors into U.S. Treasurys, an indication that lending to the U.S. government is still seen as among the safest investments in uncertain times.
"It is occurring in an environment where global investment prospects are less enticing," said Lawrence Goodman, head of emerging market strategy at Bank of America. "There is a movement for foreigners to seek safer haven investments like Treasurys versus more risk-oriented foreign investments."China's investment in U.S. Treasury bonds surged by $43.6 billion to $585 billion in September, pulling ahead of the Japan, which now holds $573.2 billion worth. Overall, analysts say China's holdings may be $800 billion or more. China is thought to be purchasing U.S. debt through third countries, purchases that are not immediately recorded by the Treasury as being held by China, analysts say.In contrast to Japan, one of the United States' closest allies, China is seen as less benevolent to U.S. interests.Many economists are concerned about U.S. reliance on China for funding. By buying Treasury bonds, which are denominated in dollars, China is able to keep the dollar strong compared with the yuan. As a result, Chinese exports are cheaper relative to U.S. exports.That is a friction point at a time when the United States needs manufacturing companies to be competitive in the global marketplace to combat the economic downturn. U.S. labor unions are already pushing the incoming Obama administration to urge the Chinese to take steps to strengthen the yuan, which could involve a broad sell-off by China of U.S. Treasury bonds. "This is an unhealthy relationship," said Brad W. Setser, geoeconomics fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. "The U.S. relies too heavily on subsidized financing from a non-democratic government. And China is still a poor country that has in turn invested too much of its national savings in the United States. There remains an underlying financial vulnerability if China were to scale back its purchases. It could deliver a shock to the United States."

China’s water pollution will export this catastrophe to the rest of the world 

Lorenz and Wagner 07 [Andreas Lorenz and Wieland Wagner, “THE DOWNSIDE OF THE BOOM: China's Poison for the Planet,” SPIEGEL ONLINE, February 01, 2007, pg. http://www.spiegel.de/international/spiegel/0,1518,461828,00.html]edlee
China has become a global environmental problem. Initially, it was only the economists who were shocked by how the country was changing the world with its cheap clothes, televisions and washing machines. But now climate researchers are concerned about another Chinese export -- the pollution it is spreading across the planet. The massive nation is already the world's second-biggest producer of greenhouse gases after the United States. And particularly in North America and Europe, awe over China's booming economy and its ability to produce cheap goods for the entire world is now often giving way to a critical question: Can the planet handle China's growing damage to the environment? China's economy is booming -- with an annual growth rate of over ten percent. But the more the country's population of 1.3 billion strives to raise itself out of poverty with a mostly antiquated industrial base, and the more cheap Chinese goods the world's consumers buy, the bigger the price will be that the world pays for China's economic miracle. A threat at home, a threat abroad The Chinese are no longer simply destroying their own environment. Just as trade is global these days, so too is the threat against nature. The connection isn't always apparent at first glance. For example, what does the spreading desert of Inner Mongolia -- a massive autonomous region in northern China -- have to do with the comfy cashmere sweaters that shoppers are snapping up for next to nothing in cities from Berlin to Boston? For years, Chinese herders in the region let millions of goats graze until the grass was gone, roots and all. Then the soil simply blew away and the desert began to expand at an alarming rate. Since the early 1980s, China's grasslands have shrunk each year by some 15,000 square kilometers -- an area the size of the US state of Connecticut. And now in the midst of a deadly drought, the sand dunes move ever closer to the small village Chaogetu Hure. Inch by inch, seemingly unstoppable, they claim everything in their path, as if the dunes purposely want to bury the government's expensive efforts to plant trees, build fences, corral goats and resettle local inhabitants. Abbot Lao Didarjie is being forced to watch the walls of the house opposite his Zhao Huasi temple slowly disappear under the sand. Out of fear for the house of worship he's raised alarm with six different authorities. "The temple was built by the 6th Dalai Lama in the 17th century," says the religious leader. "It should be saved for the coming generations." Only a few kilometers away, on the edge of Luanjingtan, farmer Xu Changqin inspects a few meager green stalks of wheat. The local peasants worked hard to plant their fields, but last May a sandstorm covered them over. "The grassland is getting smaller, the fertile grounds are disappearing," says Xu, explaining how growing numbers of people are moving away to seek more hospitable places to live. The fine sand from the farmer's homeland blows all the way to California and Europe. It's mixed in with ash and other dangerous particles from industry in China's Inner Mongolia region, which is home to countless factories, chemical works and power plants. Along the Huang (Yellow) River in the city of Shizuishan, in the Ningxia region adjacent to Inner Mongolia, the extent of the pollution becomes rather obvious. Swaths of gray-black cloud blot out the sun to make the perfect setting for a Hollywood film about the end of the world. Two power plants belch ash into an artificial lake separated from the nearby river only by a thin dam. The wind blows the ash upward to start it on its journey around the globe. Sand, smog and ash-filled skies But it's not just sand, smog and ash that China is spewing into the atmosphere. The country's factories and power plants already emit more sulfur dioxide (SO2) and carbon dioxide (CO2) than Europe, even though the booming Chinese economy manages only a fraction of the per capita gross domestic product that the old industrialized nations do. Between 2000 and 2005, China's SO2 emissions grew to 26 million tons. In just a few years the country will surpass the United States to become the world's biggest carbon dioxide producer. China already accounts for more than 15 percent of total global CO2 emissions. Independent US energy expert James Brock can see the smog-filled sky from his office in Beijing. "Currently each Chinese person uses just one-fifth of the energy that an American does," he says. But when China reaches Western standards of living, each person in the country will use three times what they do now. Even done efficiently that will amount to five tons of coal each year. Presently, only very few Chinese can afford that standard of living. But what effect on the environment will there be if the Communist Party makes good on its propaganda to spread as much "modest prosperity" to as many citizens as possible by 2020? Can nature withstand the strain when the number of families with washing machines, driers, air conditioners and cars rises from 100 million to a half-billion? Chinese factories are already producing three times as many air conditioning units as they did five years ago. And although few people drive cars in China compared to industrialized countries, in Beijing alone the number of vehicles is growing by a thousand each day. In order to feed its appetite for energy, China is building coal-fired power plants as fast as it can. Every seven to ten days a new plant begins spewing smoke into the sky. The amount by which China increased its power production last year alone is greater than Britain's entire capacity. Coal heavily pollutes the air, but China's leaders see little alternative to a dirty resource that is available in ample quantities around the country. Some 69 percent of all Chinese power plants are run on coal. China used 2.1 billion tons of it in 2004 -- more than the United States, the European Union and Japan together. Even if the Chinese economy only continues to grow seven percent annually, its coal usage would double to 4 million tons within ten years. Slowly, politicians and scientists are recognizing the path of destruction caused by China's industrial revolution. Yet, communist China has a long tradition of abusing nature. Revolutionary leader Mao Zedong spoke of "dominating nature" and during the Great Leap Forward (1958-1959) he ordered the construction of numerous factories. In an attempt to overtake Britain as an industrial power, the Chinese were instructed to build mini blast furnaces across the entire land. The absurd project failed, but the environmental destruction is still visible. To heat the steel furnaces China chopped down an estimated ten percent of its forests. A poison-producing factory The country opened itself to the world in the late 1970s, its bizarre mixture of communism and capitalism has since produced growth rates that Western politicians can only dream of. But China was simultaneously turned into one massive, poison-producing factory. The country is home to 16 of the world's 20 dirtiest cities. The inhabitants of every third metropolis are forced to breathe polluted air, causing the deaths of an estimated 400,000 Chinese each year. Half of China's 696 cities and counties suffer from acid rain. Two-thirds of its major rivers and lakes are cesspools and more than 340 million people do not have access to clean drinking water. The Yangtze River, once China's proud artery of life, is biologically dead for long stretches. Many other rivers flow with blackened water and along their banks there are the notorious "cancer villages" where many people die early. It's now begun to dawn on Beijing's politicians what China's economy is doing to China's ecology. Experts like Pan Yue, the deputy minister of the State Environmental Protection Administration (SEPA), are already fearful that environmental pollution will destroy the impressive economic growth of recent years. SO2 emissions cause damages worth €50 billion each year and the World Bank estimates environmental pollution already shaves eight to 12 percent off of China's gross national product (GNP). "China has gone through an industrialization in the past 20 years that many developing countries needed 100 years to complete. That's why the country now has to deal with environmental problems that would also take 100 years to solve in many Western nations," says Pan. Dead fish lie in a section of the Songhua River in Jilin, northeast China's Jilin province. Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao has also distanced himself from the country's raping of the environment to promote "sustainable growth," which includes an ambitious nuclear program. At least 20 new nuclear power plants are to be built by 2020 -- but the communist leadership doesn't say where the radioactive waste will end up. Beijing also wants at least ten percent of the country's energy needs to be covered by renewable sources such as solar, wind and hydro. Photovoltaic facilities have already been erected in thousands of villages and giant wind parks dot China's eastern coast. Beijing also actively participates in the international emissions trade and provides foreign environmental polluters with opportunities to buy their way out of their obligations by financing somewhat clean chemical plants. The Chinese government plans to spend around $125 billion on sewage treatment facilities and new water pipes over the next five years. But such impressive-sounding announcements, measured by the scope and speed of China's environmental destruction, fall far short of what's needed. And despite any good intentions, the Communist Party members make no secret that their most important goals remain those that will ensure their continuing power: raising the living standard of China's citizens and eliminating the massive gap between rich and poor, as well as East and West. Putting growth before the environment China's leaders are certainly pushing for tougher laws to allow for stricter punishments for criminal officials and unscrupulous factory managers. But the misery is partially caused by the country's authoritarian system, which neither allows for an independent judiciary nor democratic supervision. SEPA's 167,000 employees aren't empowered enough to clamp down on polluters in every single province, especially if there's an influential employer there. And often local officials simply consider impressive growth rates more important for their careers than a clean environment. Of 661 Chinese cities, 278 did not have a sewage treatment plant at the end of 2005. But wealthy polluters can often pay any fines incurred with petty cash. Many recently built power plants shouldn't actually even exist. Roughly half of them are illegal -- many simply on formal grounds, but others due to corrupt or negligent officials who ignore environmental rules. Instead of falling as they should, emissions in 17 provinces have risen. These grim facts aren't kept secret, as some government officials apparently still believe in spite of everything that they have the dramatic situation under control. SEPA official Li Xinmin claims it remains unproven that pollution from Chinese power plants reaches other countries. "That's a false, irresponsible argument," says Li. Climate expert Liu Deshun from Beijing's Tsinghua University seemingly has a reassuring statistic or sensible Communist Party decree for almost any pressing environmental problem. But he avoids the key question: How much is China contributing to global warming and what is the government doing to try to stop it? Liu wears a small green cap and an oversized pair of sunglasses. "We are a developing country," he says. "We aren't yet in the position to take on international obligations." Beijing has signed the Kyoto Protocol -- which aims to reduce CO2 emissions worldwide by 2012 -- but as a developing nation China is not obligated to make cuts. Still, the professor claims Beijing's leaders have made an important contribution to efforts to protect the environment: the country's strict population control policies have ensured that 300 million fewer people live on the planet and use its limited resources. A disaster in the making When a chemical plant exploded in the northeastern Jilin province in November 2005, the industrial city Harbin had to cut water supplies for four days to prevent its 9 million inhabitants from being poisoned. But that didn't keep the catastrophe from spreading, as a thick benzene film traveled from the Songhua River into the Amur River, where it slowly dissipated in Russia's Far East. Alexei Makinov, saw the disaster in the making. "It wasn't just a problem since the accident," says the 54-year-old Russian geologist and head of the hydrology lab of the Russian Academy of Sciences in the Far East in Khabarovsk. "The river has been stinking since 1997." The scientist's desk is covered with tables and statistics and his cabinet with its glass door is crammed full of papers. All of it is environmental data on the Amur. But it's easy to see with the naked eye just how much damage the river has suffered. The Sungari -- as the Songhua River is known in Russia -- carries tons of poisonous sludge hundreds of kilometers downstream to the Amur. When fishers cut a hole in the river ice during the winter, a horrible odor is released. Makinov thinks the smell is from dying plant life and tells of residents complaining of infections, rashes and diarrhea. The ailing Amur River has become the most important patient of 65-year-old doctor Vladena Rybakova as the end of her career nears. "The river began to stink of phenol," she says. "And at first we thought it was a natural phenomenon." But soon Rybakova and her colleagues found the actual cause -- over the Chinese border. Whereas 65 million people live on the Chinese side of the Amur, there are only 4 million on the Russian side. Since the Chinese authorities offered the Russian scientists no information on what their factories were producing and what poisons they might be releasing into the waters, the Russians began investigating on their own in the early 1990s. After Rybakova fed lab rats fish from the river and then dissected them, she discovered that "their livers decomposed before you could start cutting." The road to Sikachi-Alyan leads past barracks and massive radar equipment. It is home to the ethnic Nanai minority, which has always lived from fishing. During Soviet times there was fishing collective here, but now the village of wooden houses has fallen into bitter poverty. These days no one will buy what the locals catch. "For the past 12 years, the fish have smelled like chemicals," says village leader Nina Druzhinina, a thin woman with a towering hairdo. "At first we thought it was Russian plants letting untreated water into the river. But now we know most of the filth comes from China." Damned by dams In order to secure their future, the Chinese also intend to dominate the Mekong River, which is known as the Lancang in China. In Yunnan province there are two major dams holding back the waters of Southeast Asia's longest river without regard for China's neighbors. Six further dams are planned. At the construction site of the Xiaowan Dam, an army of workers is transforming the once green gorges into a barren Martian landscape. Xiaowan will be one of the world's biggest hydroelectric plants -- almost as huge as the controversial Three Gorges Dam on the Yangtze River. A few hundred kilometers further southward, the Mekong flows through fertile rice paddies and cornfields. Here and there, bamboo groves crowd the banks. But the lives of millions people, who depend on the river's natural rhythms, have been disrupted. The Chinese now have a dam in place and they flood the Mekong as they please -- when, for example, the water is too low and the Chinese need a big ship to enter the Thai river harbor of Chiang Saen. In Cambodia, where river fish are one of the most important sources of food, the size of the catch is shrinking -- especially in the important Tonle Sap lake and river system. But even down south in the Mekong Delta the river has become unpredictable, according to residents. Sometimes floods wash away houses and at other times there's not enough water for the rice paddies. Suthep Teowtrakul, district head of the small Thai town Chiang Khong, observes the river every day. He wears a yellow polo shirt sporting the words "I Love the King" and has four Buddha figures in his office. But neither his monarch nor the bodhisattva can help him counter the Chinese affects on the Mekong. "My motto is: 'Leave the river alone'," he says, while admitting that's unlikely to happen. "Because the Chinese think the Mekong belongs to them." Just like the fields they destroy or the air they pollute. Setting its own course to the detriment of others At a recent United Nations conference on climate change in Nairobi, the Chinese demanded that developing nations not be forced to make cuts in greenhouse gases. Only after pushing through this condition -- from which China has the most to gain -- did the Chinese delegates vote to work towards a follow-up agreement to the Kyoto Protocol. China is a big country, a future superpower. Its leaders, accountable only to themselves, don't care for economic or environmental advice. They set their own path. But each year, each month, almost every week, China experiences some sort of major environmental catastrophe. The mess spreads across the land, in its waterways and the air. And far too often, the rest of the world gets sprinkled with some of it too.

Eco collapse causes extinction

Jayawardena 9 (Asitha, London South Bank University, “We Are a Threat to All Life on Earth”, Indicator, 7-17, http://www.indicator.org.uk/?p=55)

Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995) explain in detail why the natural environment is so important for life on Earth. It is from the environment that the living organisms of all species import the energy and raw material required for growth, development and reproduction. In almost all ecosystems plants, the most important primary producers, carry out photosynethesis, capturing sunlight and storing it as chemical energy. They absorb nutrients from their environment. When herbivores (i.e. plant-eating animals or organisms) eat these plants possessing chemical energy, matter and energy are transferred ‘one-level up.’ The same happens when predators (i.e. animals of a higher level) eat these herbivores or when predators of even higher levels eat these predators. Therefore, in ecosystems, food webs transfer energy and matter and various organisms play different roles in sustaining these transfers. Such transfers are possible due to the remarkable similarity in all organisms’ composition and major metabolic pathways. In fact all organisms except plants can potentially use each other as energy and nutrient sources; plants, however, depend on sunlight for energy. Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995) further reveal two key principles governing the biosphere with respect to the transfer of energy and matter in ecosystems. Firstly, the energy flow in ecosystems from photosynthetic plants (generally speaking, autotrophs) to non-photosynthetic organisms (generally speaking, heterotrophs) is essentially linear. In each step part of energy is lost to the ecosystem as non-usable heat, limiting the number of transformation steps and thereby the number of levels in a food web. Secondly, unlike the energy flow, the matter flow in ecosystems is cyclic. For photosynthesis plants need carbon dioxide as well as minerals and sunlight. For the regeneration of carbon dioxide plants, the primary producers, depend on heterotrophs, who exhale carbon dioxide when breathing. Like carbon, many other elements such as nitrogen and sulphur flow in cyclic manner in ecosystems. However, it is photosynthesis, and in the final analysis, solar energy that powers the mineral cycles. Ecosystems are under threat and so are we Although it seems that a continued energy supply from the sun together with the cyclical flow of matter can maintain the biosphere machinery running forever, we should not take things for granted, warn Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995). And they explain why. Since the beginning of life on Earth some 3.5 billion years ago, organisms have evolved and continue to do so today in response to environmental changes. However, the overall picture of materials (re)cycling and linear energy transfer has always remained unchanged. We could therefore safely assume that this slowly evolving system will continue to exist for aeons to come if large scale infringements are not forced upon it, conclude Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995). However, according to them, the present day infringements are large enough to upset the world’s ecosystems and, worse still, human activity is mainly responsible for these infringements. The rapidity of the human-induced changes is particularly undesirable. For example, the development of modern technology has taken place in a very short period of time when compared with evolutionary time scales – within decades or centuries rather than thousands or millions of years. Their observations and concerns are shared by a number of other scholars. Roling (2009) warns that human activity is capable of making the collapse of web of life on which both humans and non-human life forms depend for their existence. For Laszlo (1989: 34), in Maiteny and Parker (2002), modern human is ‘a serious threat to the future of humankind’. As Raven (2002) observes, many life-support systems are deteriorating rapidly and visibly. Elaborating on human-induced large scale infringements, Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995) warn that they can significantly alter the current patterns of energy transfer and materials recycling, posing grave problems to the entire biosphere. And climate change is just one of them! Turning to a key source of this crisis, Sloep and Van Dam-Mieras (1995: 37) emphasise that, although we humans can mentally afford to step outside the biosphere, we are ‘animals among animals, organisms among organisms.’ Their perception on the place of humans in nature is resonated by several other scholars. For example, Maiteny (1999) stresses that we humans are part and parcel of the ecosphere. Hartmann (2001) observes that the modern stories (myths, beliefs and paradigms) that humans are not an integral part of nature but are separate from it are speeding our own demise. Funtowicz and Ravetz (2002), in Weaver and Jansen (2004: 7), criticise modern science’s model of human-nature relationship based on conquest and control of nature, and highlight a more desirable alternative of ‘respecting ecological limits, …. expecting surprises and adapting to these.’ 

Dollar Sell off causes trade war and protectionism 

Legrain, Special Advisor to WTO Director General Moore, November 3, 2003

(Phillipe, The New Republic, Lexis)
If China, the second-largest buyer of U.S. Treasury bonds, sold off some of its vast holdings, it could force U.S. interest rates up, undermining the U.S. economic recovery. Beijing might also retaliate with sanctions against U.S. exports or by taking away U.S. companies' licenses to operate in the Chinese market, major blows for multinationals that view China as the world's biggest emerging market and export base. As Ronald Reagan's attacks in the 1980s on Japan showed, such commercial conflicts can quickly spiral out of control, seriously impeding trade. Indeed, according to a study by the Cato Institute, by the end of the Reagan years, one-quarter of U.S. imports were affected by trade restrictions.
Trade war goes nuclear 

Taaffe 05 [Peter Taaffe, “China, A New Superpower?,” Socialist Alternative.org, Nov 1, 2005, pg. http://www.socialistalternative.org/news/article11.php?id=30] 

While this conflict is unresolved, the shadow of a trade war looms. Some commentators, like Henry C.K. Liu in the Asia Times, go further and warn that "trade wars can lead to shooting wars." China is not the Japan of the 21st century. Japan in the 1980s relied on the U.S. military and particularly its nuclear umbrella against China, and was therefore subject to the pressure and blackmail of the U.S. ruling class. 

The fear of the U.S., and the capitalists of the "first world" as a whole, is that China may in time "out-compete" the advanced nations for hi-tech jobs while holding on to the stranglehold it now seems to have in labor-intensive industries. 

As the OECD commented recently: "In the five-year period to 2003, the number of students joining higher education courses has risen by three and a half times, with a strong emphasis on technical subjects." 

The number of patents and engineers produced by China has also significantly grown. At the same time, an increasingly capitalist China - most wealth is now produced in the private sector but the majority of the urban labor force is still in state industries - and the urgency for greater energy resources in particular to maintain its spectacular growth rate has brought it into collision on a world scale with other imperialist powers, particularly the U.S. 

In a new worldwide version of the "Great Game" - the clash for control of central Asia's resources in the nineteenth century - the U.S. and China have increasingly come up against and buffeted one another. Up to now, the U.S. has held sway worldwide due to its economic dominance buttressed by a colossal war machine accounting for 47% of total world arms spending. But Iraq has dramatically shown the limits of this: "A country that cannot control Iraq can hardly remake the globe on its own." (Financial Times) 

But no privileged group disappears from the scene of history without a struggle. Donald Rumsfeld, U.S. defense secretary, has stated: "Since no nation threatens China, one must wonder: why this growing [arms] investment? Why these continuing large and expanding arms purchases?" 

China could ask the same question of the U.S. In order to maintain its position, the U.S. keeps six nuclear battle fleets permanently at sea, supported by an unparalleled network of bases. As Will Hutton in The Observer has commented, this is not because of "irrational chauvinism or the needs of the military-industrial complex, but because of the pressure they place on upstart countries like China." 

In turn, the Chinese elite has responded in kind. For instance, in the continuing clash over Taiwan, a major-general in the People's Liberation Army baldly stated that if China was attacked "by Washington during a confrontation over Taiwan... I think we would have to respond with nuclear weapons." 

He added: "We Chinese will prepare ourselves for the destruction of all of the cities east of Xian. Of course, the Americans would have to be prepared that hundreds... of cities would be destroyed by the Chinese." This bellicose nuclear arms rattling shows the contempt of the so-called great powers for the ordinary working-class and peasant peoples of China and the people of the U.S. when their interests are at stake. 

A new wave of protectionism would erupt into nuclear conflict

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

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

A) Protectionism 

Protectionism is the biggest threat to US hegemony

Levey, 05 (David H., March/April, Foreign Affairs, “The Overstretch Myth.” Vol. 84 Issue 2, p2, 6p, 
	http://search.epnet.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=aph&an=16290830)


At the peak of its global power the United Kingdom was a net creditor, but as it entered the twentieth century, it started losing its economic dominance to Germany and the United States. In contrast, the United States is a large net debtor. But in its case, no plausible challenger to its economic leadership exists, and its share of the global economy will not decline. Focusing exclusively on the NIIP obscures the United States' institutional, technological, and demographic advantages. Such advantages are further bolstered by the underlying complementarities between the U.S. economy and the economies of the developing world--especially those in Asia. The United States continues to reap major gains from what Charles de Gaulle called its "exorbitant privilege," its unique role in providing global liquidity by running chronic external imbalances. The resulting inflow of productivity-enhancing capital has strengthened its underlying economic position. Only one development could upset this optimistic prognosis: an end to the technological dynamism, openness to trade, and flexibility that have powered the U.S. economy. The biggest threat to U.S. hegemony, accordingly, stems not from the sentiments of foreign investors, but from protectionism and isolationism at home.

B) Manufacturing 

Weak Yuan kills US manufacturing 

USCC, 04  (US-China Economic and Security Review Commission, July, Report to Congress, http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2004/04annual_report.pdf)
The dominant feature of U.S.-China economic relations is the U.S. goods trade deficit with China, which rose by more than twenty percent in 2003 to a record $124 billion. Over the past ten years, the U.S. deficit with China has grown at an average rate of 18.5 percent, and if it continues growing at this rate, it will double in approximately four years. The U.S. deficit with China now constitutes over twenty-three percent of the total U.S. goods trade deficit, and China is by far the largest country component of the overall U.S. deficit. Moreover, U.S. goods trade with China—with $28 billion in exports to China as compared with $152 billion in imports— is by far the United States’ most lopsided major manufacturing trade relationship as measured by the ratio of imports to exports. China is heavily dependent on the U.S. market, with exports to the United States constituting thirty-five percent of total Chinese exports in 2003, while only four percent of U.S. exports go to China. The trade deficit with China is of major concern because (i) it has contributed to the erosion of manufacturing jobs and jobless recovery in the United States, (ii) manufacturing is critical for the nation’s economic and national security, and (iii) the deficit has adversely impacted other sectors of the U.S. economy as well. A key factor contributing to the deficit is the undervaluation of the Chinese yuan against the U.S. dollar, which gives Chinese manufacturers a competitive advantage over U.S. manufacturers. Economic fundamentals suggest that the Chinese yuan is undervalued, with a growing consensus of economists estimating the level of undervaluation to be anywhere from fifteen to forty per cent. However, China persistently intervenes in the foreign exchange market to peg its exchange rate at 8.28 yuan per dollar. A second factor contributing to imbalances in U.S.-China trade is China’s mercantilist industrial and foreign direct investment policies.  These policies involve a wide range of measures including technology transfer requirements, government subsidies, discriminatory tax relief, and limitations on market access for foreign companies.  A third factor is China’s refusal to recognize workers’ rights which results in artificial barriers to wage increases.

Manufacturing key to US economy and heg

USCC, 04  (US-China Economic and Security Review Commission, July, Report to Congress, http://www.uscc.gov/researchpapers/2004/04annual_report.pdf)
The importance of manufacturing is captured in testimony before the Commission by Franklin J. Vargo, vice president for international economic affairs, National Association of Manufacturers: (t)he United States economy would collapse without manufacturing, as would our national security and our role in the world. That is because manufacturing is really the foundation of our economy, both in terms of innovation and production and in terms of supporting the rest of the economy. For example, many individuals point out that only about three percent of the U.S. workforce is on the farm, but they manage to feed the nation and export to the rest of the world. But how did this agricultural productivity come to be? It is because of the tractors and combines and satellite systems and fertilizers and advanced seeds, etc., that came from the genius and productivity of the manufacturing sector. Similarly, in services—can you envision an airline without airplanes? Fast food outlets without griddles and freezers? Insurance companies or banks without computers? Certainly not. The manufacturing industry is truly the innovation industry, without which the rest of the economy would not prosper.1

C) Competitiveness

Competitiveness is key to heg

Khalilzad 95 
(Zalmay, counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and former U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, Order and Disorder After the Cold War, ed. Brad Roberts, p. 73-74.)

The United States is unlikely to preserve its military and technological dominance if the U.S. economy declines seriously. In such an environment, the domestic economic and political base for global leadership would diminish and the United States would probably incrementally withdraw from the world, become inward-looking, and abandon more and more of its external interests. As the United States weakened, others would try to fill the Vacuum. To sustain and improve its economic strength, the United States must maintain its technological lead in the economic realm. Its success will depend on the choices it makes. In the past, developments such as the agricultural and industrial revolutions produced fundamental changes positively affecting the relative position of those who were able to take advantage of them and negatively affecting those who did not. Some argue that the world may be at the beginning of another such transformation, which will shift the sources of wealth and the relative position of classes and nations. If the United States fails to recognize the change and adapt its institutions, its relative position will necessarily worsen.
Collapse of U.S. heg causes extinction

Florig, 10 - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (Dennis, “Hegemonic Overreach vs. Imperial Overstretch,” 2/6, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1)

There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South, and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation
Economic collapse causes war

Mead 09
[Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger,” 2009 http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1]

Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Debt Add-On

Withdrawal now solves national debt 

Paul and Frank 10

[ Rep. Barney Frank  D-Massachusetts Chairman of the Financial Services Committee, Rep Ron Paul R-Texas, “Why we must reduce military spending” 7/6/10, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rep-barney-frank/why-we-must-reduce-milita_b_636051.html]

By far the single most important of these is our current initiative to include substantial reductions in the projected level of American military spending as part of future deficit reduction efforts. For decades, the subject of military expenditures has been glaringly absent from public debate. Yet the Pentagon budget for 2010 is $693 billion -- more than all other discretionary spending programs combined. Even subtracting the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, military spending still amounts to over 42% of total spending. It is irrefutably clear to us that if we do not make substantial cuts in the projected levels of Pentagon spending, we will do substantial damage to our economy and dramatically reduce our quality of life. We are not talking about cutting the money needed to supply American troops in the field. Once we send our men and women into battle, even in cases where we may have opposed going to war, we have an obligation to make sure that our service members have everything they need. And we are not talking about cutting essential funds for combating terrorism; we must do everything possible to prevent any recurrence of the mass murder of Americans that took place on September 11, 2001. Immediately after World War II, with much of the world devastated and the Soviet Union becoming increasingly aggressive, America took on the responsibility of protecting virtually every country that asked for it. Sixty-five years later, we continue to play that role long after there is any justification for it, and currently American military spending makes up approximately 44% of all such expenditures worldwide. The nations of Western Europe now collectively have greater resources at their command than we do, yet they continue to depend overwhelmingly on American taxpayers to provide for their defense. According to a recent article in the New York Times, "Europeans have boasted about their social model, with its generous vacations and early retirements, its national health care systems and extensive welfare benefits, contrasting it with the comparative harshness of American capitalism. Europeans have benefited from low military spending, protected by NATO and the American nuclear umbrella." When our democratic allies are menaced by larger, hostile powers, there is a strong argument to be made for supporting them. But the notion that American taxpayers get some benefit from extending our military might worldwide is deeply flawed. And the idea that as a superpower it is our duty to maintain stability by intervening in civil disorders virtually anywhere in the world often generates anger directed at us and may in the end do more harm than good. We believe that the time has come for a much quicker withdrawal from Iraq than the President has proposed. We both voted against that war, but even for those who voted for it, there can be no justification for spending over $700 billion dollars of American taxpayers' money on direct military spending in Iraq since the war began, not including the massive, estimated long-term costs of the war. We have essentially taken on a referee role in a civil war, even mediating electoral disputes. 
Debt Kills Heg  

Seib 10
[Gerald F. Seib, assistant managing editor and the executive Washington editor of The Wall Street Journal, “US status, security weakened by deficit” 2/3/10, lexis]

THE US federal budget deficit has graduated from pressing national concern into a fully fledged national security threat, as the US government this year will borrow one of every three dollars it spends, with many of those funds coming from China. The budget plan released yesterday by the White House shows a $US1.6 trillion ($1.8 trillion) deficit this year, $US1.3 trillion next year, $US8.5 trillion for the next 10 years combined -- assuming congress enacts US President Barack Obama's proposals to start bringing it down, and that the proposals work. The numbers are seen as an economic and domestic problem but they have ramifications for the US's ability to continue playing its traditional global role. Experts warn the US government's heavy borrowing from foreign countries will weaken the US's standing and its freedom to act, while it strengthens China and other world powers including cash-rich oil producers. It puts long-term defence spending at risk and undermines the US system as a model for developing countries -- it reduces the aura of power that has been a great intangible asset for presidents for more than a century. ``We've reached a point now where there's an intimate link between our solvency and our national security,'' said Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations and a senior national security adviser in both the first and second Bush presidencies. ``What's so discouraging is that our domestic politics don't seem to be up to the challenge. And the whole world is watching.'' The classic, narrow definition of national security threats already has expanded in ways that make traditional foreign policy thinking antiquated, with the list of US security concerns now including dependence on foreign oil and global warming, for example. But the budget deficits also threaten Americans' national security as they make the US vulnerable to foreign pressures. The US has about $US7.5 trillion in accumulated debt held by the public, about half of that in the hands of investors abroad. Each American next year will chip in more than $US800 just to pay interest on this debt and the situation means the US government is dependent on the largesse of foreign creditors and subject to the whims of international financial markets. A foreign government, through the actions of its central bank, could put pressure on the US in a way its military never could. Even under a more benign scenario, a debt-ridden US is vulnerable to a run on the US dollar that begins abroad. Either way, Mr Haass says, ``it reduces our independence''. Chinese power is growing as a result. A lot of the deficit is being financed by China, which is selling the US many billions of dollars of manufactured goods, then lending the accumulated dollars back to the US. The IOUs are stacking up in Beijing. So far this has been a mutually beneficial arrangement, but it is slowly increasing Chinese leverage over American consumers and the US government. At some point, the US may have to bend its policies before either an implicit or explicit Chinese threat to stop the merry-go-round. Just last weekend, for example, the US angered China by agreeing to sell Taiwan $US6.4 billion in arms. At some point, will the US face economic servitude to China that would make such a policy decision impossible? This year, thanks in some measure to continuing high costs from wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the US will spend a once-unthinkable $US688bn on defence. Staggering as the defence outlays are, the deficit is twice as large. The much smaller budgets for the the US's other international operations -- diplomacy, assistance for friendly nations -- are dwarfed even more dramatically by the deficit. These national security budgets have been largely sacrosanct in the era of terrorism. But unless the deficit arc changes, at some point they will come under pressure for cuts. The US model is being undermined before the rest of the world. This is the great intangible impact of yawning budget deficits. The image of an invincible US had two large effects over the last century or so. First, it made other countries listen when Washington talked. And second, it often made other peoples and leaders yearn to be like the US. Sometimes that produced jealousy and resentment among leaders, but often it drew to the top of foreign lands leaders who admired the US and wanted their countries to emulate it. Such leaders are good allies. The Obama administration has pledged to create a bipartisan commission charged with balancing the budget, except for interest payments, by 2015. The damage deficits can do to the US's world standing is a good reason to hope the commission works. 
Heg prevents nuclear war.
Khalilzad ’95  (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold Water”, 18:2, Spring, L/N)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

EXT-Solves 

Perception of combating debt solves china 

Hon 10

[Chua Chin Hon,  US Bureau Chief for The Straits Times, "US to cope with evolving Chinese army; 

But Obama's security doctrine focuses on country's economic and domestic problems

" 5/29/10, Lexis]

Elsewhere in the report, the White House acknowledged Beijing's rising influence and impact in the world. It cited China, alongside India and Russia, as '21st-century centres of influence' that the US must enhance cooperation with. Though analysts regard China as the biggest long-term strategic challenge to US power, the broad-ranging report released on Thursday made it plain that the real test of American dominance in the 21st century was whether the country could get its own house in order. 'Our strength and influence abroad begins with the steps we take at home. We must grow our economy and reduce our deficit,' President Barack Obama wrote in the preface to the report, adding that the US must invest more in education, alternative energy and innovation. The report's extensive focus on economic and domestic policy challenges was a sharp departure from the Bush administration's emphasis on terrorism and pre-emptive strikes on enemies abroad. This is unsurprising, given the sputtering economy, two costly ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, lingering anxieties from the financial meltdown of 2008 and the soaring US deficit, now estimated at US $13 trillion (S $18.2 trillion). Some senior US military figures have even come to regard the massive deficit as one of the biggest threats to the country's national security. Unless steps are taken to bring down the deficit, they warned, America's dealings with countries holding large amounts of US debt, such as China, could well be undermined. Speaking at the Brookings Institution soon after the report was released, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said the White House shared that concern. She said: 'We cannot sustain this level of deficit financing and debt without losing our influence, without being constrained in the tough decisions we have to make about diplomacy, defence and development. '(A strong US economy) matters when we go to China. That matters when we try to influence Russia. That matters when we talk to our allies in Europe.' In another clear departure from the policies of the Bush years, the latest strategy report also adopted a more nuanced, if relatively muted, tone on the promotion of democracy and human rights abroad. The changes are all the more striking when seen in the context of the language used on China. In 2002, the first NSS report issued by the Bush White House pointedly said the 'democratic development of China is crucial' to a prosperous future for the mainland and the Asia Pacific. An updated report in 2006 said 'China will face a growing demand from its own people to follow the path of East Asia's many modern democracies, adding political freedom to economic freedom'. The passages on China in Mr Obama's report, however, made no direct reference to democracy or political reforms. There was a cursory mention of the fact that Washington would be candid about 'our human rights concerns', though that was quickly followed up by a caveat that the disagreements should not get in the way of bilateral cooperation. Some observers see this as another sign of the changing balance of power between the two giants. Others, however, chalk it up to Mr Obama's insistence on 'seeing the world as it is'. 'To succeed, we must face the world as it is,' the latest report said. 'We must recognise that no one nation, no matter how powerful, can meet global challenges alone.' 
A2: Afghanistan

Iraq costs over 2 times as much as Afghanistan 

Belasco 09 
[Amy Belasco, Specialist in U.S. Defense Policy and Budget, “The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11”  8/28/09, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf]

 If the Administration’s FY2010 war request is enacted, total war-related funding would reach $1.08 trillion, including $748 billion for Iraq, $300 billion for Afghanistan, $29 billion for enhanced security, and $5 billion that cannot be allocated. Of this cumulative total, 69% would be for Iraq, 28% for Afghanistan, and 3% for enhanced security. On August 30, 2009, General Stanley McChrystal, Commander in Afghanistan, submitted a strategic assessment and a request for additional troops was reportedly given to Secretary of Defense Gates on September 26 , 2009. That request is unlikely to be vetted either within DOD and the Administration until additional ongoing White House reviews of the strategy are completed.
Neg Cards

 Economists agree a trade deficit is not the sign of an undervalued currency

Keidel, Senior Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 05 (Albert, June, “China's Currency: Not the Problem” ,Carnegie Endowment, Policy Brief #39, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/PB39.Keidel.FINAL.pdf)
Economists all agree that in a well-functioning world market, any country will have deficits with some countries and surpluses with others. Some of these surpluses and deficits will be large. Yet a large deficit with one trading partner does not by itself prove that the partner has a bad exchange rate. The more meaningful statistic is a country’s global trade balance, the total of  all its partner trade balances—and China’s  global trade surplus is not excessively or unfairly large.  Two tests make this clear. The first test is a country’s trade surplus as a share of its gross domestic product (GDP). A large share usually

indicates unsuitably weak domestic demand. The second test is the size of a country’s global surplus as a share of the total U.S. trade deficit. Given the tangle of global supply

linkages, a country’s world surplus, rather than its country-to-country share of the U.S. trade deficit, is the true test of its contribution to global imbalances.  Table 1 shows that, compared with many other countries, China’s 2003 and 2004 world trade surpluses were not large as a share of GDP—both roughly 3 percent. These surpluses are smaller than those for Germany, the Netherlands, Thailand, Argentina, Malaysia, and Singapore.  China’s share of the total U.S. trade deficit reveals similar results. Table 2 shows that China’s global surpluses in 2003 and 2004 were, respectively, 7 and 8 percent of the U.S. deficit. These are similar to Singapore’s share and much less than those for Japan, Germany, the oil exporters, and the entire euro currency area. The surpluses from Japan, the oil exporters, and the euro area together account for more then 60 percent of the U.S. trade deficit. China is only a minor factor.

Trade deficit will not collapse the US hegemony

Levey, 05 (David H., March/April, Foreign Affairs, “The Overstretch Myth.” Vol. 84 Issue 2, p2, 6p, 
	http://search.epnet.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=aph&an=16290830)


The U.S. economy, according to doubters, rests on an unsustainable accumulation of foreign debt. Fueled by government profligacy and low private savings rates, the current account deficit-the difference between what U.S. residents spend abroad and what they earn abroad in a year--now stands at almost six percent of GDP; total net foreign liabilities are approaching a quarter of GDP. Sudden unwillingness by investors abroad to continue adding to their already large dollar assets, in this scenario, would set off a panic, causing the dollar to tank, interest rates to skyrocket, and the U.S. economy to descend into crisis, dragging the rest of the world down with it.  Despite the persistence and pervasiveness of this doomsday prophecy, U.S. hegemony is in reality solidly grounded: it rests on an economy that is continually extending its lead in the innovation and application of new technology, ensuring its continued appeal for foreign central banks and private investors. The dollar's role as the global monetary standard is not threatened, and the risk to U.S. financial stability posed by large foreign liabilities has been exaggerated. To be sure, the economy will at some point have to adjust to a decline in the dollar and a rise in interest rates. But these trends will at worst slow the growth of U.S. consumers' standard of living, not undermine the United States' role as global pacesetter. If anything, the world's appetite for U.S. assets bolsters U.S. predominance rather than undermines it.

**Terrorism ADV**

Terror 1ac

Contention_____- Terrorism 

A massive nuclear terrorist attack is inevitable by 2013
Allison 10 - Douglas Dillon professor of government and director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government (Graham, “A Failure to Imagine the Worst,” Foreign Policy, January 25th, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/01/25/a_failure_to_imagine_the_worst?page=0,0)

In his first speech to the U.N. Security Council, U.S. President Barack Obama challenged members to think about the impact of a single nuclear bomb. He said: "Just one nuclear weapon exploded in a city -- be it New York or Moscow, Tokyo or Beijing, London or Paris -- could kill hundreds of thousands of people." The consequences, he noted, would "destabilize our security, our economies, and our very way of life."

Before the Sept. 11, 2001, assault on the World Trade Center and Pentagon, who could have imagined that terrorists would mount an attack on the American homeland that would kill more citizens than Japan did at Pearl Harbor? As then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice testified to the 9/11 Commission: "No one could have imagined them taking a plane, slamming it into the Pentagon ... into the World Trade Center, using planes as missiles." For most Americans, the idea of international terrorists conducting a successful attack on their homeland, killing thousands of citizens, was not just unlikely. It was inconceivable.

As is now evident, assertions about what is "imaginable" or "conceivable," however, are propositions about our minds, not about what is objectively possible.

Prior to 9/11, how unlikely was a megaterrorist attack on the American homeland? In the previous decade, al Qaeda attacks on the World Trade Center in 1993, U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998, and the USS Cole in 2000 had together killed almost 250 and injured nearly 6,000. Moreover, the organization was actively training thousands of recruits in camps in Afghanistan for future terrorist operations.

Thinking about risks we face today, we should reflect on the major conclusion of the bipartisan 9/11 Commission established to investigate that catastrophe. The U.S. national security establishment's principal failure prior to Sept. 11, 2001, was, the commission found, a "failure of imagination." Summarized in a single sentence, the question now is: Are we at risk of an equivalent failure to imagine a nuclear 9/11? After the recent attempted terrorist attack on Northwest Airlines Flight 253, this question is more urgent than ever.

The thought that terrorists could successfully explode a nuclear bomb in an American city killing hundreds of thousands of people seems incomprehensible. This essential incredulity is rooted in three deeply ingrained presumptions. First, no one could seriously intend to kill hundreds of thousands of people in a single attack. Second, only states are capable of mass destruction; nonstate actors would be unable to build or use nuclear weapons. Third, terrorists would not be able to deliver a nuclear bomb to an American city. In a nutshell, these presumptions lead to the conclusion: inconceivable.

Why then does Obama call nuclear terrorism "the single most important national security threat that we face" and "a threat that rises above all others in urgency?" Why the unanimity among those who have shouldered responsibility for U.S. national security in recent years that this is a grave and present danger? In former CIA Director George Tenet's assessment, "the main threat is the nuclear one. I am convinced that this is where [Osama bin Laden] and his operatives desperately want to go." When asked recently what keeps him awake at night, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates answered: "It's the thought of a terrorist ending up with a weapon of mass destruction, especially nuclear."
Leaders who have reached this conclusion about the genuine urgency of the nuclear terrorist threat are not unaware of their skeptics' presumptions. Rather, they have examined the evidence, much of which has been painstakingly compiled here by Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, former head of the CIA's terrorism and weapons-of-mass-destruction efforts, and much of which remains classified. Specifically, who is seriously motivated to kill hundreds of thousands of Americans? Osama bin Laden, who has declared his intention to kill "4 million Americans -- including 2 million children." The deeply held belief that even if they wanted to, "men in caves can't do this" was then Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf's view when Tenet flew to Islamabad to see him after 9/11. As Tenet (assisted by Mowatt-Larssen) took him step by step through the evidence, he discovered that indeed they could. Terrorists' opportunities to bring a bomb into the United States follow the same trails along which 275 tons of drugs and 3 million people crossed U.S. borders illegally last year.

In 2007, Congress established a successor to the 9/11 Commission to focus on terrorism using weapons of mass destruction. This bipartisan Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism issued its report to Congress and the Obama administration in December 2008. In the commission's unanimous judgment: "it is more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in the world by the end of 2013."
Faced with the possibility of an American Hiroshima, many Americans are paralyzed by a combination of denial and fatalism. Either it hasn't happened, so it's not going to happen; or, if it is going to happen, there's nothing we can do to stop it. Both propositions are wrong. The countdown to a nuclear 9/11 can be stopped, but only by realistic recognition of the threat, a clear agenda for action, and relentless determination to pursue it.
Overseas bases become a lightning ground for terrorism and makes conflicts more likely to escalate

Vine 09 - Assistant Prof of Anthropology at American University (David, Too Many Overseas Bases, FPIF, feb 25)
Bases abroad have become a major and unacknowledged “face” of the United States, frequently damaging the nation’s reputation, engendering grievances and anger, and generally creating antagonistic rather than cooperative relationships between the United States and others. Most dangerously, as we have seen in Saudi Arabia and Yemen, and as we are seeing in Iraq and Afghanistan, foreign bases create breeding grounds for radicalism, anti-Americanism, and attacks on the United States, reducing, rather than improving, our national security. Proponents of maintaining the overseas base status quo will argue, however, that our foreign bases are critical to national and global security. A closer examination shows that overseas bases have often heightened military tensions and discouraged diplomatic solutions to international conflicts. Rather than stabilizing dangerous regions, our overseas bases have often increased global militarization, enlarging security threats faced by other nations who respond by boosting military spending (and in cases like China and Russia, foreign base acquisition) in an escalating spiral. Overseas bases actually make war more likely, not less.

Nuclear terrorism is an existential threat—it escalates to nuclear war with Russia and China.

Ayson ’10 
[ Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington (Robert, July, “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld)]

A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide. There is also the question of how other nuclear-armed states respond to the act of nuclear terrorism on another member of that special club. It could reasonably be expected that following a nuclear terrorist attack on the United States, both Russia and China would extend immediate sympathy and support to Washington and would work alongside the United States in the Security Council. But there is just a chance, albeit a slim one, where the support of Russia and/or China is less automatic in some cases than in others. For example, what would happen if the United States wished to discuss its right to retaliate against groups based in their territory? If, for some reason, Washington found the responses of Russia and China deeply underwhelming, (neither “for us or against us”) might it also suspect that they secretly were in cahoots with the group, increasing (again perhaps ever so slightly) the chances of a major exchange. If the terrorist group had some connections to groups in Russia and China, or existed in areas of the world over which Russia and China held sway, and if Washington felt that Moscow or Beijing were placing a curiously modest level of pressure on them, what conclusions might it then draw about their culpability? If Washington decided to use, or decided to threaten the use of, nuclear weapons, the responses of Russia and China would be crucial to the chances of avoiding a more serious nuclear exchange. They might surmise, for example, that while the act of nuclear terrorism was especially heinous and demanded a strong response, the response simply had to remain below the nuclear threshold. It would be one thing for a non-state actor to have broken the nuclear use taboo, but an entirely different thing for a state actor, and indeed the leading state in the international system, to do so. If Russia and China felt sufficiently strongly about that prospect, there is then the question of what options would lie open to them to dissuade the United States from such action: and as has been seen over the last several decades, the central dissuader of the use of nuclear weapons by states has been the threat of nuclear retaliation. If some readers find this simply too fanciful, and perhaps even offensive to contemplate, it may be informative to reverse the tables. Russia, which possesses an arsenal of thousands of nuclear warheads and that has been one of the two most important trustees of the non-use taboo, is subjected to an attack of nuclear terrorism. In response, Moscow places its nuclear forces very visibly on a higher state of alert and declares that it is considering the use of nuclear retaliation against the group and any of its state supporters. How would Washington view such a possibility? Would it really be keen to support Russia’s use of nuclear weapons, including outside Russia’s traditional sphere of influence? And if not, which seems quite plausible, what options would Washington have to communicate that displeasure? If China had been the victim of the nuclear terrorism and seemed likely to retaliate in kind, would the United States and Russia be happy to sit back and let this occur? In the charged atmosphere immediately after a nuclear terrorist attack, how would the attacked country respond to pressure from other major nuclear powers not to respond in kind? The phrase “how dare they tell us what to do” immediately springs to mind. Some might even go so far as to interpret this concern as a tacit form of sympathy or support for the terrorists. This might not help the chances of nuclear restraint.
Withdrawal solves- staying fuels GLOBAL terrorism   

Mazetti 06

[Mark Mazetta, New York Times Correspondent and Pulitzer Prize winner for reporting on the intensifying violence in Pakistan and Afghanistan and Washington's response, “Spy Agencies Say Iraq War Worsens Terrorism Threat” 8/24/06 http://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/24/world/middleeast/24terror.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1&partner=rssnyt&emc=rss]
A stark assessment of terrorism trends by American intelligence agencies has found that the American invasion and occupation of Iraq has helped spawn a new generation of Islamic radicalism and that the overall terrorist threat has grown since the Sept. 11 attacks. The classified National Intelligence Estimate attributes a more direct role to the Iraq war in fueling radicalism than that presented either in recent White House documents or in a report released Wednesday by the House Intelligence Committee, according to several officials in Washington involved in preparing the assessment or who have read the final document. The intelligence estimate, completed in April, is the first formal appraisal of global terrorism by United States intelligence agencies since the Iraq war began, and represents a consensus view of the 16 disparate spy services inside government. Titled “Trends in Global Terrorism: Implications for the United States,’’ it asserts that Islamic radicalism, rather than being in retreat, has metastasized and spread across the globe. An opening section of the report, “Indicators of the Spread of the Global Jihadist Movement,” cites the Iraq war as a reason for the diffusion of jihad ideology. The report “says that the Iraq war has made the overall terrorism problem worse,” said one American intelligence official. More than a dozen United States government officials and outside experts were interviewed for this article, and all spoke only on condition of anonymity because they were discussing a classified intelligence document. The officials included employees of several government agencies, and both supporters and critics of the Bush administration. All of those interviewed had either seen the final version of the document or participated in the creation of earlier drafts. These officials discussed some of the document’s general conclusions but not details, which remain highly classified. Officials with knowledge of the intelligence estimate said it avoided specific judgments about the likelihood that terrorists would once again strike on United States soil. The relationship between the Iraq war and terrorism, and the question of whether the United States is safer, have been subjects of persistent debate since the war began in 2003. National Intelligence Estimates are the most authoritative documents that the intelligence community produces on a specific national security issue, and are approved by John D. Negroponte, director of national intelligence. Their conclusions are based on analysis of raw intelligence collected by all of the spy agencies. Analysts began working on the estimate in 2004, but it was not finalized until this year. Part of the reason was that some government officials were unhappy with the structure and focus of earlier versions of the document, according to officials involved in the discussion. Previous drafts described actions by the United States government that were determined to have stoked the jihad movement, like the indefinite detention of prisoners at Guantánamo Bay and the Abu Ghraib prison abuse scandal, and some policy makers argued that the intelligence estimate should be more focused on specific steps to mitigate the terror threat. It is unclear whether the final draft of the intelligence estimate criticizes individual policies of the United States, but intelligence officials involved in preparing the document said its conclusions were not softened or massaged for political purposes. Frederick Jones, a White House spokesman, said the White House “played no role in drafting or reviewing the judgments expressed in the National Intelligence Estimate on terrorism.” The estimate’s judgments confirm some predictions of a National Intelligence Council report completed in January 2003, two months before the Iraq invasion. That report stated that the approaching war had the potential to increase support for political Islam worldwide and could increase support for some terrorist objectives. 

Terror Add-On

War in Iraq causes Global Terrorism 

Mazetti 06

[Mark Mazetta, New York Times Correspondent and Pulitzer Prize winner for reporting on the intensifying violence in Pakistan and Afghanistan and Washington's response, “Spy Agencies Say Iraq War Worsens Terrorism Threat” 8/24/06 http://www.nytimes.com/2006/09/24/world/middleeast/24terror.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1&partner=rssnyt&emc=rss]
A stark assessment of terrorism trends by American intelligence agencies has found that the American invasion and occupation of Iraq has helped spawn a new generation of Islamic radicalism and that the overall terrorist threat has grown since the Sept. 11 attacks. The classified National Intelligence Estimate attributes a more direct role to the Iraq war in fueling radicalism than that presented either in recent White House documents or in a report released Wednesday by the House Intelligence Committee, according to several officials in Washington involved in preparing the assessment or who have read the final document. The intelligence estimate, completed in April, is the first formal appraisal of global terrorism by United States intelligence agencies since the Iraq war began, and represents a consensus view of the 16 disparate spy services inside government. Titled “Trends in Global Terrorism: Implications for the United States,’’ it asserts that Islamic radicalism, rather than being in retreat, has metastasized and spread across the globe. An opening section of the report, “Indicators of the Spread of the Global Jihadist Movement,” cites the Iraq war as a reason for the diffusion of jihad ideology. The report “says that the Iraq war has made the overall terrorism problem worse,” said one American intelligence official. More than a dozen United States government officials and outside experts were interviewed for this article, and all spoke only on condition of anonymity because they were discussing a classified intelligence document. The officials included employees of several government agencies, and both supporters and critics of the Bush administration. All of those interviewed had either seen the final version of the document or participated in the creation of earlier drafts. These officials discussed some of the document’s general conclusions but not details, which remain highly classified. Officials with knowledge of the intelligence estimate said it avoided specific judgments about the likelihood that terrorists would once again strike on United States soil. The relationship between the Iraq war and terrorism, and the question of whether the United States is safer, have been subjects of persistent debate since the war began in 2003. National Intelligence Estimates are the most authoritative documents that the intelligence community produces on a specific national security issue, and are approved by John D. Negroponte, director of national intelligence. Their conclusions are based on analysis of raw intelligence collected by all of the spy agencies. Analysts began working on the estimate in 2004, but it was not finalized until this year. Part of the reason was that some government officials were unhappy with the structure and focus of earlier versions of the document, according to officials involved in the discussion. Previous drafts described actions by the United States government that were determined to have stoked the jihad movement, like the indefinite detention of prisoners at Guantánamo Bay and the Abu Ghraib prison abuse scandal, and some policy makers argued that the intelligence estimate should be more focused on specific steps to mitigate the terror threat. It is unclear whether the final draft of the intelligence estimate criticizes individual policies of the United States, but intelligence officials involved in preparing the document said its conclusions were not softened or massaged for political purposes. Frederick Jones, a White House spokesman, said the White House “played no role in drafting or reviewing the judgments expressed in the National Intelligence Estimate on terrorism.” The estimate’s judgments confirm some predictions of a National Intelligence Council report completed in January 2003, two months before the Iraq invasion. That report stated that the approaching war had the potential to increase support for political Islam worldwide and could increase support for some terrorist objectives. 

Nuclear War

SID – AHMED  04   Political Analyst [Mohamed, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain – the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.  So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.  What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Ext- Terrorists Can get the bomb 

Terrorists can easily get nuclear weapons 

NCI 03
[Nuclear Control Institute,  “Nuclear Terrorism --- How To Prevent It” 2003  http://www.nci.org/nuketerror.htm] 
Although generally better secured than nuclear materials, there is still a possibility that nuclear weapons could be stolen by terrorists. In 1986, the NCI\SUNY International Task Force on the Prevention of Nuclear Terrorism raised concerns about the vulnerability of tactical nuclear weapons to theft. Since the 1991 collapse of the Soviet Union, the United States and Russia have removed nearly all their tactical nuclear weapons from overseas deployment. However, there has been continued speculation that some number of Soviet "suitcase bombs" (small portable nuclear weapons) remain unaccounted for, with unconfirmed reports that they have been obtained by al Qaeda. Also, security weaknesses have been identified at nuclear weapons laboratories and other installations in both Russia and the United States. Further, the security of India and Pakistans embryonic nuclear arsenals is uncertain, as is the question of whether weapons in these states are secured by Permissive Action Link (PAL) systems (coded, electronic locks). In the United States, the Nuclear Emergency Search Team (NEST) is a highly secretive federal inter-agency group that has had the responsibility for more than 20 years for locating and deactivating terrorist nuclear weapons, but its technical ability to fulfill this daunting mission if the need arose remains uncertain.
Terrorism Goes Nuclear: it’s the biggest risk to U.S. security 

Helfand Et al 02

[British Medical Journal- Ira Helfand, chief, emergency medicine section , Lachlan Forrow, associate professor of medicine , Jaya Tiwari, research director, “Nuclear Terrorism” 2/9/02,  http://www.nci.org/02NCI/03/bmj_356.htm]

There is clear evidence that some terrorist groups have been trying to obtain nuclear materials, primarily from the enormous stockpiles of the former Soviet Union. In December 1994 Czech police seized 4 kg of highly enriched uranium. During that same year German police seized more than 400 g of plutonium.6 In October 2001 Turkish police arrested two men with 1.16 kg of weapons grade uranium.7 Also in October 2001 the Russian Defence Ministry reported two recent incidents when terrorist groups attempted to break into Russian nuclear storage sties but were repulsed.8 Since 1993 the International Atomic Energy Agency has reported 175 cases of nuclear trafficking, 18 involving highly enriched uranium or plutonium.9 Even more alarming are reports that small fully built nuclear weapons are missing from the Russian arsenal. In 1996 the Russian general Alexander Lebed claimed that 40 of these so called suitcase weapons were unaccounted for. He subsequently retracted the claim but in a manner that failed to reassure many experts.8 Even before the attack on the World Trade Center, the threat of nuclear terrorism was well recognised by the US Department of Energy, which warned: "The most urgent unmet national security threat to the United States today is the danger that weapons of mass destruction or weapons useable material in Russia could be stolen and sold to terrorists or hostile nation states and used against American troops abroad or citizens at home."10  The efforts of the al-Qaeda network to obtain nuclear weapons or weapons grade nuclear materials are particularly worrying. Al-Qaeda agents have tried to buy uranium from South Africa, and have made repeated trips to three central Asian states to try to buy weapons grade material or complete nuclear weapons.9 Sultan Bashiruddin Mahmood, a leading Pakistani nuclear engineer, made repeated visits to the Taliban stronghold of Kandahar between 1998 and 2001, leading the Pakistan government to place him and two other nuclear scientists under house arrest.11 More recently there have been speculative reports that al-Qaeda has purchased 20 of the Russian suitcase weapons from Chechen sources for a reported $30m plus two tonnes of opium.11 In addition, Russian nuclear experts have raised concerns that terrorists could gain control of a Russian nuclear missile facility and initiate an attack against the United States using strategic nuclear missiles (B Blair, remarks delivered to National Press Club, 14 Nov 2001).  

Ext- Attack soon  

The next attack will happen within the decade

Center for American Progress 07

[Third Semi-annual, Nonpartisan Survey of Foreign Policy Experts from the Center for American Progress and Foreign Policy

 “The Terrorism Index,” 8/20/07,  http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2007/08/terrorism_index.html]
To find out, Foreign Policy and the Center for American Progress once again turned to the very people who have run the United States’ national security apparatus during the past half century. Surveying more than 100 of America’s top foreign-policy experts—Republicans and Democrats alike—the FOREIGN POLICY/Center for American Progress Terrorism Index is the only comprehensive, nonpartisan effort to mine the highest echelons of the nation’s foreign-policy establishment for its assessment of how the United States is fighting the war on terror. First released in July 2006, and again last February, the index attempts to draw definitive conclusions about the war’s priorities, policies, and progress. Its participants include people who have served as secretary of state, national security advisor, senior White House aides, top commanders in the U.S. military, seasoned intelligence professionals, and distinguished academics. Eighty percent of the experts have served in the U.S. government—including more than half in the Executive Branch, 32 percent in the military, and 21 percent in the intelligence community.   The world these experts see today is one that continues to grow more threatening. Fully 91 percent say the world is becoming more dangerous for Americans and the United States, up 10 percentage points since February. Eighty-four percent do not believe the United States is winning the war on terror, an increase of 9 percentage points from six months ago. More than 80 percent expect a terrorist attack on the scale of 9/11 within a decade, a result that is more or less unchanged from one year ago.

Neg Cards

Global terrorist attacks have substantially decreased – proves the turning point in the war on the terror

Finel and Difo, 10 - *Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the American Security Project AND **policy analyst for counterterrorism at ASP (Bernard and Germain, “Are We Winning? Mid-Year Update New Indications of Progress and Lingering Concerns in the Fight against al Qaeda,” http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/AWW-Mid-Year-Update-FINAL.pdf
Since its inception in 2006, the American Security Project has relied heavily on a consistent metric in assessing the overall level of global Islamist violence: the number of Islamist terror attacks world-wide. Using data from the National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC),1 we count only those attacks for which there is definitive evidence of an Islamist connection and we have consistently excluded attacks in the conflict zones of Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as those that are part of the Israeli-Palestinian dispute. In the 2009 report, we noted that Islamist attacks world-wide had leveled off, and we expressed cautious optimism that we were at a turning point regarding the overall strength of the movement. Six months of additional data seem to have borne out these assessments.
Incident rates had remained above 200 per quarter for four consecutive quarters from July 2008 to June 2009 before declining to 162 in the third quarter of 2009 and 181 in the fourth quarter of 2009. This is especially significant given that in every year since 2004, attacks have peaked in the second half of the year. 

Obviously, these overall numbers represent an aggregation of numerous positive and negative trends, but we have long argued that the threat to the United States is at least in part a function of the overall level of violence. The larger the pool of extremists, the larger the risk that some will choose to attack American interests or be recruited into groups like al Qaeda with global aspirations.

Much of this decline is due to decreasing violence in Pakistan. Though there have been several high profile attacks in Pakistan, Islamist violence in that country is down 60% from the first six months of 2009. There was also a marked decrease in Islamist violence in Russia in the last months of 2009, though several high-profile attacks in March 2010 call the durability of that change into question.2 Somalia remains the most significant hotspot, with Islamist violence there continuing to increase. The Somali challenge is especially threatening because of the large Somali-American population in the United States that is at-risk for radicalization.3

**RMA Add-on**

RMA Add-On 

Withdrawal frees up money for RMA 

UPI 08 [UPI Energy, 4/15/ 2008, Defense cash 'won't cover big tickets', lexis] 

U.S. military modernization is at risk from the rising costs of operations, maintenance and personnel, says a report from defense contractors.  "U.S. Defense Modernization: Readiness Now and for the Future," was published Tuesday by the Aerospace Industries Association, which represents the big U.S. manufacturers of military and civilian aircraft, space systems and information technology.  The report says that trends in defense budgeting and the use of Defense Department investment funds to pay current bills "threaten future readiness."  The authors say that growing costs of fielding an enlarged and widely deployed force of the kind envisaged by military planners for the U.S.-led war on terror will balloon in the next five years, which will constrain spending on big-ticket modernization programs.  "At current rates," says the report, "the operations and maintenance element of the budget will have more than doubled between 1998 and 2013 -- faster than the growth in the defense budget itself." Operations and maintenance is the budget category that pays for the things troops on the ground actually use during military actions -- ammunition, fuel, vehicles, body armor, etc.  "In contrast," the report notes, "modernization investment will increase by slightly more than 50 percent (over the same period), well below the growth path of the general budget."  The association calls for an increase in annual defense procurement funding to "a steady state range" of $120 billion to $150 billion a year, rising in line with inflation. It says "stability" is needed in procurement and research spending to "foster innovation" and address "the bow wave of modernization requirements."  It recommends creating "a national consensus" that the "floor for defense spending" should be 4 percent of gross domestic product.  "The next administration will have to address financial resource challenges even if defense spending increases," it warns.
U.S.  RMA solves China and North Korea 
Deitchman, 2004 (S. J., an independent defense consultant based in Bethesda, Maryland, formerly worked at DOD and the Institute for Defense Analyses, Completing the transformation of U.S. military forces: the updated military excelled in Afghanistan and Iraq, but further progress must be supported now to ensure long-term security." Issues in Science and Technology 20.4, Summer)
Why not wait? Although there have been no arguments about the need to enhance the combat information network and systems, including their intelligence components, there have been extensive arguments about the need for any or all of the new and advanced aircraft, ships, and ground combat vehicles. The primary objections to the new systems are that they cost too much and are unnecessary now that the United States has no enemies with the military sophistication that the Soviets possessed. But these arguments fail to account for certain realities.  First, potential opponents may field formidable armed forces to meet those of the United States. For example, North Korea remains an enigmatic but powerful threat to U.S. interests in the Pacific region. Another example in that area might be a China that, although friendly in a guarded sort of way now, could easily become a military opponent over the issue of Taiwan. That situation can blow up at any time from misunderstanding of the positions of any of the three principals--China, Taiwan, or the United States. Without U.S. fielding of forces obviously able to meet the North Koreans or the Chinese militarily, the growing capabilities of those countries could cause Japan to wonder about the military reliability of the United States as an ally. Although Japan's constitution puts a limit on the growth of the country's offensive military capability, the government could remove that limit if it felt threatened, and Japan has the technological capability to develop advanced weapons, possibly including nuclear weapons.  North Korea and China are but two examples of sudden military conflict that might arise in the arc of instability that reaches from North Africa through the Middle East, south and central Asia, all the way to the Korean peninsula. A third example of such a potential opponent arising without much strategic warning could be Pakistan if its government were to fall to the country's Islamist fundamentalist factions.  This is not the place to discuss the likelihood of such threats arising, but we must take note of the potential developments that could evolve into military threats. As has been highlighted above, several of these possible opponents are actively acquiring some of the advanced Soviet-era and more recent systems that can exploit the vulnerabilities of today's U.S. forces. And we must certainly expect that China, with its fast-growing, technology-based economy, will soon be able to field its own versions of such systems.  The problem for the United States, then, is to track and maintain superiority over the growing capability of potential military opponents. Current U.S. military systems are able to match those of such opposition now, but if the United States stands down on advancing its capability, that increasingly precarious balance could change. Worse, it might not realize that the balance had changed until it was already engaged in battle.  The argument that if the United States remains alert, it can identify developing threats in time to respond fails to recognize how long it takes to respond. It takes on the order of 10 to 20 years to field major new military systems. It can take a decade just to field a significant improvement in an existing system, such as a new aircraft or ship radar system. Yet the strategic and military need for such systems could arise in a year or two, or even as a total surprise, as the country learned at Pearl Harbor and feared throughout the Cold War.
US/China war causes extinction

Straits Times 00  (“No One Gains In War Over Taiwan”, 6-25, Lexis)

THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

RMA Good-Terror

 RMA solves terrorism- long range strikes and information awareness prove

Sloan, 2002 Defence Analyst with the Directorate of Strategic Analysis at Canada's National Defence Headquarters
(Elinor, assistant professor in the Department of Political Science at Carleton University, The Revolution in Military Affairs: Implications for Canada and nato, p. 52)
Simply put, the United States can be expected to speed up those elements of the U.S. military's force transformation program that fit with or advance America's ability to combat terrorism. Many elements are relevant here. They include, above all, developing the smaller, more rapidly mobile, deployable, and lethal ground forces that have figured centrally in RMA doctrine from the outset. A particular emphasis is placed on special operations forces. However the force transformation efforts begun by the U.S. army in 1999 will also be essential. Not surprisingly, the QDR of 2001 calls on the secretary of the army to accelerate the introduction of forward-stationed interim brigade combat teams. In addition, the army is exploring ways it can accelerate the development of its future combat systems.51 Strategic sea and air lift will also be important, as will combat helicopters for battlefield mobility. Heavy platforms, like main battle tanks, are likely to become even more outdated in the new strategic environment. A second key RMA capability central to the war against terrorism is long-range precision strike. Associated platforms and weapons include stealthy 15-2 bombers equipped with satellite-guided joint direct attack munitions, u-i bombers equipped with satellite-guided launched cruise missiles, and submarines equipped with satellite-guided Tomahawk cruise missiles. Short-range tactical aircraft, dependent as they are on overseas bases, carriers, and refuelling aircraft, are less likely to be a platform of choice for military planners and political leaders. Finally, combatting international terrorism will depend to a significant degree on advanced battlespace awareness and control capabilities. "Our highest priority right now is situational awareness," argued one high-level Pentagon official in the weeks following the terrorist attacks of September 2001.51 Unmanned aerial vehicles like the Predator and the Global Hawk will be particularly important, as will advanced command, control communications, computing and intelligence (C41) systems. Consistent with these trends, the Pentagon is using its share of the emergency funding provided after the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington to accelerate the development of unmanned aerial vehicles, precision munitions, and C41 programs.

RMA Good-Heg

Continued focus on RMA will allow the U.S. to retain global hegemony for decades

Gongora, Research Associate with the Institut quebecois des hautes etudes internationals, and von Riekhoff, Professor of Political Science, Carleton University in Ottawa, 2K (Thierry and Harold, Toward a Revolution in Military Affairs? Defense and Security at the Dawn of the Twenty-First Century, p. 7)
One cannot escape the central role of the United States in discussing national perspectives about the RMA. The present U.S. position as the sole global power, established with the end of the Cold War, has been reinforced by the introduction of RMA technologies and doctrines. Unlike the short-lived monopoly of atomic weapons, U.S. primacy in the RMA sphere promises to continue unchallenged for at least another twenty years, if not longer. One merely needs to cite a few elementary facts to establish the scope of U.S. dominance of the field. U.S. investment in intelligence collection, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), particularly space-based aspects of the so-called system of systems, exceeds that of all other nations combined, and the United States also leads in C4I and precision force (Nye and Owens 1996, 28). U.S. R&D expenses in information technology exceed those of the rest of the world. When it comes to dominant situational awareness, the United States, to cite Libicki, has the "world's best eyes" (Libicki 1998, 414). In the foreseeable future, no country or group of countries can match U.S. hegemony in the RMA sphere. As a consequence, all wars in which the United States chooses to become involved will inevitably assume the nature of asymmetric conflicts (Freedman 1998,34).

EXT-Plan Solves Rma

Extended Deployments kills RMA  

Carafano and Rozensweig, 2005 
(James Jay, Senior Research Fellow @ Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, and Paul, Senior Legal Research Fellow in the Center for Legal and Judicial Studies at the Heritage Foundation, “Winning the Long War: Lessons from the Cold War for Defeating Terrorism and Preserving Freedom,” www.heritage.org/Research/HomelandDefense/the-long-war-ch1.cfm) 
 Clearly, today’s U.S. military is either under-resourced or incorrectly structured to handle the missions that are being asked of it. Here is an example: In the summer of 2004, America had about 3 million men and women in uniform. Yet we are having a tough time keeping 160,000 of them in Afghanistan and Iraq. You do the math. The problem is not that the military is too small. It is simply structured to fight the last war in the last century. The result? Too many troops in the wrong uniform, in the wrong places, trained in the wrong skills, who are subsequently of questionable value to the war on terrorism.
***POLITICS***

**climate bill**

Will Pass

Climate legislation will pass – vote on july 26

Boeve 7 – 19 [May, “Two sides of the Same planet”

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/may-boeve/two-sides-of-the-same-pla_b_651600.html] 


Any moment now, Harry Reid will unveil climate and energy legislation for the Senate to begin debating as soon as July 26. Dealing with climate change is already a race against time: just last week another round of scientific evidence revealed how little time is left to dramatically cut emissions. Nervous Senators may want to delay action, but it's unlikely chemistry and physics will bend to fit the political calendar. As politicians continue to whine, the planet continues to warm.

Climate bill will pass - financial reform creates momentum

Murray 7 - 16 [James is chief editor at business green, "Senate clears path for run at climate legislation"

http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2266590/senate-clears-path-run-climate] 

The Senate last night passed Barack Obama's financial reform bill, finally clearing the way for a vote on controversial climate change legislation.  The president had signalled that he would throw his full weight behind trying to secure the 60 Senate votes needed to pass a comprehensive energy and climate change bill as soon as the proposed overhaul of financial regulation was completed.  Speculation is now mounting that the Senate could debate a draft climate bill put forward by Democrat senator John Kerry and independent senator Joe Lieberman within the next few weeks after Senate majority leader Harry Reid hinted that he was preparing to move forward with the latest revised version of the bill.  Senators Kerry and Lieberman have been circulating a 667-page draft version of the bill that scales back previous plans for an economy-wide emissions trading scheme in favour of a narrower carbon-pricing mechanism that initially focuses solely on energy utilities.  The proposals have secured support from a number of influential business groups and energy firms and Kerry and Lieberman are confident that the scaled-back proposals, which also include substantial support for renewable- and nuclear-energy projects, can win over the Republican votes needed to pass through the Senate. However, according to the Pew Center the utility-first proposals put forward by Kerry and Lieberman will result in emissions cuts of between 12 and 14 per cent by 2020, assuming that both the cap-and-trade scheme and other proposals contained in the draft bill such as new fuel- and energy-efficiency standards make it into the final version 

Climate Bill will pass – bipart and support from environmental coalitions

Fisette 7 – 14 [Jay is a Columnist for Times-Dispatch, “Today's Political Leaders Face Choices”
http://www2.timesdispatch.com/news/2010/jul/14/ed-fisette14-ar-290806/] 

Today, our political leaders face a similar choice: Should we put our country on a path to a clean energy economy? Last year, the U.S. House of Representatives passed a sweeping clean energy bill. But in the Senate, you need 60 percent support, not just a bare majority, to get major bills passed. So the House bill wasn't quite the right vehicle to win Senate passage.  Since then, Sens. John Kerry (D) and Joseph Lieberman (I) worked for months to design a Senate-friendly bill. And they didn't just talk to environmentalists; they spent many hours listening to groups -- such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce -- that had vehemently attacked the House bill. And last month, after all of their work, the senators introduced the American Power Act, receiving unprecedented support from industry and the environmental community -- for taking the first serious step toward passing legislation that will reduce America's dependence on oil and boost production of clean domestic power.  Looking for smart ways to attract new support, consistent with the clean energy goal, these senators managed to prepare a draft legislative text that should serve as the vehicle for bipartisan negotiations over comprehensive energy and climate change legislation. In the spirit of compromise, they added fresh funding for nuclear power -- a longtime Republican goal, but also a low-carbon source of electricity. 

Will pass

Past environmental disasters have spurred climate change legislation – giving climate bill momentum

Sesno 7 – 16 [Frank is Director of the School of Media and Public Affairs at The George Washington University, “Gulf Oil Slick Makes Climate Negotiations Slippery, Says Utility Exec”
http://www.grist.org/article/gulf-oil-slick-makes-climate-negotiations-slippery-says-utility-exec/] 

"Traditionally, American environmentalism wins its biggest victories after some important piece of American environment is poisoned, exterminated or set on fire. An oil spill and a burning river in 1969 led to new anti-pollution laws in the 1970s. The Exxon Valdez disaster helped create an Earth Day revival in 1990 and sparked a landmark clean-air law. "But this year, the worst oil spill in U.S. history -- and, before that, the worst coal-mining disaster in 40 years -- haven't put the same kind of drive into the debate over climate change and fossil-fuel energy." A few weeks ago we talked to John Pemberton of Southern Company, who says that instead of furthering the debate over a climate bill, the oil spill as stalled it. The emotional power of the disaster will make congressional members less likely to compromise and take "small steps forward": "We still have a long term energy debate in congress that is not going to solved with short term political decisions." The Clean Water Act was passed 28 months after the river fire, 33 months after the oil spill, so the political fallout of the oil spill still has time to develop. Maybe a few months of cleaning up the damage and trying to make things right in the gulf will help congress decide whether or not to move forward with changing the way we use energy. 

Climate will pass – compromises will be made

Goodman and Gonzalez 6 - 30 [Amy and John are both the creators and editors of democracy now, "Kerry, Lieberman Offer to Further Weaken Climate Bill"
http://www.democracynow.org/2010/6/30/headlines/kerry_lieberman_offer_to_further_weaken_climate_bill] 

The bipartisan sponsors of the main Senate climate and energy bill say they’re now willing to further weaken their measure to win Republican support. Senators John Kerry and Joseph Lieberman made the pledge Tuesday following a meeting with President Obama and other lawmakers at the White House. Kerry said he and Lieberman are prepared to scale back their bill on top of initial compromises. Sen. John Kerry: "We believe we have compromised significantly, but we’re prepared to compromise further. And we are looking for some Republicans and possibly some members of our own caucus who will meet us at that place of compromise. We are prepared to scale back the reach of our legislation in order to try to find that place of compromise because we believe, and I think the president believes very strongly, what is important is for America to get started." 

A2: Economy turn

APA will reduce the budget – only a risk it helps the economy

Sorensen 7 – 7 [Adam, “How Much Would Cap and Trade Cost?”
http://swampland.blogs.time.com/2010/07/07/how-much-would-cap-and-trade-cost/] 

In a preliminary look at the American Power Act—the climate legislation that has been put forward by Senators John Kerry and Joseph Lieberman—the CBO found that the bill would actually reduce the budget deficit by about $19 billion over the 2011 to 2020 period. The CBO estimates that auctions of carbon allowances under the bill—which requires companies to essentially pay for the right to emit carbon dixoide—would raise government revenue by about $751 billion, more than bill would hike government spending through incentives for nuclear power, tax credits for energy efficiency and research and technology for new energy. 

Won’t pass

Climate scandal destroys any chance of climate legislation

Baker 7 – 19 [David is a staff writer for SF chronicle, “'Climategate' fallout may impact legislation”

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/07/18/MNNS1EFLDU.DTL] 

Five investigations into the "Climategate" scandal have now cleared a group of scientists accused of twisting data in an effort to prove the world is getting warmer. But many environmentalists and climate researchers fear the damage has already been done.  "Despite multiple denials from people in the field, this has really hurt," said Daniel Kammen, a UC Berkeley professor who contributes to reports by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. The accuracy of the IPCC's reports, long considered the most authoritative on global warming, came under fire during Climategate. "Even though the science of climate change hasn't changed, the public perception of it has," Kammen said. "You have less than 50 percent of people strongly believing in something that 99.99 percent of climate scientists agree on." Climategate's lingering effects could play a role in the debate over global warming legislation, both in Congress and in California. The U.S. Senate is expected to take up an energy and climate change bill in the next two weeks. And in California, voters this fall will decide whether to suspend the state's landmark global warming law, AB32.  "In general, I think the scandal has made the opponents of energy-rationing legislation stronger and more confident," said Myron Ebell, director of energy and global warming policy for the Competitive Enterprise Institute think tank. Ebell, who for years has been one of the fiercest critics of global warming science, doubts that Climategate by itself changed any votes in the Senate. But the scandal may have solidified skepticism about climate science among the public, he said. That would make any global warming bill harder for Senate Democrats to pass. "The American public opposes policies that are going to raise their energy prices," Ebell said. "And I just don't see how they can get around that." A Gallup poll released in March found that 48 percent of Americans believe the seriousness of climate change is usually exaggerated, up from 41 percent in 2009. But other recent polls say a majority of Americans still consider global warming a major problem and want the federal government to address it. A survey released in June by Stanford University Professor Jon Krosnick found that 74 percent of Americans believe the climate probably grew warmer in the past century. While that figure is down from 84 percent in 2007, Krosnick attributed the decline to short-term changes in the weather, not Climategate. Indeed, only 9 percent of the people surveyed had heard about the hacked e-mail messages. "At the end of the day, I feel people still see what's happening - they're seeing the heat waves, they're seeing the fires, they know the ice is thinning," said Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Calif. "The last decade, we know, is the warmest on record, and no e-mails are going to change that." Still, environmentalists fear that Climategate will make passing federal global warming legislation, already a difficult task, that much tougher. "If members of Congress believe that - because of the coverage of so-called Climategate - the public is less concerned about the impacts of global warming, some of the senators who are on the fence may feel less compelled to vote for legislation that curbs global warming pollution," said Dan Lashof, director of the Natural Resources Defense Council's climate center. "That's the real danger in this." 

Climate bill won’t pass – the bill is dead

Klien 7 – 19 [Ezra, “Cap-and-trade is dead”
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/ezra-klein/2010/07/were_not_getting_a_price_on_ca.html] 

You can't pass what you can't say: Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid played dumb last week when a reporter asked him if the energy and climate bill headed to the floor would come with a “cap” on greenhouse gas emissions.  “I don’t use that,” the Nevada Democrat replied. “Those words are not in my vocabulary. We’re going to work on pollution.” One of my rules in politics is that whichever side is resorting to framing devices is losing. In 2004, when Democrats became obsessed with George Lakoff, it's because they felt unpopular and looking for a quick fix. And in 2006, when they took the Congress back, it wasn't because they found a new slogan. It was because the Iraq War and Jack Abramoff had made the Republicans toxic. In 2008, it was exhaustion with George W. Bush and a cratering economy. Post-9/11 frame theory wouldn't have said run the black guy with the name "Hussein." If cap-and-trade is so unpopular that its primary legislative advocates can't mention it, then it's dead. The BP oil spill offered a chance to change the fundamentals on the issue and Democrats decided against trying to use the disaster as a galvanizing moment for climate legislation. Word games don't offer a similar opportunity. 

Won’t pass

Climate won’t pass – GOP, Energy coalitions and even democrats will block

Murray 7 - 16 [James is chief editor at business green, "Senate clears path for run at climate legislation"

http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2266590/senate-clears-path-run-climate] 

However, many Republican senators remain fiercely opposed to a bill that they believe will raise energy prices for businesses and consumers.  Their hand was strengthened this week when the National Rural Electric Co-operative Association and the American Chemistry Council briefed the press voicing concerns about the impact of the proposed utility-first approach on energy bills. There were also reports that the influential Edison Electric Institute, which represents around 70 per cent of the US electricity generation industry, remains uncertain on whether to support the bill.  Moreover, a number of Democrat senators have signalled they could vote against the bill and are pushing for the party leadership to adopt alternative legislation that scraps emissions trading plans altogether.  Speaking on a conference call with reporters this week, West Virginia Democrat senator Jay Rockefeller said the cap-and-trade proposals currently being considered cannot get 60 votes, adding that it was common knowledge on Capitol Hill that the Kerry-Lieberman bill will not pass this year.  Senator Rockefeller was speaking at the launch of a new bi-partisan energy bill that he has crafted alongside Republican senator George Voinovich, which would aim to raise $20bn over 10 years to support the installation of carbon capture and storage (CCS) technologies .Meanwhile, the Kerry-Lieberman bill can also expect to face opposition from some green groups after a new analysis from the Pew Center on Global Climate Change suggested that the latest watered-down version of the bill falls short of the emission cuts originally promised by president Barack Obama at last year's Copenhagen summit. 

Climate Bill won't pass - democrats don't want to risk midterms

SAMUELSOHN 7 - 16 [Darren is the senior energy and environmental writer for politico, "'Brown Dogs' complicate climate plan" http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39830.html] 

President Barack Obama’s next big legislative priority — a comprehensive energy and climate bill — sits in limbo in no small part because of wavering senators from his own party.  About a dozen Democrats — from the Great Plains, Midwest, Appalachia and the South — continue to resist the idea of putting a cap on greenhouse gas emissions.  And despite months of legwork by the president’s Senate allies, few of these so-called Brown Dogs are biting. Election-year concerns, fueled by GOP labels of a “national energy tax” and public angst over expansive government, have many moderate Democrats holding tightly to the fence, unwilling to commit to the White House agenda when it comes to tackling global warming.  “I think it’s still a work in progress,” said Missouri Sen. Claire McCaskill, who worries that a cap would be a loser for Democrats in November. “You know, it took 50 years on health care.”  Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) is spending the next week working through various proposals on energy and climate change with a goal of starting floor debate as early as the week of July 26. But garnering 60 votes on a plan that caps emissions is a major challenge as long as Democrats such as McCaskill fear the electoral consequences.     Several swing-vote Democratic senators are concerned about the implications that a carbon cap would have on electricity prices, especially for their low-income residents. They also don’t want to vote for legislation that would diminish demand for coal. McCaskill, Blanche Lincoln and Mark Pryor of Arkansas, Byron Dorgan and Kent Conrad of North Dakota, Ohio’s Sherrod Brown, Virginia’s Jim Webb and West Virginia’s John Rockefeller all have taken vocal stands on these issues.  But even with attempts to find compromise, some Democrats are flat-out opposed to any climate bill with mandatory caps on emissions.  “I don’t see it,” said Sen. Ben Nelson of Nebraska. “You never say never here because somebody may change their mind. But I won’t be one of those people changing my mind.”  Given the moderate Democrats’ complaints, even some historic supporters of a climate bill say they are doubtful the issue can pass off the floor.  “It’s not only politically touchy, it’s jobs-touchy,” said Iowa Sen. Tom Harkin), who said he could vote for the legislation but still wants to see changes to address coal-fired utilities in his state. “In a recessionary period that we’re in, boy, we can’t afford to lose any more jobs.”  Interestingly, none of the Senate Democrats whom POLITICO has identified as fence-sitters on a climate bill are running for reelection this year, a fact that undercuts some of the conventional wisdom that senators are staying away from the issue because of concerns about their jobs come November.  Still, California Sen. Dianne Feinstein, a longtime advocate of climate legislation, said Thursday that raw politics have convinced her that the votes won’t be there this year. 

Won’t pass

Won’t pass – APA will NEVER see a vote

Sorensen 7 – 7 [Adam, “How Much Would Cap and Trade Cost?”
http://swampland.blogs.time.com/2010/07/07/how-much-would-cap-and-trade-cost/] 

Fred Krupp—the president of the Environmental Defense Fund and a fierce warrior for a carbon cap—told reporters last week that Kerry-Lieberman as it stands now is unlikely to ever reach a vote, and that green groups need to be open to a less ambitious bill, such as one that only caps emissions from power utilities. How much will that cost? The CBO hasn't done an analysis—because there's been no bill written—but on his blog Michael Levi of the Council on Foreign Relations has written that a utility-only cap could have fewer sources of revenue because the carbon market itself would be much smaller than with an economy-wide

Won’t Pass – Republicans will never get on board

Khan 6 – 29 [Huma is a writer for ABC News, “Energy Bill: Can Senators Reach Agreement?”

http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/energy-climate-talks-stalled-cap-trade-debate/story?id=11045476] 

Even as the sense of urgency to address the energy issue grows, momentum on the energy and climate bill is still stalled. The idea of a cap on carbon has become a central point of contention between Democrats  and Republicans.  The death of Sen. Robert Byrd, who, despite hailing from coal-producing West Virginia, became a proponent of fostering clean energy and passing a comprehensive bill, has also cast doubt on whether there will be enough Democratic votes to pass a partisan bill.  Spencer Abraham, former energy secretary under President George W. Bush and a senator from Michigan for six years, said the current divisions are consistent with the history of energy politics.  A similar outcry for energy reform erupted in 2003, when a power outage caused a massive blackout in the northeastern U.S. and parts of Canada, becoming, at the time, the second most widespread blackout in world history. But lawmakers still couldn't come together on energy legislation and even the "Energy Policy Act" that passed two years later was considerably watered down, said Abraham, whose new book "Lights Out!: Ten Myths about (And Real Solutions to) America's Energy Crisis" will be released next week. "It's not going to be easy because even with the oil spill and the pressure that's created, it reminds me a lot of 2003 where even though there's desire to do something, there's still very sharp divisions about what that something ought to be," Abraham told ABC News.  "When companies pollute, they should be responsible for the costs to the environment and their contribution to climate change ," the White House said in a statement.  That, Republicans say, is not going to happen.  "A cap and trade proposal, a national energy tax will not sell in this country at this time," Sen. Lisa Murkowski, R-Alaska , the ranking member on the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee, said after the meeting today.  

Doesn’t solve warming

NO U.S Climate bill  will solve warming - fails to meet copenhagen expectations

Cowan 7 - 15 [Richard is an editor for Reuters, "US Senate climate bill falls short of Copenhagen aim"

http://af.reuters.com/article/metalsNews/idAFN1523837220100715?sp=true] 

A scaled-back climate change bill Senate Democrats are considering would achieve far less than President Barack Obama promised at a U.N. global warming conference last year -- but even this may be too much for Congress.  With little time left in a short, crowded legislative schedule this year, Senate Democratic leaders are weighing a final attempt to begin reducing carbon dioxide emissions.  Instead of the kind of economy-wide scheme the House of Representatives approved last year, senators are trying to rally support for a narrower plan that would set pollution caps only on the electric power sector -- covering about one-third of the country's greenhouse gas emissions.  It would do so by allowing an ever-dwindling number of pollution permits to be traded.  By signing onto the Copenhagen Accord last December, the United States accepted the goal of cutting 2005 domestic greenhouse gas emissions by 17 percent by 2020.    Many countries already were criticizing the U.S. promise of a 17 percent reduction, noting that it amounts only to a 4 percent cut from a benchmark 1990 pollution level.  The EU has pledged a 20 percent reduction by 2020, from 1990, and 30 percent if a global deal on tackling global warming is reached.  This week, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid heartened environmentalists by saying he was focusing on the utility sector for pollution reduction -- a sign that a carbon pricing mechanism could be inserted into a bill to encourage more alternative energy use and clamp down on offshore oil drilling practices after BP's Gulf of Mexico oil spill.  But it is very much in doubt whether any firm cap on U.S. emissions will become law this year. 

No modeling

Countries won’t follow – doesn’t meet Obama’s promise for copenhagen

Murray 7 - 16 [James is chief editor at business green, "Senate clears path for run at climate legislation"

http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2266590/senate-clears-path-run-climate] 

However, many Republican senators remain fiercely opposed to a bill that they believe will raise energy prices for businesses and consumers.  Their hand was strengthened this week when the National Rural Electric Co-operative Association and the American Chemistry Council briefed the press voicing concerns about the impact of the proposed utility-first approach on energy bills. There were also reports that the influential Edison Electric Institute, which represents around 70 per cent of the US electricity generation industry, remains uncertain on whether to support the bill.  Moreover, a number of Democrat senators have signalled they could vote against the bill and are pushing for the party leadership to adopt alternative legislation that scraps emissions trading plans altogether.  Speaking on a conference call with reporters this week, West Virginia Democrat senator Jay Rockefeller said the cap-and-trade proposals currently being considered cannot get 60 votes, adding that it was common knowledge on Capitol Hill that the Kerry-Lieberman bill will not pass this year.  Senator Rockefeller was speaking at the launch of a new bi-partisan energy bill that he has crafted alongside Republican senator George Voinovich, which would aim to raise $20bn over 10 years to support the installation of carbon capture and storage (CCS) technologies .Meanwhile, the Kerry-Lieberman bill can also expect to face opposition from some green groups after a new analysis from the Pew Center on Global Climate Change suggested that the latest watered-down version of the bill falls short of the emission cuts originally promised by president Barack Obama at last year's Copenhagen summit. 

Economy turn

Climate bill kills job growth and the economy

Laffer 7 – 16 [Arthur is an American economist who was a contributor to the “Regaonimics” theory, “Gulf Oil Spill 'Crisis' May Revive Growth-Killing Cap-And-Trade Bill”

http://www.investors.com/NewsAndAnalysis/Article/540628/201007161823/Gulf-Oil-Spill-Crisis-May-Revive-Growth-Killing-Cap-And-Trade-Bill.aspx] 

As White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel expressed in the midst of the financial crisis, this administration follows the rule "Never allow a crisis to go to waste." And following President Obama's Oval Office address, it is apparent that many in Washington are doing their best not to let the oil spill crisis in the Gulf "go to waste."  Prior to the Gulf disaster, the American Power Act (the Senate version of cap-and- trade) seemed all but dead.  This is as it should be. But with the Senate back from the July 4 recess, either the American Power Act will be explicitly taken up or another clean energy bill will be proffered to which the key provisions of the American Power Act will be attached.  The problem is that there is no real link between cap-and-trade regulations and the crisis in the Gulf.  As President Obama himself admitted in a speech at Andrews Air Force Base in March of this year: All that would change if cap-and-trade legislation were passed is that President Obama and Congress would have chosen the worst possible time to impose job-killing legislation on the economy.  The U.S. economy has been growing thus far in 2010, but not at the robust pace one would expect at this phase of an economic recovery, and the joblessness rate remains unacceptably high.  Additionally, the looming tax boundary and other policy mistakes the administration has already made have set the economy up for a major economic downturn in 2011.  Piling cap-and-trade regulations on top of all of this will only make a terrible economic situation even worse.  There have been many economic studies that have assessed the economic damage created by cap-and-trade regulations, including an analysis performed by two of the authors.  Depending on how the regulations are implemented, most studies find cap-and-trade regulations will cause a significant reduction in our rate of economic growth. 

Climate legislation kills the economy

Environmental Leader 7 – 19 [“EIA Finds Senate Climate Bill Could Cut GDP by $452B”

http://www.environmentalleader.com/2010/07/19/eia-finds-senate-climate-bill-could-cut-gdp-by-452b/] 

The Senate climate bill, which aims to cut greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 17 percent from the 2005 level by 2020, could cut U.S. gross domestic product (GDP) by $452 billion or 0.2 percent, and cost the average household $206 annually from 2013 to 2035, according to new analysis from the Energy Information Administration, reports Bloomberg Businessweek. EIA’s estimates are close to numbers released last year by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), which projected that the U.S. cap-and-trade program under the House bill would cost $22 billion annually, or about $175 per household, by 2020. However, the EIA says the impact on consumers could be mitigated by using 12 percent of the allowance revenues to help low-income households and offering a refundable tax credit that would be paid out with unused revenues from the bill, reports the New York Times. The report, “Energy Market and Economic Impacts the American Power Act of 2010,” provides an analysis of the American Power Act of 2010 (APA) that was released by Senator John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) on May 12, 2010. The report covers six analysis cases — APA Basic case, APA Zero Bank case, APA High Natural Gas Resource case, APA High Cost case, APA No International case, and APA Limited/No International case. As an example, in the APA Basic case, EIA analysts assume that passage of the bill will generate new innovations adopted on a large scale such as carbon capture and storage, and that the use of domestic and international offsets is not significantly constrained by cost, regulation or problems negotiating agreements with other countries, reports the New York Times. 

**START**

Will pass

Start will pass – Lugar is pushing

Lugar 7 - 17 [Richard, US Senator—Indiana + fmr Chairman @ Senate Foreign Relations Committee , "Lugar: Pass New START Now: Longtime arms-control expert says pending treaty is in the short- and long-term interests of the U.S."

http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/id_20100717_6529.php] 

Lugar: I think its prospects are good. The Foreign Relations Committee is likely to have the last of the New START hearings soon, and all of the relevant intelligence information is now available to senators and their staffs. Senator John Kerry has indicated he hopes to move the treaty out of committee in this four-week session, and then it's up to [Majority Leader Harry] Reid to schedule a floor vote in the post-Labor Day period. That's not a slam dunk, however, because there will be a lot of pressure on Senator Reid to wind things up so members can go home to defend their seats in the November elections. So it will depend on his priorities.  NJ: Do you worry that New START will be caught up in the partisan currents of an election season?  Lugar: Well, I have some concerns. I'm about to go to a Republican lunch where I fully expect to hear for an hour and a half how everything the administration proposes might be blocked. If you're a Republican leader, that makes this a difficult task. There are some in our caucus who just don't trust the Russians, and others who believe that every day that goes by before the election with nothing happening is a victory, but I'm not one of them. Even though these are partisan times, there are also a good many Republicans who really don't want to pick a fight on this treaty.  NJ: So you predict passage?  Lugar: Yes, I think it will pass. I go back to my basic theme. I admire the Obama administration for taking this complex issue on, and it has offered a modest treaty that sets the stage for an ongoing relationship with the Russians that will allow us to work together on issues of common interest. That may prove especially important as we move forward in confronting the issue of Iran's suspected nuclear program. 

START won’t get caught up in midterms—Republicans will ultimately support 

Lugar 7 - 17 [Richard, US Senator—Indiana + fmr Chairman @ Senate Foreign Relations Committee , "Lugar: Pass New START Now: Longtime arms-control expert says pending treaty is in the short- and long-term interests of the U.S."

http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/id_20100717_6529.php] 

NJ: Do you worry that New START will be caught up in the partisan currents of an election season? Lugar: Well, I have some concerns. I'm about to go to a Republican lunch where I fully expect to hear for an hour and a half how everything the administration proposes might be blocked. If you're a Republican leader, that makes this a difficult task. There are some in our caucus who just don't trust the Russians, and others who believe that every day that goes by before the election with nothing happening is a victory, but I'm not one of them. Even though these are partisan times, there are also a good many Republicans who really don't want to pick a fight on this treaty. 

Start Good – Russian Relations k2 North Korea

Start is key to US-Russian Relations

Lugar 7 – 17 [James is presently the national security and foreign affairs correspondent for National Journal magazine, "Lugar: Pass New START Now: Longtime arms-control expert says pending treaty is in the short- and long-term interests of the U.S."

http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/id_20100717_6529.php] 

Lugar: Essentially because I believe New START is vitally important in terms of our relationship with the Russians at this point in history. People can say this debate is just another one of these normal arguments that we have every day in Congress, just more grist for the political mill. But I was saying in that statement that New START is important. It's a pretty modest treaty, but the fact is, we are back at the table talking to the Russians again, and the U.S.-Russian relationship has been strengthened as a result in ways that could prove very important to us in the future. So I wasn't willing to sit back while the treaty was deprecated. When someone writes an op-ed under the headline, "Obama's Worst Foreign Policy Mistake," well, I do consider that hyperbolic. Maybe that's a tough word, but nevertheless I felt it was an accurate description of the op-ed.

US-Russian cooperation is key to stop North Korea prolif

Moltz 05 [Moltz is the  Deputy Director and Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies “U.S.-Russian Relations and the North Korean Crisis:  A Role for the Russian Far East?” Asian Survey, Vol. 45, No. 5, ebsco] 

Since 2002, the U.S. government has been hesitant to closely embrace regional actors in any future Korean settlement.  While it has generally welcomed the assistance of Moscow, the U.S. has not yet agreed to spell out a clear plan to engage its participation in a comprehensive, step-by-step process.  Such cooperation would clearly require that the United States accept Russia and other regional actors as equal players.  It would also mean that the United States would have to provide partial funding for efforts over which it had less-than-total control.  But the benefit could be the creation of a regionally based security and economic development framework that could help wean Pyongyang off its nuclear weapons program, thus improving U.S. security and increasing the likelihood of a sustainable solution.  But with skillful diplomacy and greater cooperation, the United States might be able to achieve its objectives and attract active assistance from Russia – as well as other relevant partners – to help bring about lasting economic and political changes in the region.  

Start Good – Russian Relations Extension 

Start key to Russian Relations

Kerry 7 - 7 [John is chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, "How New-START will improve our nation's security" http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/06/AR2010070603942.html] 

No threat to our national security is greater than the danger from nuclear weapons. Responsible political figures across the spectrum need to support every step possible to control the spread of nuclear weapons. New START is one of those steps. This view is shared by most who have taken the time to understand the treaty and the international context in which it was negotiated. Rather than pander to politics, we need to ratify this agreement quickly. Every day without its verification regime is a day without a clear view of Russia's nuclear arsenal. Romney's claim that Russia can mount an unlimited number of intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) on bombers is a strategic concept that was rejected in the 1960s because submarine-launched missiles were deemed far more effective. If Russia were foolish enough to pursue this path, we could either get the new weapons incorporated in the treaty or withdraw. His argument that the treaty abandons limits on multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles, known as MIRVs, is equally flawed; the Bush administration decided it did not care what missiles Russia retained when it negotiated the 2002 Moscow Treaty. Similarly, concerns about restrictions on converting launchers for ICBMs and those launched from submarines for missile defense purposes are misplaced because those conversions would be more expensive and less effective than alternatives and thus unnecessary.  New START will not constrain our ability to defend ourselves. On the contrary, it will improve our national security by reducing the number of nuclear weapons held by the United States and Russia, and by improving relations with our old adversary. Ratification will also show the international community that we are honoring our commitments on nonproliferation. 

Start – A2: Start Bad

START cuts Russian arsenals and prevents nuclear buildup  – no risk start bad impacts 

Heilbrunn 7 – 12 [Jacob is senior editor at The National Interest, “The New START treaty deserves to be ratified
http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/id_20100717_6529.php] 

 It's not a mistake. The treaty would not eviscerate American national security. It would enhance it, which is why it enjoys the bipartisan support of the Foreign Relations Committee leaders, Sens. John F. Kerry of Massachusetts and Richard G. Lugar of Indiana. It's also why GOP foreign policy eminences such as Henry Kissinger, George P. Shultz and Richard Burt endorse the treaty.  By capping each side's deployed warheads at 1,550, the New START treaty would cut Russia's and America's arsenals by about 30%. It would also restore verification procedures that lapsed with the expiration of the START I treaty. Each Russian missile would be given a unique serial number, and onsite inspections would take place. Tracking nuclear weapons and materials safeguards U.S. security. And the more concerned conservatives are about Russian intentions, the more they should welcome the verification procedures contained in the New START treaty.  But its opponents are not about to let facts stand in their way. They never have. As J. Peter Scoblic shows in his valuable book, "U.S. Versus Them," the right has a long, misguided history of fulminating against nuclear arms control. Richard Nixon and Kissinger were labeled as appeasers for the 1972 strategic arms limitation talks with Moscow. Jimmy Carter was attacked for his efforts to reduce nuclear weapons. Ronald Reagan, who entered office denouncing arms control efforts but ended up signing sweeping agreements, was accused by his more overheated followers of being a "useful idiot" and committing "nuclear suicide." Instead, Reagan's readiness to reach out to Mikhail Gorbachev helped bring about the dissolution of the Soviet empire.  Obama's critics are intent on portraying him as bent on nuclear suicide as well. To derail the New START treaty, they are advancing a welter of objections, many related to missile defense. Never mind that after decades of research, there is no such system in sight, or that Lt. Gen. Patrick J. O'Reilly, head of the Missile Defense Agency, has testified that he sees no constraints on missile defense in the treaty. 

Won’t pass

Start won't pass - too tall of an order

Murphy 7 - 12 [Patricia, "Capitol Hill Bureau Chief"

http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/07/12/congress-2010-bucket-list-climate-change-on-immigration-refo/] 

Nearly six months are left in 2010, but lawmakers on Capitol Hill have only a handful of work weeks left until they head home to their states and districts for an extended August recess, and then wrap up the year early in the fall to focus full time on defending their seats in Congress in the midterm elections.  The compressed work schedule means that Democrats in Washington are duking it out over which issues get attention this year and which ones will have to wait for another day. The first leg of Congress' summer sprint starts Tuesday morning, when the House and Senate both return from a July 4 recess. Here's what's in and out on Congress' to do list. Out: Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). Although President Obama has urged the Senate to ratify the latest treaty to reduce nuclear weapons arsenals in Russia and the United States, he'll need 67 votes in the Senate to do it, a benchmark that Democratic Senate aides call "too tall of an order." A recent op-ed from Sen. Jon Kyl in The Wall Street Journal lays out the Republican arguments against ratifying it, calling the president's arms reduction policies "dangerous and impractical."Looming over the entire agenda will be the 2010 midterm elections, whose outcomes could be determined by the votes members of Congress take between now and then
Start Bad – North Korea

Start kills the US NMD capabilities

Romney 7 – 6 [Mitt was governor of Massachusetts and held positions on foreign policy, “Obama's worst foreign-policy mistake”
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/05/AR2010070502657.html] 

Despite all of this, the president's New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New-START) with Russia  could be his worst foreign policy mistake yet. The treaty as submitted to the Senate should not be ratified. New-START impedes missile defense, our protection from nuclear-proliferating rogue states such as Iran and North Korea. Its preamble links strategic defense with strategic arsenal. It explicitly forbids the United States from converting intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) silos into missile defense sites. And Russia has expressly reserved the right to walk away from the treaty if it believes that the United States has significantly increased its missile defense capability.  Hence, to preserve the treaty's restrictions on Russia, America must effectively get Russia's permission for any missile defense expansion. Moscow's vehemence over our modest plans in Eastern Europe demonstrate that such permission would be extremely unlikely. 

NMD key to checking North Korea  

SPRING 99 – [Baker is a fellow at National Security Policy, “Maintaining Momentum for Missle Defense” 

http://www.heritage.org/Research/MissileDefense/BG1288.cfm]

Authorize the development and deployment of theater missile defenses that are capable of meeting the threat from North Korea.  In August 1998, North Korea launched a Taepo Dong-1 rocket over Japan. The launch, which demonstrated North Korea's capacity to hit U.S. territory with a ballistic missile in the very near future, helped prompt Congress to adopt legislation establishing a policy of deploying a national missile defense (NMD) system. In its understandable and appropriate rush to address the rapidly emerging threat to American territory posed by this launch, however, Congress paid less attention to the fact that the Taepo Dong-1 also poses a threat to U.S. forces deployed in Guam or Japan. 4 A missile defense deployed in the United States for the protection of the homeland would not provide protection to U.S. forces stationed in Guam and Japan in the event of war with North Korea. Congress needs to ensure that the theater missile defense systems in development are capable of providing defense against the Taepo Dong-1 missile in circumstances in which American lives are at stake.

North Korean aggression triggers nuclear war.

Chol 99[Kim Myong is the Executive Director for Korean American Peace’’ 

“US-DPRK Will End Up in Shotgun Marriage,” 10-22, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html#sect2]
Three facts may suggest the extent of the North Korean readiness for nuclear exchange. A North Korean official said, "One top-class nuclear scientist and one missile expert are on the Central Committee of the ruling Workers Party of Korea. They are always among the suite accompanying Kim Jong Il on his criss-crossing on-the-spot guidance tour. Most of the population of the nation can be evacuated into deep hardened underground shelters in less than twenty minutes with little panic or confusion. The whole nation can live safely in underground facilities for many months. Fortress North Korea has been designed to withstand a nuclear saturation strike and retaliate in kind. However, it is not the case either with South Korea or Japan or the U.S. The three countries are most vulnerable to North Korean missile attacks. Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." [continued…] The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of [hu]mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.

Start Bad – Russian War

START would allow Russia to kill us in any war

NPR 7 – 12 [“National Review: Romney Had It Right At The START”

http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128460461] 

Romney pointed out that the linkage in the preamble of the treaty between strategic offensive weapons and missile defenses could limit our defenses. His critics scoff, It's just a meaningless preamble. They should tell that to the Russians. The Russians believe that if we increase our strategic defenses, we are in violation of the treaty and that they will be justified in withdrawing from it. Foreign minister Sergei Lavrov said, "Linkage to missile defense is clearly spelled out in the accord and is legally binding." Members of the Duma have said the same thing. The Obama administration and the Russians have vastly different interpretations of what the treaty does on this score, or at least that's what the Obama team says now. There's every reason to believe that once the treaty is ratified by the Senate, the administration will implicitly accede to the Russian view and will, in fact, have traded away our ability to develop missile defenses for this pitiful piece of parchment. (President Obama's recess appointment of fierce missile-defense critic Philip Coyle to a slot at the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy is another sign of just how little use he has for missile defense.) The body of the treaty, by the way, explicitly crimps missile defense. It contains a prohibition on the conversion of ICBM silos for missile interceptors and also rules out using submarine launchers for this purpose. The treaty's defenders say this doesn't matter, because there are no current plans to put more ICBM silos or submarine launchers to this use. Of course, this may be something we'd want to do in the future, and, in fact, a director of the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative Organization and senior Navy officers expressed interest in such plans in the past. Romney argues that the Russians get a better deal on the treaty's force limits than we do. Can't Romney read? his critics wonder: The same limit on deployed launchers (700) and warheads (1,550) applies to each side. But these limits have different consequences for each side. The Russians already have fewer than 700 launchers, and the number is inevitably going lower — probably as far down as the low hundreds, according to congressional testimony of arms-control expert Keith Payne of Missouri State University. We have about 850 launchers, so, as a practical matter, this limit affects only us.Similarly, as Romney wrote, the new treaty counts a bomber as one weapon no matter how many warheads are loaded onto it. The Russians, unlike us, have decided to start a new heavy-bomber program — once again, the treaty is laxest in just the area most convenient to the Russians. Notably, the Russian press has been reporting that Moscow will game the treaty to retain 2,100 deployed strategic nuclear weapons.

Only war between the US and Russia threatens extinction

Bostrom 02 [Dr. Nick is a Professor of Philosophy and Global Studies at Yale, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html] 
With the exception of a species-destroying comet or asteroid impact (an extremely rare occurrence), there were probably no significant existential risks in human history until the mid-twentieth century, and certainly none that it was within our power to do something about.  The first manmade existential risk was the inaugural detonation of an atomic bomb. At the time, there was some concern that the explosion might start a runaway chain-reaction by “igniting” the atmosphere. Although we now know that such an outcome was physically impossible, it qualifies as an existential risk that was present at the time. For there to be a risk, given the knowledge and understanding available, it suffices that there is some subjective probability of an adverse outcome, even if it later turns out that objectively there was no chance of something bad happening. If we don’t know whether something is objectively risky or not, then it is risky in the subjective sense. The subjective sense is of course what we must base our decisions on.At any given time we must use our best current subjective estimate of what the objective risk factors are. A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization. Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

**immigration reform**

Bipart key

Bi-part key to Immigration reform

Dallas morning news 7 – 8 [“Reform, Not Posturing” L/N] 

The White House's sudden interest in immigration issues would be laudable if it didn't smack so much of political posturing ahead of the November elections. Having largely avoided the politically radioactive topic of immigration reform since taking office 18 months ago, President Barack Obama now seems to recognize it as a valuable wedge issue for his party to woo Hispanic voters and avoid losing control of Congress. Immigration reform should have had administration and congressional priority from the beginning. This new focus doesn't excuse the years of neglect and political cowardice by both parties that has fueled the nation's current immigration frustrations and pushed states such as Arizona to take matters into their own hands. By intervening now, with court arguments based on speculation, the administration serves only to galvanize the opposition and undermine the bigger goal of winning bipartisan support for comprehensive reform. Obama conceded in his July 1 immigration speech that approval cannot be won without bipartisan support, so every move he makes must be geared toward enticing Republican partners. 

**internals**

Polcap high

Obama is generating capital among Democrats before the midterms via active support on the campaign trail 

Werner and Elliot 7 – 15 [Erica and Phillip, “Obama promises to help House Dems”

http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iZRuSL0eFRHEkoJhloSLC-gDf09wD9GV61M80] 

WASHINGTON — Facing criticism from House Democrats, President Barack Obama promised their leaders Wednesday night that he'll actively support their agenda and Democratic lawmakers as they head into tough midterm elections this fall, according to a congressional leadership aide .The meeting came as congressional Democrats, fearing disaster in the fall elections, have expressed frustration with the Obama team and its efforts to help Democrats. They also were angered when White House press secretary Robert Gibbs said over the weekend that enough seats were in play for Democrats to lose the House.  Obama was told of the concerns of rank-and-file lawmakers, some of whom think the president hasn't been doing enough to use his bully pulpit on their behalf, considering that they are all up for re-election in November, the aide said. Obama won't face voters again until 2012.  Obama said that he understood the criticism and promised full engagement and support on substance and message through the fall, the aide said. With high unemployment dragging down incumbents, a key focus will be on jobs and how individual congressional districts are helped by Democrats' policies. Congressional Democrats have pushed Obama's circle to do more. Many fret that the White House is ineffective in using the heft of the presidency to help elect Democrats to statehouses, the House and Senate. In private, several Democrats said they worry Obama's team is more focused on its own 2012 re-election bid than the midterm elections that would shape the final two years of the president's first term. Hoping to stem losses, Obama's inner circle reviewed their schedules and have escalated their political travel. White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel has appeared at fundraisers for candidates such as Reps. Baron Hill of Indiana and Tim Bishop of New York. Emanuel's deputy, Jim Messina, spoke at a fundraiser for Senate hopeful Alexi Giannoulias in Illinois. And Education Secretary Arne Duncan has campaigned for Sen. Michael Bennet, a Colorado Democrat who faces a tough primary challenge. 

Obama pressuring BP makes him look strong – increasing PC

ALTER NET 6 – 28 [“Obama Making BP Pay Is Good Government, and That’s Why Republicans Are Freaking Out” http://blogs.alternet.org/notsohumble/2010/06/28/obama-making-bp-pay-is-good-government-and-thats-why-republicans-are-freaking-out/] 

What President Obama is doing here – by forcing BP to get in there and clean up their own mess, even if it’s messy and takes a long time and costs BP a lot of money – is the right thing to do. We can debate whether everyone jumped on the problem fast enough (and I think that’s a good debate to have, not necessarily in a finger-pointing way, but definitely in a “do we really want this risk in our energy profile, what can we do to make sure it doesn’t happen again” kind of way) till we’re blue in the face, but it doesn’t stop the oil from gushing and it won’t pay back the people whose lives and livelihoods have been lost because of the spill.  And the fact that President Obama is doing what’s right for the situation is what terrifies Republicans so much – he’s managing this crisis the best way any American President possibly could – and while that doesn’t mean that he or anyone else can just slip underwater and plug up the leak, he is taking BP to task for their mistakes, dedicating resources to the cleanup effort (no matter how much Bobby Jindall whines) and he’s riding BP every day until they get this taken care of and start paying claims to the people who need the money. The fund is about the equivalent of a year of BP’s profits — the Associated Press called the sum “a drop in a very large bucket” for the company, and reported that BP could raise the cash “without batting an eye.” It will be administered by an independent third party — the same administrator who handled billions of dollars worth of claims stemming from the attacks of 9/11. And President Obama secured it using little more than his bully pulpit and the pressure it allowed him to put on BP execs. 

Polcap high

Obama still has P.C – Financial Reform proves

The Guardian 7 – 16 [“Leading Article: Wall Street: The banks are still boss” L/N] 

Then there is the US reform bill, which last night passed its final hurdle. Indeed, for Mr Obama to pull off another big bill (following on from healthcare and the $787bn economic stimulus), let alone one that has not been eviscerated by the Republicans, is a triumph. The coming mid-term elections may be bloody for the Democrats, but Mr Obama is using his political capital rather than hoarding it. The bill has plenty of sensible (albeit vaguely worded) proposals: a single Financial Stability Oversight Council to monitor markets more closely, more derivatives to be traded in clear sight of the regulators, and financial firms to be quickly wound up. All this is so practical that it simply shows up how bad financial regulation was before Lehman Brothers. Depending on which American papers you read, this is either "another landmark legislative victory" for Barack Obama or simply a "stunning success" for the president. 

P.C high – Obama will regain it back 

Corn 7 – 19 [David is an editor for politics weekly, “Elizabeth Warren vs. Timothy Geithner: A Big Decision for Obama” 

http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/07/19/elizabeth-warren-vs-timothy-geithner-big-decision-for-obama/] 

Presently, Obama's economic policies are made and sold by people like Geithner and Lawrence Summers, Obama's chief economic adviser. How many Americans really believe these guys are looking out for them? The president's economic team is short on non-Wall Streeters who can connect with folks at home. Placing Warren in a high-profile position would show that Obama recognizes that protecting American consumers is as important as bailing out big banks and auto companies. He would be adding a vital and clear voice to his administration. And in an election season -- when Obama cannot do much to create 8 million jobs to make up for the ones lost before and after he became president -- waging a fight against the banks and GOPers on behalf of a passionate consumer advocate would have political benefits.   Though Treasury has tried to downplay the Warren drama, this is an important moment for Obama. Progressive reformers are already defining a potential rejection of Warren as a White House betrayal. Simon Johnson, the former chief economist of the International Monetary Fund, writes, 1. Elizabeth Warren gets the job. Bridges are mended and the White House regains some political capital. Secretary Geithner is weakened slightly but he'll recover. 

Obama Popular – International polls

Obama popular internationally

AFP 7/11 (7/11/10, " US on better terms with everyone thanks to Obama: spokesman ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5golxJKmxZEVhX4eqYbN_cMhIjQNA)
WASHINGTON — The United States has better relations with almost every nation on the planet thanks to President Barack Obama's foreign policy "outreach," his spokesman said Sunday. The bullish claim came in an interview in which White House spokesman Robert Gibbs fiercely defended Obama against accusations he has failed to reform US foreign policy from the damaging era of his predecessor George W. Bush. "We have better relationships with virtually every country in the world as a result of the president's foreign policy outreach," Gibbs hit back. "There's no doubt that we have taken foreign policy in a different direction." NBC interviewer David Gregory listed: the failure to close Guantanamo, the Afghan war escalation, an expected U-turn on plans to give chief 9/11 suspect Khalid Sheikh Mohammed a civilian trial, and the same old sanctions strategy on Iran and North Korea, as examples of Obama's stalled foreign policy reforms. Gibbs said this was "oversimplified" logic, particularly when you considered how Obama managed to win backing from Russia and China for tougher sanctions against Iran. "He said to the world I'm happy to discuss Iran with Iran if it will come to the table and live up to its obligations. That's what brought the Chinese and Russians to the table at the United Nations," he said. "I think you greatly oversimplified sort of what the president was trying to do, because the things that he's instituted couldn't have been done in the last administration." A survey of 24,000 people in 22 nations published last month showed a largely favorable view of the United States for a second year, in sharp contrast to perceptions of America under former president George W. Bush. When asked whether the US president would "do the right thing" in world affairs, 87 percent in France, 90 percent in Germany and 84 percent in Britain expressed confidence in Obama. Those figures were down slightly from last year, but compared with Bush's rating of 13, 14 and 16 percent respectively in the European nations. The Pew poll did show Obama's popularity slipping in several Muslim countries. In Pakistan, for example only eight percent said he would "do the right thing" in world affairs, down from 13 percent a year earlier.

are warming up to the health care bill. 40% of voters favor it while 53% are opposed, numbers actually representing a regression since a poll right before the final vote found 45% support and 49% opposition. That shift may be more reflective of the President's declining popularity than anything having to do with the bill itself, but nevertheless it seems clear Democrats continue to lose the public opinion battle on the issue.

Small increase in Obama's ratings but mostly split on issues

FOXNews 7/1 (Dana Blanton, Polling Director for Fox News, 7/1/10, " Fox News Poll: Obama?s Approval Steady; Most Support Action in Afghanistan ", http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/01/fox-news-poll-obamas-approval-steady-support-action-afghanistan/)
Even as most American voters support the U.S. military action in Afghanistan, a majority thinks bringing stability to the region is unattainable. In addition, more voters than not think President Obama is unprepared to do whatever it takes to win there, according to a Fox News poll released Thursday. The president received bipartisan praise for replacing Gen. McChrystal over critical remarks he and his staff made about the administration, yet his overall job performance rating is mostly unchanged. The poll finds 47 percent of voters approve of the job President Obama is doing, compared to 46 percent two weeks ago (8-9 June 2010). Disapproval held steady at 45 percent. The president’s average ratings for the year are 46 percent approve and 46 percent disapprove. Similarly, views are split on whether Obama has been an "effective" president so far: 50 percent of voters think he has been, while 47 percent disagree. Most Democrats -- 86 percent -- describe Obama as an effective president. To varying degrees, majorities of Republicans (78 percent) and independents (56 percent) think he has not been effective so far. By a 62-31 percent margin, voters support the military’s efforts in Afghanistan. Previously, 64 percent supported the action and 27 percent opposed it (September 2009).Click here to see the raw data Despite this significant support for the action, many American voters are uncertain the U.S. can succeed in Afghanistan. Thirty-three percent think it is possible to achieve stability in the region. A 58 percent majority disagrees. Among those supporting the military efforts, 44 percent think it's possible to achieve success and 45 percent don’t. By 49-40 percent, more voters think Obama is not prepared to do "whatever it takes" to win in Afghanistan. Views are mixed on Obama’s handling of the situation in Afghanistan: 46 percent approve and 41 percent disapprove. In April, 49 percent approved and 36 percent disapproved. About a third -- 34 percent -- would stick with the president’s announced July 2011 withdrawal date regardless of conditions in Afghanistan. A majority of voters though -- 58 percent -- would start removing troops next summer only if conditions on the ground permit it. The number believing the efforts in Afghanistan are important to homeland security has declined. Three-quarters (76 percent) believe what happens in Afghanistan matters to their security here at home. That’s down from 83 percent in December. On a list of top issues, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan rank fourth as being the most important for the president to be working on right now. The top issue by a wide margin is the economy/jobs, followed by the oil spill, the federal deficit and then Iraq/Afghanistan, which ties with the issue of health care. By a 6 percentage point margin, more people think McChrystal deserved to be fired (42 percent) than think he didn’t (36 percent). About one voter in five has no opinion or was unaware of the firing. President Obama relieved Gen. McChrystal of his duties on June 23 after Rolling Stone magazine published an article quoting the military commander and his staff making critical remarks about the administration and others. McChrystal was replaced by Gen. David Petraeus, who was serving as commander of U.S. Central Command and was previously the commander of coalition forces in Iraq. The Senate confirmed Gen. Petraeus as the top commander in Afghanistan on Wednesday. Most American voters have "a great deal" (29 percent) or "some" (36 percent) confidence in Gen. Petraeus. For comparison, 26 percent of voters have "a great deal" and 31 percent have "some" confidence in Obama. One in four voters says they have no confidence at all in the president (26 percent). That’s about four times as many as say they have no confidence in Petraeus (6 percent). It’s important to note that one in five voters (21 percent) is unable to offer an opinion on Petraeus. The national telephone poll was conducted for Fox News by Opinion Dynamics Corp. among 900 registered voters from June 29 to June 30. For the total sample, the poll has a margin of sampling error of plus or minus 3 percentage points.
Obama Popular – Domestic Polls 

Obama remains popular among the American public—job approval and favorability ratings remain above 50% 

Bloomberg News 7/12/10 ("Bloomberg National Poll," http://media.bloomberg.com/bb/avfile/rWsk89LgYLDA)

Do you approve or disapprove of the job Barack Obama is doing as president?

(Follow with:) Do you approve or disapprove of the job he is doing: (Rotate all but first option.)

Approve Disapprove Not Sure

As president 52 44 4

With the economy 44 52 4

With health care 46 51 3

With the budget deficit 37 59 4

With managing the situation with BP in the Gulf of

Mexico 46 49 5

With managing the war in Afghanistan 46 47 7

With addressing problems in the financial industry on

Wall Street 42 50 8

With creating jobs 46 50 4

Now, I'd like to mention some major economic and political figures and groups. For each, please tell me if

your feelings are very favorable, mostly favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very unfavorable. If you don’t

know enough to answer, just say so. (Record “don’t know” as “not sure.” Rotate list.)

Net Favorable Net Unfavorable Very Favorable Mostly Favorable Mostly Unfavorable Very Unfavorable Not Sure Barack Obama, President of the United States 55 40 24 31 17 23 5

Margin for Error = 3.1%

Polcap low

Obama can’t generate capital – not even Healthcare or Financial Reform could save him 

AFP 7 – 16 [“Buffet warns Obama: US economy only '40, 50 pct back'”

http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jjEsFp2AxY2sqN334vz7s6YvPDfw] 

US President Barack Obama said he received a warning from billionaire investor Warren Buffet, who told him the United States is only 40 to 50 percent recovered from its withering recession. 
 While the president acknowledged the slow recovery and the challenge of regaining millions of lost jobs, he stressed to NBC News that the economy has stabilized and that Americans were ready to seize on "enormous opportunities."Obama was handed a major political victory Thursday when the US Senate approved the most sweeping overhaul of Wall Street rules since the Great Depression, but a day earlier he huddled with Buffet in a low-key meeting at the White House, where he heard the investor's somber assessment. The reform bill is the latest in a series of major victories for Obama, which has included the massive stimulus plan to pull the country out of recession and a new health care bill.  But when asked why that has not translated to substantial political capital going into crucial congressional elections in November, Obama appeared unconcerned.

P.C low - Obama is tied to Blagojevich controversy

Horowitz 7 - 7 [Carl is Carl F. Horowitz is director of the Organized Labor Accountability Project of the National Legal and Policy Center, "Blagojevich Trial Puts Obama Closer to Senate Seat Deal"

http://www.nlpc.org/print/2941] 

Another potentially damaging link to President Obama is coming from one of his own subpoenaed top advisers, Valerie Jarrett. Jarrett, 53, even more than Rezko symbolizes the Chicago-White House connection. A lawyer by training, her official White House title [8] is Senior Adviser and Assistant to the President for Intergovernmental Affairs and Public Engagement. But she's much more than that. As the Washington Post described her last June [9]:Like Tony Rezko, however, Jarrett has some baggage in her real estate operations she'd rather not have the public see. The most serious problems have occurred at a Habitat-run, federally-subsidized complex inside Obama's old State Senate district, Grove Parc Plaza. A special investigation by the Boston Globe [10] in 2008 revealed that about 100 of the development's 504 units were vacant and uninhabitable. Some of the buildings had collapsed roofs and fire damage. At various locations, one could see mice, battered mailboxes and kitchen-sink sewage backups .Like Rezko as well, Jarrett is connected to Obama by way of Rod Blagojevich. She was the "Advisor B" named in the FBI affidavit against the former governor. Blagojevich's chief of staff, John Harris [11], had pleaded guilty in federal court to wire fraud based on a November 2008 phone conversation in which he discussed the possibility of appointing Jarrett to the Senate with help from the Service Employees International Union (SEIU). In his guilty plea, Harris described a scheme by which Jarrett would get the Senate seat and the governor would be appointed to a major position at the Change to Win labor federation of which the SEIU, a major backer of Obama's 2008 presidential run, is the most dominant individual union. The SEIU has denied all wrongdoing. Balanoff apparently played a role in persuading Blagojevich to pick Obama's replacement. In testimony at Blago's trial, Balanoff stated that in early November 2008, the night before the election, Obama called him and said [13], "Tom, I want to talk to you with regard to the Senate seat." Balanoff noted that Obama spelled his successor had to be both good for Illinois and electable in 2010. Valerie Jarrett, Obama emphasized, met those criteria. Balanoff in turn assured Obama that he would "reach out to Blagojevich." The future president played his hand well. He parsed his words and he assigned an emissary to talk with the governor. If Balanoff's testimony doesn't damage President Obama's political capital, testimony about another mutual ally, Rep. Jesse Jackson, Jr., D-Ill. [14], might. The son of radical civil rights leader Jesse Jackson, the Chicago-area congressman was one of the persons to whom Blagojevich allegedly offered Obama's soon-to-be-vacated U.S. Senate seat for a price. Jackson the Younger won office in a 1995 special election to fill the vacancy left by Mel Reynolds  [15], who had announced his resignation that September amid criminal allegations of a sexual nature. Jackson hasn't been charged with any offense in the Blagojevich scandal. And he's denied involvement, writing days after Blagojevich's arrest: "I never sent a message or an emissary to the governor to make an offer, plead my case, or propose a deal about a U.S. Senate seat, period."Let's put the pieces together. The worlds of Rod Blagojevich and Barack Obama strongly overlap in numerous shady and possibly illegal ways. And given that Blago and the president have never been on close terms, this stands to hurt Obama. Most of the subpoenas in this case originated from the defense, and that's no coincidence. The defense has crafted a deliberate strategy of convincing the jury that Blagojevich's actions were circumscribed by a patronage system whose rules appear illegal to non-Chicagoans. Indeed, the defense team at one point attempted to serve Obama with a subpoena, despite his presidential immunity.

Polcap low

Obama’s losing PC over Arizona immigration 

Brown 7 – 7 [Peter is an assistant director of the Quinnipiac University Polling Institute, is a former White House correspondent with two decades of experience covering Washington government and politics, “Taking On Arizona: Will Obama Gain or Lose Support?”

http://blogs.wsj.com/capitaljournal/2010/07/07/taking-on-arizona-will-obama-gain-or-lose-support/] 

The question isn’t whether President Barack Obama’s decision to file a lawsuit to block Arizona’s new immigration law is a political risk. There’s little doubt of that. What’s unclear is whether taking on public opinion on this emotionally charged issue will cost him more votes among the overall electorate than he will gain among the vocal minority who find the law abhorrent.  The American people like what Arizona has done to combat illegal immigration, polls show. They are comfortable with the law-enforcement-only approach that the president disdains.  The political unknown about the Arizona lawsuit – the state’s law has become the symbol of the fight over illegal immigration — and its electoral repercussions involves the question of comparative salience: Your third-grade social studies teacher may have told you that majority opinion rules in the U.S., but that is not always the case. Favoring the Arizona law ranked sixth on the list of 18, ahead of an endorsement from Mr. Obama but behind supporting a cut in federal spending, being a woman and being a first-time candidate.  A Washington Post/ABC News poll in June found that Americans disapprove of the president’s handing of immigration 51%-39%, a lower rating than he gets overall and on most issues.  There is very little doubt that in filing the lawsuit Mr. Obama is taking on public opinion. The unknown is whether his party will pay the price for it come November and in his own re-election in 2012. 

Polcap low (Climate Specific)

Obama doesn’t have PC for another far-reaching bill like climate regulation

Newsweek 7 – 19 [“A Green Retreat; Why the environment is no longer a surefire political winner. L/N] 
What has turned the fight against global warming from vote getter to political hot potato in so many places at once? Each country has its own brute politics at play. Rudd was just as much a victim of infighting between factions in Australia's Labor Party as of shifting public attitudes on global warming. Coming off a battle to push through landmark health-care-reform legislation through Congress, Obama  has likely exhausted his political capital for another controversial and far-reaching bill. In Europe, bailouts first of banks and now entire countries have sucked up decision-making bandwidth and given an opening to those who argue that climate legislation is an unaffordable economic burden.  Cynics (and some frustrated environmentalists) say this is all just the usual cycle in media and politics, with the public tiring of the issue and moving on. Yet above all, it is climate politics itself that has turned murky and double-edged. No longer does it lend itself to the easy categories of good and bad that Rudd so successfully exploited in 2007. And controlling the global climate turned out to be a lot more complicated than the advocates of fierce and fast CO2 cuts would have us believe. Back in 2007, it was easy and popular--and cost nothing--to announce ever-tougher but faraway targets. The snag was that once in place, those lofty goals would require countries to get on with the harsh and costly business of reengineering entire economies, without which the numbers could never be reached. 

A2: Financial Reform boosts capital

Financial Reform doesn’t affect political capital

Yakabuski 6 – 30 [Konrad, “Brown puts a kink in Obama's done deal; U.S. President's exultant response to an apparent agreement on financial reform proves premature” L/N] 

  Has Barack Obama never heard of Aesop?  Since a team of negotiators from the House of Representatives and Senate worked through the night to reach a deal on a historic overhaul of financial regulations in advance of the G20 summit, the U.S. President has been precipitously counting his chickens.  Just before hopping on Air Force One for Toronto, a visibly buoyed Mr. Obama hailed the House-Senate agreement reached at 5:40 Friday morning as "the toughest financial reform since the ones we created in aftermath of the Great Depression." At the summit, the President gloated.  Despite signs of trouble on Tuesday morning, Mr. Obama was still gloating. After a meeting with Federal Reserve chairman Ben Bernanke, the President talked about financial reform as a done deal, insisting it would finally "provide some certainty to the markets" after months of confusion.  But if ever there was a political capital where Aesop's poultry-numbering fable should be internalized, it's Washington. By Tuesday afternoon, the compromise reached in the wee hours Friday was unravelling.  In American sausage-making, the chickens are indeed unquantifiable until the bitter end.
Bipart – Low

Partisan clashes now—immigration push by Obama has sparked opposition by Republicans 

New York Times 7 – 2 [“Mr. Obama's Immigration Promise” L/N] 

In promising to end the chaos into which immigration has collapsed (''this administration will not just kick the can down the road,'' he said), Mr. Obama  has laid out an ambitious goal. He urged Congress to help him pass a bill, particularly Republicans who supported bipartisan reform under President George W. Bush but who now have a united front against reform. But Mr. Obama's  call to action applies not just to Congress but to himself as well. He neatly defined the obstacles to a comprehensive bill: the Republican senators who have abandoned bipartisanship and taken the extreme position of opposing any immigration reform that is common-sense and practical. But Mr. Obama  has presidential powers, and he should use them. He has given the border more troops. Now he should seek to lift the burden of fear from peaceable immigrant communities. His administration is widely expected to bring a lawsuit soon challenging the deeply unjust Arizona law. Mr. Obama, a constitutional scholar, could have written the complaint himself, but his address did not mention a lawsuit.  

Obama Unpopular – Polls prove

Obama's at 48% disapproval

FOX News 7/15 (Dana Blanton, Polling Director for Fox News, 7/15/10, " Fox News Poll: Obama Job Approval Down, Few Think Stimulus Helped ", http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/15/fox-news-poll-obama-job-approval-think-stimulus-helped/)
Most Americans see little benefit from the federal government's economic stimulus plan, as President Obama's job performance rating drops overall, and hits a new low among Democrats. A Fox News poll released Thursday finds that 43 percent of voters approve of the job Obama's doing, matching a previous low in early April. Two weeks ago 47 percent approved, and a year ago 54 percent of voters approved. His highest approval thus far was 65 percent in January 2009. Some 48 percent of voters disapprove today, which also matches a previous high negative rating. Click here to see the poll. The president's rating has been hurt by declines not only among independents, but also among his party faithful. The poll finds 76 percent of Democrats approve, which is the lowest positive rating he's received among this group. Two weeks ago 84 percent of Democrats approved. Obama's highest approval rating among Democrats was 93 percent a year ago May. Among independents, 40 percent approve today, down from a high of 66 percent in June 2009. Obama's average approval rating among Democrats was 87 percent in 2009 and is 81 percent in 2010. For independents, the president's average approval in 2009 was 53 percent, while for the current year it's an average of 41 percent. Some 13 percent of Republicans approve of Obama's job performance. That's about where it has been for the last year, though it is down from a high of 37 percent at the start of his term. Overall, the president's average rating for his term is 52 percent approval and 40 percent disapproval. The national telephone poll was conducted for Fox News by Opinion Dynamics Corp. among 900 registered voters from July 13 to July 14. For the total sample, the poll has a margin of sampling error of plus or minus 3 percentage points. While President Obama's job rating is in negative territory, voters think he has had a more difficult job than former President George W. Bush had in the beginning of his term. By a two-to-one margin, more voters think President Obama (60 percent) has had a tougher job than former President George W. Bush (29 percent) had when comparing the first year and a half of each presidency. The 9/11 terrorist attacks occurred eight months into the Bush presidency.
Only 40% of people approve of Obama's policies

CBS News 7/13 (CBSNews.com, 7/13/10, " Obama's Approval Rating on Economy Drops ", http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20010355-503544.html)

Economists have declared the economic recession over largely over, but most Americans don't share their optimism, and they are increasingly blaming President Obama for their money woes. Mr. Obama's approval rating on the economy has tumbled five percentage points from last month, according to a new CBS News poll, with just 40 percent of those polled expressing full confidence in his actions. More than half of those questioned (54 percent) said they disapproved of Mr. Obama's handling of the economy. Last month, 45 percent approved. The drop in approval has been seen mostly among independents, just 35 percent of whom now say they approve. Three in four Americans think the effects of the recession will linger for another two years or more. Just 20 percent said they believed the recession's aftereffects would continue to weigh on their lives and livelihoods for another year or less. The public is generally more pessimistic now than in February. The national unemployment rate continues to hover just beneath the 10 percent mark, and it is estimated that many more Americans are underemployed - meaning they have given up looking for a full-time job, or are working fewer hours than they would like. The poll shows widespread concern among Americans when it comes to employment. Seven in ten Americans rated the job market in their area "fair" or "very bad"; only a quarter of those polled described it as "good". There did appear to be some optimism that the job market would improve over the next year -- but not a lot. While 28 percent said they expected the job market in their area to get better over the next year, twice as many -- 56 percent -- said it would likely remain the same. Another 14 percent predicted even fewer available jobs in the coming years. 

Only 44% of people approve of Obama's performance

UPI.com 6/29 (UPI, 6/29/10, " Obama's approval rating down sharply ", http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/06/29/Obamas-approval-rating-down-sharply/UPI-94591277853111/)
WASHINGTON, June 29 (UPI) -- The standing of both President Obama and the U.S. Congress dropped sharply in the month of June, a poll released Tuesday indicated. Only 44 percent of those surveyed by Angus Reid Public Opinion approve of Obama's performance, while 50 percent disapprove. His approval rating dropped 4 percentage points since a similar poll in May. Those opposed to the president are also more likely to feel strongly about him, with 31 percent saying they strongly disapprove compared with 14 percent who strongly approve of his actions. There is a sharp partisan divide, with 81 percent of Republicans giving Obama a negative rating while 77 percent of Democrats[image: image1] remain positive. The number of independents disapproving of the president's performance rose 7 points to 60 percent while those approving dropped the same amount to 35 percent. Fewer than one in five, 18 percent, of those polled approve of Congress's actions. Even among Democrats, only 36 percent were positive, down 9 points. Angus Reid surveyed 1,001 adults in its Springboard America panel between on line between Friday and Sunday. The poll has a margin of error of 3.1 percentage points. 

Obama unpopular – Lowest ever

Obama's ratings lower than ever—polls prove 

Voice of America 7/14 (Jim Malone, VOA National Correspondent, 7/14/10, " US Democrats Bracing For Election Setbacks ", http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/US-Democrats-Bracing-For-Election-Setbacks-98441014.html)

In U.S. politics, President Barack Obama's public approval ratings are hitting new lows and a growing number of analysts now believe opposition Republicans have an excellent chance of winning back control of at least one chamber of Congress in midterm elections in November. The news for President Obama seems to be getting grimmer.  The latest ABC News/Washington Post poll found that nearly 60 percent of those surveyed lack faith in the president to make the right decisions for the country, and that only 43 percent approve of his handling of the economy.  Both figures are new lows for that poll. The negative poll ratings have been building for some time, according to Karlyn Bowman.  Bowman monitors public opinion at the American Enterprise Institute in Washington. "Pew [poll] noted last week that more people think Obama is having an effect on the economy than felt that way a year ago," said Karlyn Bowman. "The bad news is that more people think he is making it worse rather than better." The president's overall approval rating is at or just under 50 percent in most recent polls, and that could spell trouble for Democrats trying to hold onto their majorities in Congress in the November midterm elections. Poor presidential approval ratings usually mean losses for the president's party in midterm congressional elections.  In addition, the Democrats are fighting history.  With very few exceptions, the party that controls the White House loses congressional seats in a new president's first midterm election.

58% of people have no confidence in Obama

TimesNewsline.com 7/13 (7/13/10, " Obama Losing Majority Americans' Trust: Poll ", http://www.timesnewsline.com/news/Obama-Losing-Majpority-Americans-Trust--Poll-1279048362/)

Around 58 percent of respondents said that they have "just some" or "none" confidence that Obama is the right person to make correct decisions for the country's future. While these numbers may be disturbing for the president, 68 percent said the same about Democrats in Congress and 72 percent held the same view about Republicans. Their is no denying the fact that the results of the November's elections would be affected by the anti-incumbent sentiment. All 435 seats in the House or Representatives would be up for grabs during the November elections in addition to 36 of the 100 Senate seats. The Washington Post noted that Obama’s rating is dropping due to the trouble in the housing industry, slow job growth and other economic woes. Only 43 percent respondents expressed their approval for the way Obama is handling the economy. Around 54 percent are unhappy with Obama’s policies. A total of 1,288 adults participated in the opinion poll, which was run between July 7-11. The poll has a margin of error plus or minus 3.5 percentage points. The results must have come as an eye opener for Obama and it is certain that the president would take some immediate actions to check the downfall of his popularity.

Obama's numbers hitting record lows

Public Policy Polling (blog) 7/14 (7/14/10, " Obama approval hits record low ", http://publicpolicypolling.blogspot.com/2010/07/obama-approval-hits-record-low.html)
Barack Obama's hit a record low in PPP's monthly national polling on his approval numbers. 45% of voters approve of the job he's doing while 52% disapprove. This is the first time he's topped the 50% disapproval mark in our surveys. There isn't any one smoking gun to point to in explaining Obama's diminished standing. In the last month he's seen small increases in the number of voters disapproving of him among Democrats (from 13% to 16%), Republicans (84% to 88%), and independents (55% to 56%) alike. The two most troublesome things for Obama in his numbers at this point are his standing among white voters and independents. Whites now disapprove of Obama by nearly a 2:1 margin, with 62% giving him bad marks and only 35% saying he's doing a good job. With independents his approval is just 40% and 56% disapprove of his performance. Nearly four months after its passage PPP continues not to find any evidence voters 

**midterms**

Dems Majority – Obama key

Dems will maintain majority – Obama is key asset 

Kathleen Hunter, 7/18/10 – Reporter for CQ Politics (July 18, “House Democrats Regroup to Show United Campaign Front”, http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=news-000003703982), 

Van Hollen insisted that Obama “absolutely” was an asset to House Democrats on the campaign trail, saying that the president was “very clearly drawing distinctions” about “what the choices are for voters going forward.” National Republican Congressional Committee Chairman Pete Sessions (Texas) predicted on the same Sunday news show that Republicans would pick up “slightly over 40” seats and win a narrow majority in November. Van Hollen accused Republicans of prematurely “popping the Champagne bottles,” and he expressed confidence that Democrats would beat back Republican attempts to win the House. “We have said all along this is going to be a very tough election ... but we’ve also said, at the end of the day, we’re going to retain the majority in the House,” he said. House Majority Leader Steny H. Hoyer was similarly confident Sunday on CNN’s “State of the Union” that Democrats would maintain control of the House. “I don’t think we’re talking about a big loss” in November, the Maryland Democrat said. He cited the victories of Democrats Bill Owens and Scott Murphy of New York and Mark Critz of Pennsylvania in special elections over the past year, during the height of debate over the health care overhaul and the aftermath of its enactment, as demonstrations of the party’s strength. Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee Chairman Robert Menendez predicted Democrats also would keep control of the Senate, which most experts do not view as in play, and cast the midterms as “a choice election” in which Republicans will be judged for championing failed economic policies. “Our Republican colleagues who had their hands on the wheel and drove the car off the cliff, into the Grand Canyon in a huge crater, don’t want to take responsibility,” the New Jersey Democrat said on “Meet the Press.”
Dems will shock everyone and keep majority – Biden says so 

Ogle  7/18/10 (Alex, freelance journalist, Biden says Democrats will 'shock' everyone in midterms, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jB2FhVbAaGzdHa1PofeVW0DadAOg)

WASHINGTON — Vice President Joe Biden brushed aside suggestions on Sunday that Democrats will suffer big losses in November 

midterm elections, vowing that Barack Obama's governing party will "shock the heck out of everybody." "I don't think the losses are going to be bad at all," Biden said. "I think we're going to shock the heck out of everybody." Biden said he was "confident when people take a look at what has happened since we've taken office in November and comparing it to the alternative, we're going to be in great shape." The vice president said he believes the Obama administration will get credit from voters for helping guide the economy out of recession and passing key legislation on health care and financial reform.

Dems will hold onto majority – Obama criticized the GOP about lack of action

Kevin Bogardus, 7/17/10 (17 7, “Obama slams GOP for stalling jobless benefits”, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/109359-obama-slams-gop-for-stalling-jobless-benefits )

The president said in his address that the Senate has failed three times to extend unemployment benefits with Republicans blocking an up-or-down vote on the bill. Obama said the extension of unemployment benefits should be not controversial and has been treated as a necessary emergency expenditure during economic crises by lawmakers in both parties in the past. “Suddenly, Republican leaders want to change that. They say we shouldn’t provide unemployment insurance because it costs money,” Obama said. “So after years of championing policies that turned a record surplus into a massive deficit, including a tax cut for the wealthiest Americans, they’ve finally decided to make their stand on the backs of the unemployed.” Obama’s harsh criticism of the GOP is the latest round in an escalating war of words between him and Republican leaders. As the mid-term elections have drawn closer, the president has been more willing to call out Republicans, especially House Minority Leader John Boehner (R-Ohio), for their votes against his legislative agenda. Republicans have responded in kind with Boehner and others saying the White House would add too much to the national deficit with their proposed spending plans. 


Dem Majority – GOP falling

Dems will keep majority – GOP has lower approval ratings

Joe Peyronnin, 7/16/10 – NYU Journalism Professor (July 16, “Midterm Referendum”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-peyronnin/midterm-referendum_b_648878.html), 

Nonetheless, a stubbornly high unemployment rate and slowly recovering economy, a burgeoning national debt, a catastrophic oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico and two wars, Afghanistan and Iraq, continue to weigh heavily on the Obama presidency. And Republicans are doing all they can to focus the attention of Americans on these issues despite the fact that they had a major hand in creating the mess. As a consequence, Democrats face the real prospect of losing control of the House of Representatives during this fall's Midterm elections. Of course, the party in power usually does suffer loses during these elections, but many Democrats who won in Republican districts because of Obama are now vulnerable. The Republican agenda is to make this coming election a referendum on President Obama. For sure the president's approval ratings are down. But the Republican Party's approval ratings are significantly lower. And it is no surprise because, other than saying no to health care reform, to financial reform and apologizing to BP for the way it has been treated by the White House, it appears that their big idea is to extend the Bush tax cuts to the wealthy. They do not offer a "Contract with America" that helped them win the 1994 Midterms.

Dems will keep majority – GOP is less popular

Robinson, 7/16/10 – Pulitzer Prize-winning columnist with the Washington Post Writers Group (Eugene, July 16, “Democrats Can Stop GOP Blowout”, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/printpage/?url=http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/07/16/needing_a_playbook_not_a_funk_106340.html), 

I'm of the school that contends White House press secretary Robert Gibbs did his party a favor by publicly stating the obvious: Control of the House of Representatives is in play. I'm also of the opinion that the Republican Party's prospects aren't quite as sunny as some observers believe. But Gibbs' candor seemed to jolt Democrats out of their sour lassitude in which they had been mired. The party has now shifted into something resembling a sour frenzy, but that's an improvement. One reason I'm not so confident of a Republican blowout in the fall is that while polls clearly show that the country is in an anti-incumbent mood, there's also considerable evidence that people see the GOP as part of the problem, not part of the solution. A new Washington Post poll, for example, showed that 58 percent of voters have "just some" confidence, or even less, in President Obama's leadership, and that 68 percent were similarly doubtful about the ability of congressional Democrats to lead. But 72 percent had little or no faith in congressional Republicans -- which suggests to me that the GOP has work to do before its leaders start picking out new office suites in the Capitol. Another reason for caution is that the Republican Party is out of step with the American public on so many issues. Americans want to see unemployment benefits extended. They want tougher financial regulation, complete with consumer protections. Even health care reform, which the GOP succeeded in painting as the Apocalypse, becomes more popular as the months pass and somehow the world does not end. It's true that on some issues, Republicans hold the more popular position. On illegal immigration, for example, most Americans agree with the GOP's get-tough, border-first approach. But Latino voters are passionate in supporting Obama's policy of seeking comprehensive immigration reform, including a path to citizenship for undocumented immigrants who are already here. If Democrats can harness this passion, they can hold on to House and Senate seats that otherwise might slip away -- and, in the process, potentially cement the support of the nation's largest minority group for decades to come.

Dems Majority – GOP falling

Dems will keep majority; three reasons – economy, campaign spending, and messaging

Kaplan 7/15/10, – Slate intern (Rebecca, “The Lessons of 1982”, http://www.slate.com/toolbar.aspx?action=print&id=2260630
July 15, 2010)

It's a foregone conclusion that the Democrats will lose seats in November. It's not just that the luck of 2006 and 2008—when they gained 30 and 23 seats, respectively—has run out. Conditions have changed. Sure, Democrats control both chambers of Congress and the White House. But President Obama's approval rating is hovering at an anemic 45 percent. The economy isn't seeing the kind of recovery a party in power wants before an election. Meanwhile, Sarah Palin is doing her best to stir up angry voters who might otherwise stay home during an off-year contest. So speculation is running rampant, particularly in the media and especially among Republicans (and White House spokesman Robert Gibbs), that 2010 could be a replay of the Democrats' lowest political moment in the last half-century: the 1994 midterms, when Republicans seized 52 seats in the House and eight in the Senate, taking control of Congress for the first time in 40 years. But the similarities between 2010 and 1994 are superficial. The more relevant election—the one that gives a better gauge of the magnitude of losses the Democrats may see—is the 1982 midterms. Although some political scientists were predicting that the Democrats would gain as many as 50 seats, on Election Day they took only 26 seats from the Republicans. What happened? And could their disappointment of 28 years ago offer reasons for Democrats to hope this year? After all, they're in the same position now—stronger, actually, since they control both houses of Congress—as the Republicans were in 1982. A quick look at three of the most important factors in any midterm election show why 2010 may be for Democrats what 1982 was for Republicans: not great, certainly, but not nearly as bad as it could have been. The economy. In many respects, today's economic conditions are identical to those in 1982. The yearly change in real disposable income per capita is a key factor in predicting midterm outcomes: When their wallets are fuller, people are more likely to send their representatives back to Washington. And right now this number is almost the same as it was at this point in 1982. For the third quarter of 2010, Moody's Economy.com is predicting a 0.4 percent increase in real disposable income per capita from last year—a fairly stagnant number that does not show much economic growth for the average citizen. In the third quarter of 1982, the change in real disposable income per capita was 0.5 percent—also fairly flat. The unemployment rate is also eerily familiar; it's now pushing 10 percent, while in 1982 it was 9.7 percent. In 1994, meanwhile, the economy was in better shape than it is now or was in 1982, with a 6.1 percent unemployment rate and 2.3 percent increase in personal disposable income from the third quarter of 1993. Campaign spending. In 1982, one of the ways Republicans were able to fend off the Democratic attack was by achieving parity on campaign spending for challengers—both parties spent an average of $141,000. (You can find these data on JSTOR; login required.) It's true that, as a group, Democratic challengers did better than Republican challengers (attributed to the fact that they often ran in Democratic-leaning districts). But if Republicans had skimped on those races, Democrats probably would have come closer to their predicted 40- to 50-seat pickup. Meanwhile, in 1994, Republican challengers outspent Democratic challengers by an average of $244,042 to $152,659 and by a margin of $40,000 on open seats (data again from JSTOR). This year, although the National Republican Congressional Committee outspent the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee in May, the Democratic National Committee and the Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee outspent their Republican counterparts. The DNC and DCCC also had more cash on hand at the end of the month, which will help them later in the election. Without outspending the Democrats, it is unlikely the Republicans will be able to achieve all the pickups they are hoping for. Messaging. Perhaps the most compelling reason why 2010 won't be another 1994 is the current state of the Republican Party. With the economy the major focus of this election—as it was in 1982—the sitting president has much more power to present a unified voice on behalf of the party. This is something that both Reagan did and Obama has done well.
Dems will keep the majority – better achievements than the GOP

Christina Bellantoni, 7/15/10 – senior reporter for Talking Points Memo, covering the White House and politics (July 15, “Dems To Dems: Don’t Worry! Obama Still More Popular Than Bush Was!” http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/07/dems-to-dems-dont-worry-obama-still-more-popular-than-bush-was.php)”

While many Democratic candidates this year may face tough races, polling suggests that this election is shaping up to be different in many respects than either 1994 or 2006, with Democrats in position to win close races across the country and to maintain strong majorities in both the House and Senate. In fact, Democrats today are in a greater position of strength than Democrats in 1994 or Republicans in 2006. Democrats have real accomplishments that benefit middle class families and small businesses to campaign on, an economy that is once again growing and creating jobs and a public that still remembers the disastrous consequences of failed Republican policies that cut taxes for the wealthy, cut rules for big corporations and cut the middle class loose to fend for themselves. So after 18 months of Democrats governing while Republicans in Congress have stood on the sideline and rooted for failure, Democrats are in a strong position to begin the campaign season and present voters with a clear choice: keep America moving forward or going back to the same polices that created the worst economy since the Great Depression. It's the long shadow of the failed Bush economic policies that is keeping support for Republicans at a near record lows and why support for Republicans falls short of support for the minority party in either 1994 or 2006. Thus, Republicans' continued weaknesses and low approval ratings are helping Democrats turn this election into a choice between the two parties rather than just a referendum on the party in power. Despite the downcast assessments of Democratic political fortunes, we believe that this election stands to be different than so-called "wave" elections of the past and that Democrats have every reason to be hopeful that we can weather a treacherous political climate and maintain strong majorities in the House and Senate. 

Dems Majority – GOP divided

Dems will keep majority – GOP is divided

Kaplan 7/15/10, – Slate intern (Rebecca, “The Lessons of 1982”, http://www.slate.com/toolbar.aspx?action=print&id=2260630
July 15, 2010)

The conventional wisdom holds that a bad economy casts a dark cloud over the party in power, but 1982 shows the cloud's silver lining. The depths of the economic problems that year gave the president nearly unlimited open-mic time to talk to the American people—and present a coherent strategy on behalf of his party. By November 1982, Reagan had given six speeches from the Oval Office about the economy, explaining to Americans how he and Republicans were trying to solve the problem. Obama has given no Oval Office speeches on the economy, but it has been the topic of 106 speeches and appearances—and the subject of his recent campaign trail rhetoric. And, just as with Reagan, many Americans do not place the blame for the economic problems with Obama. Even with a job approval rating in the mid-40s and stagnant personal disposable income, Reagan and the Republicans avoided a walloping, and Obama might too. In 1994, in contrast, Clinton lost control of the national conversation. Congress did pass a huge tax-cutting and -raising bill in Clinton's first year. But despite his unofficial campaign slogan ("It's the economy, stupid"), Clinton spent a lot of time in the first two years of his term on controversial projects unrelated to the economy (a crime bill, a failed health care bill, a failed attempt to lift the ban on gays in the military). This opened avenues of failure for the Republicans to exploit. Led by Newt Gingrich and his Contract With America, they blanketed the country with their message. Not only was Gingrich successful in promoting a unified message, particularly among challengers; he also helped his party reach voters in new ways, with previously underused media like talk radio. That kind of message mastery was essential to the Republicans' capture of 52 House seats. This year, the Republican Party is deeply divided in its upper echelons of leadership—and people like RNC Chairman Michael Steele certainly aren't helping the party define or stay on message. Additionally, the Republicans (far more than the Democrats) have had to contend with the distractions of the Tea Partiers, whose candidates have the potential to steal away the conservative voters on which the Republicans rely so heavily. A recent Gallup poll highlighted the steep overlap between the Tea Partiers and the Republican base. Republicans this year have to fend off charges from the right and the left instead of just being able to focus on the attack.As Robert Gibbs says, it's certainly possible that the Democrats will lose the House this year, like they did in 1994. But from an economic standpoint, this year more closely resembles 1982. And the president—a Democrat now, a Republican then—seems similarly disciplined. All the party in power has to do is spend some money and hope that this year turns out to be less bad than everyone predicts.
Despite risk of GOP takeover, Dems will keep the majority

Robert Schroeder, 7/13/10 – reporter for MarketWatch in Washington (July 13, “Midterms challenging but winnable: DNC chair”, http://blogs.marketwatch.com/election/2010/07/13/midterms-challenging-but-winnable-dnc-chair/)

This fall’s midterm elections will be “challenging” for Democrats but President Barack Obama’s party will hang on to control of both chambers of Congress in November, the chairman of the Democratic National Committee said Tuesday. DNC Chair Tim Kaine was speaking on MSNBC about new poll numbers that show troubling signs for Democrats. A new Washington Post/ABC News poll shows Obama’s overall approval rating at 50%, equal to his low point in that survey. Forty-seven percent disapprove of the job he’s doing. And about seven in 10 voters said they lack confidence in Democratic lawmakers — while a similar proportion said the same thing about Republicans. Kaine acknowledged the difficulty for his party but said voters have a clear choice. “It is going to be challenging in the midterms,” he said. And he added: “We’ve got to make the choice clear between a party that is willing to vigorously act to get the economy growing again, to restore our respect abroad, and a party that’s just throwing rocks.” Meanwhile, another poll shows that the prospect of a Republican takeover of the House continues to rise. The latest Political Insiders Poll from National Journal shows that more Democrats believe Republicans will reclaim that chamber. On a scale of zero to 10, with 10 being virtual certainty, the average rating from 100 Democratic insiders polled was 4.5, up from 3.7 when the question was last asked in April. Republican insiders were even more confident, with their average rating at 6.6, up from 5.8 in April. 

Dems hanging on to majority by a whisker

The Economist 7/8 (The mid-term elections Waiting to thump the Democrats, http://www.economist.com/node/16541619?story_id=16541619&fsrc=rss)

THIS is a miserable time to be a Democratic politician in America, especially if you are a member of the House of Representatives. Most non-partisan pollsters and pundits agree that the Democrats can expect a thumping on November 2nd, when all of the 435 seats in the House and 36 of the 100 in the Senate will be up for grabs in the mid-term elections. By general consent the Republicans are unlikely to gain the ten seats they need to capture the Senate from the Democrats. In the House, on the other hand, the Democrats’ majority hangs by a whisker.
Dems Majority – Momentum

Dems can still hold on 

The Economist 7/8 (The mid-term elections Waiting to thump the Democrats, http://www.economist.com/node/16541619?story_id=16541619&fsrc=rss)

For all these woes, the Democrats could yet hang on. Mr Olsen makes the point that it is rare for a president’s party actually to lose Congress in his first term: before the upset of 1994 the only previous such turnaround was when the Republicans lost in 1954 under Eisenhower. The Democrats enjoy stronger local organisation in many districts and, despite having fewer friends on Wall Street these days, are expected to have more money to spend. They have not given up hope of persuading the new voters who helped to elect Mr Obama in 2008 to turn out again; the campaign organisation he built for that election has been kept running, under the new name Organising for America. Chris Van Hollen, chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, told the Washington Post recently that the party was spending $50m on efforts to galvanise the first-time voters of 2008 to vote again in November.


Dems will keep majority – BP ruined GOP chance

Ryan Witt, 6/19/10 – school graduate who has extensive experience teaching government and politics (Examiner, June 19 2010, “Midterms : Democrats begin attacking Republicans for their defense of BP over Gulf oil spill”, 

http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner~y2010m6d19-Midterms-2010-Democrats-begin-attacking-Republicans-for-their-defense-of-BP-over-Gulf-oil-spill)“

Before the Gulf oil spill, 2010 looked to be a banner year for Republicans. Most voters are angry toward any incumbent and right now Democrats control most seats in Congress. In addition, the party controlling the White House usually loses seats in Congress in a midterm election. In general, Americans like split power in government, so there was a real danger of Republicans taking back both the House and Senate. However, developments over the last month may have given the Democrats an opening to keep their large majorities in Congress. Prominent Republican and conservative leaders have consistently defended BP even though the company was undoubtedly negligent, if not reckless, in their behavior leading up to the spill. Notable incidents of Republicans gaffes over the spill include, but are not limited to: (1) Kentucky Senate Candidate Rand Paul calling criticism of BP "un-American." (2) Rep. Michelle Bachmann (R-Minn.) urging BP to stand firm and not be "chumps" when facing off with the federal government. (3) Governor Haley Barbour saying that the oil spill was nothing like Exxon Valdez in the early days of the spill. In fact, the spill is now estimated to be at least four times larger than the Valdez spill. Gov. Barbour also blamed the media, not BP, for decreased tourism along the Gulf Coast. (4) House Minority Leader John Boehner (R-OH) reportedly agreed with the Chamber of Commerce in saying that taxpayers should help pay for cleanup costs in addition to BP. Rep. Boehner would later claim he misunderstood the question and that he supports making BP pay for every dime of the disaster. (5) Finally, most infamously, Rep. Joe Barton (R-TX) actually apologized to BP in congressional hearings calling the agreement BP made with the White House a "shakedown." After the financial crisis it was essentially political death to be associated to closely with companies like Lehman Brothers or Goldman Sachs. The same may be the case with BP after the Gulf oil spill crisis. In a time when most Americans see large corporations as part of the problem, the GOP seems all too willing to align themselves with BP. Democrats have not missed this point quickly calling out Republicans. Democrats have now also released their first ad attacking Republicans for their stance with BP. In the ad below, Minnesota State Sen. Tarryl Clark takes Rep. Michelle Bachmann to task for her comments defending BP. Many liberals, such as Keith Olbermann, are urging Democrats to start referring the opposing party as "GOBP." The White House has already mentioned the fact that, as ranking Republican member of the Energy Committee in the House, Rep. Joe Barton would become one of the more powerful people overseeing big oil if Republicans took back the House.

GOP Win – Economy

Dems will lose midterms – independents, enthusiasm, unemployment, and deficit

Mark Halperin, 7/19/10 – Senior Political analyst (July 19, “Dems Start to Panic As Midterm Reality Sets In”, http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,2004646,00.html), 

Under pressure, the Democrats are cracking. On both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue, there is a realization that Nancy Pelosi's hold on the speakership is in true jeopardy; that losing control of the Senate is not out of the question; and that time, once the Democrats' best friend, is now their mortal enemy. Since January, when Scott Brown won Ted Kennedy's Massachusetts Senate seat, the President's party has tried to downplay in public what its pollsters have been saying in private: that Obama's alienation of independents and white voters, along with the enthusiasm gap between the right and the left, means that Republicans are on a trajectory to pick up massive numbers of House and Senate seats, perhaps even to regain control of Congress. Evidence of the pervasiveness of this view: Sunday's New York Times op-ed page, which featured a series of short essays from leading Democratic and Republican strategists about how Obama could go about staging a political comeback, focused not on November's midterms but on 2012 — an indication that Washington conventional wisdom has already written off prospects of Democrats sustaining a majority in the legislature. What has kept the easily panicked denizens of Capitol Hill from open revolt until now was a shared confidence that there was still plenty of time to turn things around, and that the White House had a strategy to do just that. The two-part scheme was pretty straightforward. First, Democrats planned a number of steps to head off, or at least soften, the anti-Washington, anti-incumbent, anti-Obama sentiment that cost them the Massachusetts seat. Pass health care, and other measures to demonstrate that Democrats could get things done for the middle class; continue to foster those fabled green shoots on the economy, harvesting the positive impact of the massive economic stimulus bill passed early in the Administration; heighten the contrast between the two parties by delivering on Wall Street reform and a campaign-funding law to counteract January's controversial Supreme Court decision. Use all of those elements to contrast the Democrats' policies under Obama with the Republicans' policies under Bush, rather than allow the midterms to be a referendum on the incumbent party. The second strand of the Democrats' plan was more prosaic and mechanical. Recruit strong candidates for open seats. Leverage the White House and congressional majorities to raise more money than the other side. Make mischief by playing up the divisions between the Tea Party and the more traditional elements of the Republican Party, in part to increase the chances that more extreme, less electable candidates edge out moderates in GOP primary battles. Do extensive opposition research and targeted messaging in the fall to delegitimize Republican candidates in the minds of centrist voters. Coordinate below the radar with labor unions, environmentalists and other allies on get-out-the-vote efforts, focusing on young, nonwhite and first-time voters who came out for Obama in 2008. Robert Gibbs' now-famous acknowledgement on Meet the Press on July 11 that Republicans were in a position to win back control of the House sparked a notable outbreak of hostility between the White House and congressional Democrats for two reasons. First, it forced Pelosi & Co. to recognize that the first part of their plan is failing. Public and private polling suggests that anxiety over the lack of jobs and anger over the big-spending ways of the Administration will trump the merits of the stimulus spending, health care reform and the financial regulation bill in voters' minds. Neither the economy nor voters' perceptions are likely to be turned around by Election Day. Congressional Democrats were aware of this hard reality before Gibbs opened his mouth, but having him say it out loud was apparently too much for those on the Hill to bear. Democrats also fear that Gibbs' admission will impact the flow of donations from corporate interests and lobbyists, who tend to want to bet on the party more likely to win the majority. Open musing about a speaker John Boehner, House Democrats believe, will drive mercenary donors to shift their support to the GOP. The huge fundraising hauls by GOP Senate candidates just reported for the second quarter of the year were not, of course, the result of Gibbs' statement, but the momentum suggested by those figures could be hypercharged by White House pessimism. 
GOP will win Senate – only need 10 seats

Naftali Bendavid, 7/19/10 – Congress reporter for The Wall Street Journal (July 19, “GOP Sees Path to Control of Senate” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704875004575375122374132154.html?mod=WSJ_hpp_MIDDLETopStories), 

WASHINGTON—Democrats for the first time are acknowledging that Republicans could retake the Senate this November if everything falls into place for the GOP, less than two years after Democrats held a daunting 60-seat majority. Leaders of both parties have believed for months that Republicans could win the House, where every lawmaker faces re-election. But a change of party control in the Senate, where only a third of the members are running and Republicans must capture 10 seats, seemed out of the question. That's no longer the case. The emergence of competitive Republican candidates in Wisconsin, Washington and California—Democratic-leaning states where polls now show tight races—bring the number of seats that Republicans could seize from the Democrats to 11. Democrats now control the Senate 59-41—after the death of Democratic Sen. Edward M. Kennedy, who was replaced by Republican Sen. Scott Brown—including two independents who usually vote with them. That means Republicans need 10 seats to take a 51-49 advantage. Republicans would have to win virtually every competitive race to retake the Senate, without losing any seats of their own—clearly an uphill climb. The trouble for Democrats is that many trends are against them. Surveys show that Republicans are more motivated than Democrats to go to the polls, and that voters are looking for new leadership in Congress. "I think there is definitely a chance" of losing the Senate, said Democratic strategist Gary Nordlinger, a Washington-based media consultant. "I wouldn't call it a probability, but there is certainly a chance." "Republicans still have to [win] all the competitive races in order to get to a majority, but at least there are enough seats on the table to pull it off," said Nathan Gonzales, political editor of the non-partisan Rothenberg Political Report.

GOP Win – Obama declining

Dems lose majority – Obama approval rating

Lamb 7/19/10 ( Christina, theaustralian.com,  writer for Sunday Times, Sunday Telegraph, and Financial Times,  New York Times, New Statesman, Spectator, Time magazine and Conde Nast Traveller. No escape from heat for holidaying Barack Obama, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/world/no-escape-from-heat-for-holidaying-barack-obama/story-e6frg6so-1225893622227)

Along with healthcare - the biggest social reform in decades - and his $US787 billion ($905bn) economic stimulus, this makes an astonishing legislative hat-trick. Yet while Obama is one of the most successful presidents in terms of passing legislation, his popularity has sunk to a new low. A CBS/New York Times poll last week gave him an approval rating of just 44 per cent. Under fire from the Left, independents are abandoning him and the Right is already celebrating his imminent downfall. Even his own party seems to view him as an electoral liability. Many Democratic candidates for the mid-term elections are ignoring his achievements and campaigning on local issues. Up to 60 Democratic house seats are in jeopardy and the Republicans need to gain 39 to take control. "There is a wave out there and, for Democrats, the House (of Representatives) is, at best, teetering on the edge," said political analyst Charlie Cook.
Republicans will take back Congress – White house press secretary Gibbs agrees

Lamb 7/19/10 ( Christina, theaustralian.com,  writer for Sunday Times, Sunday Telegraph, and Financial Times,  New York Times, New Statesman, Spectator, Time magazine and Conde Nast Traveller. No escape from heat for holidaying Barack Obama, 

http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/world/no-escape-from-heat-for-holidaying-barack-obama/story-e6frg6so-1225893622227)

His(Obama’s) own press secretary has admitted Democrats might lose control of congress in the mid-term elections in November. Chris van Hollen, chairman of the Democrats' congressional campaign committee, insists that Obama is an asset to the party. "The reason a lot of candidates are focused on local issues is they want to be able to show the impact of his reforms in the community," he said. His task was not helped when White House press secretary Robert Gibbs told a talk show that his party could lose control of congress. "There's no doubt that there are enough seats in play that could cause Republicans to gain control," he said. "What Gibbs was expressing was truthful, but from the political viewpoint (it) was devastating," said political blogger Steve Clemons. "What kind of message does it send out to the people who have been helping him get his legislation through at their cost?"
Dems will lose – voters will cast opposition

Blanton , 7/16/10 – Director for Fox News (Dana, July 16, “Fox News Poll: Obama a Hindrance on Fall Elections”, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/16/fox-news-poll-obama-hindrance-fall-elections/print)

Most voters say that when they pull the lever this November, they will be sending a message to the White House — and voters see Republicans as better at handling key issues like the economy, terrorism and immigration — according to a Fox News poll. Voters will go to the polls this November with control of Congress at stake. Yet most voters say when they pull that lever, they will be sending a message to the White House, according to a Fox News poll. The poll, released Friday, finds that 41 percent of voters will cast their ballots to register opposition to President Obama's policies. A third (33 percent) will vote to express their support. The policies of the administration will not be a factor for 20 percent of voters. Most Republicans — 72 percent — describe their midterm vote as expressing opposition to the Obama administration. That's a bit higher than the 64 percent of Democrats who say their vote will express support. One in 10 Democrats will vote to express opposition to the president (11 percent). Independents are nearly 20 percentage points more likely to say their vote will express opposition (41 percent) rather than support (23 percent) for Obama policies. Thirty-three percent of independents say the administration won't influence their vote. If the election were held today, 41 percent of voters would back the Republican candidate in their congressional district and 37 percent would vote for the Democratic candidate. That's little changed from two weeks ago when the vote favored the Republican candidate by 42-40 percent (June 29-30).

GOP Win – Voter enthusiasm

GOP will win majority – more independent voters support

McCormick and Dodge, 7/15/10 – reporters for Bloomberg (John McCormick, Catherine DodgeJuly 15, “Bloomberg National Poll Shows Obama at Risk”, http://www.businessweek.com/print/magazine/content/10_30/b4188032411856.htm) 

The President's overall approval is at 52 percent, roughly what it has been since December 2009. Yet majorities or pluralities disapprove of his handling of the economy, health care, the budget deficit, the Afghanistan war, the overhaul of financial regulations, and BP's (BP) leaking oil well in the Gulf of Mexico. Obama's rating is higher than President Bill Clinton's 42 percent in July 1994 and lower than President George W. Bush's 73 percent in July 2002, according to Gallup data. Almost two-thirds say they feel the nation is headed in the wrong direction, an even more sour assessment than in March, when 58 percent felt that way. Similarly, two-thirds of independent voters are pessimistic, while just 56 percent of Democrats offer a vote of confidence. After a year of economic growth, 71 percent say the economy is still in recession. "They have been hammered by the economy, and there is a disconnect between the lives Americans are living and Washington," says J. Ann Selzer, president of Selzer & Co., a Des Moines firm that conducted the nationwide survey. "They seem to have lost hope." For Democrats, the survey may portend significant losses in November, when voters will determine which party controls the House and Senate. Given the anti-Washington mood, Republicans have the upper hand. Among independent voters often crucial to winning elections, GOP congressional candidates are preferred to Democrats, 44 percent to 32 percent. Among likely voters who view the election as exceptionally important—and provide the advantage that political consultants call the "intensity factor"—Republicans beat Democrats 56 percent to 34 percent. A quarter of Americans, including 30 percent of Republicans and 21 percent of Democrats, say the nation would have been better off had Hillary Clinton been elected President. Unemployment is easily the top issue, with 41 percent saying it is the most important matter facing the nation. "It downgrades our people if they don't have anything to do," says respondent Jane Phillips, an 80-year-old retired schoolteacher from Springfield, Ohio. After unemployment, the most critical issues were the federal deficit and government spending, followed by the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico. The gap between Republicans and Democrats is stark when it comes to the budget. Among Republicans, 44 percent rank it as the most important issue, compared with 7 percent of Democrats. 

GOP will win majority – history proves party in power will lose

Voice of America, 7/14/10 (Jim Malone – VOA national correspondent, July 14, “US Democrats Bracing For Election Setbacks”, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/US-Democrats-Bracing-For-Election-Setbacks-98441014.html)

In U.S. politics, President Barack Obama's public approval ratings are hitting new lows and a growing number of analysts now believe opposition Republicans have an excellent chance of winning back control of at least one chamber of Congress in midterm elections in November. The news for President Obama seems to be getting grimmer. The latest ABC News/Washington Post poll found that nearly 60 percent of those surveyed lack faith in the president to make the right decisions for the country, and that only 43 percent approve of his handling of the economy. Both figures are new lows for that poll. The negative poll ratings have been building for some time, according to Karlyn Bowman. Bowman monitors public opinion at the American Enterprise Institute in Washington. "Pew [poll] noted last week that more people think Obama is having an effect on the economy than felt that way a year ago," said Karlyn Bowman. "The bad news is that more people think he is making it worse rather than better." The president's overall approval rating is at or just under 50 percent in most recent polls, and that could spell trouble for Democrats trying to hold onto their majorities in Congress in the November midterm elections. Poor presidential approval ratings usually mean losses for the president's party in midterm congressional elections. In addition, the Democrats are fighting history. With very few exceptions, the party that controls the White House loses congressional seats in a new president's first midterm election.

GOP will win – independents and enthusiasm

Voice of America, 7/14/10 (Jim Malone - VOA national correspondent, July 14, “US Democrats Bracing For Election Setbacks”, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/US-Democrats-Bracing-For-Election-Setbacks-98441014.html)

Republicans need to win 39 additional seats in the 435-member House of Representatives to win control of that body, and would need to gain ten seats in the Senate to gain a majority in that chamber. Many political analysts now see a Republican wave building for November, fueled in part by conservative grass roots activists who support the so-called Tea Party movement. Even presidential spokesman Robert Gibbs recently acknowledged that there are enough competitive House races this year that would allow the Republicans to win a majority in November. Analyst Charlie Cook says that he believes Republicans will win enough seats to take back control of the House of Representatives, in part because Republicans seem more committed to voting this year than Democrats. "They are not enthusiastic," said Charlie Cook. "They are not energized. They are very lethargic. At the same time Republicans and conservatives are really motivated, really energized and they look likely to turn out in unusually large numbers. So there is a huge gap in terms of intensity and likelihood of voting and that is important in these midterm elections where the [voter] turnout is usually about a third less than in presidential years." Cook also believes that many of the independent voters who helped elect Barack Obama president in 2008 and who supported the Democratic takeover of Congress in 2006 have now shifted their allegiance to the Republicans. "This is a group that voted for Democrats for Congress by an 18 point margin in 2006," he said. "They voted for President Obama by an eight point margin in 2008, and in the Gallup Poll over the last three months they have been giving Republicans an average of a 12-point lead in the contest for Congress." 
GOP Win - Senate

Dems will lose the majority – anti-incumbent sentiments

Chris Cillizza, 7/13/10 – political reporter for the Washington Post (July 13, “Americans ready to "look around" in the fall election”, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/morning-fix/1-2-voters-are-voting.html)


Six in ten Americans say they are likely to look around for someone new in the fall election according to the latest Washington Post/ABC national poll, an ominous sign for incumbents with the 2010 midterms less than four months off. Sixty percent of all adults -- and 62 percent of registered voters -- said they preferred to look around at their options while 25 percent of adults and 26 percent of registered voters said they planned to cast a vote to re-elect their incumbent. While the numbers don't represent significant change from the Post/ABC June poll -- 29 percent re-elect/60 percent look around -- they do signal a sustained disinterest among the public to simply default to their incumbent. Compare where the electorate stands on the question to how they felt in the immediate run-up to the 1994 election -- the first midterm of Bill Clinton's presidency that saw Republicans regain control of the House for the first time in four decades. In a late October Post/ABC poll that year, 37 percent of registered voters said they planned to vote to re-elect their incumbent while 56 percent said they were looking around. Other data points in the latest Post/ABC survey make clear the volatility within the electorate -- thanks is large part to worry and unhappiness about the economy. Just one in ten described the state of the economy as either "excellent" or "good" while just one in four adults said that they believed the economy was getting better. Those numbers -- combined with an erosion of confidence in President Barack Obama -- should rightly worry Democrats who are seeking to preserve their House and Senate majorities this fall. While voter unrest doesn't fall more heavily on either party in the Post/ABC poll, Democrats control a significantly larger chunk of seats in both chambers so the more voters express a willingness to try something new, the more it hurts Democrats.

GOP will win – only need 40 seats out of 60 to win majority

CBS News, 7/11/10 (July 11, “Gibbs: Democrats Could Lose House”, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/07/12/politics/main6669175.shtml?tag=contentMain;contentBody)

 (AP) President Barack Obama's party could lose its House majority in this fall's elections, his spokesman said Sunday, perhaps trying to jolt Democratic voters with the specter of GOP lawmakers rolling back White House policies. "I think there's no doubt there are enough seats in play that could cause Republicans to gain control. There's no doubt about that," press secretary Robert Gibbs told NBC's "Meet the Press." Democrats now hold a 255-178 edge in the House, with two vacancies in the 435-member chamber. Anywhere from 40 to perhaps 60 House seats could be competitive by the fall. Republicans would need to take back about 40 seats to slip into the majority, placing the current GOP leader, Ohio Rep. John Boehner, in line to replace Rep. Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., as speaker.

Republicans will reach 218 –study by Abramowitz proves

The Economist 7/8 (The mid-term elections Waiting to thump the Democrats, http://www.economist.com/node/16541619?story_id=16541619&fsrc=rss)

A nice indication of how close a race it is comes from a study by Alan Abramowitz, a political scientist at Emory University. He calculated last month that the Republicans are on track to win 42 House seats currently held by Democrats and lose just three of their own seats. That would give them a net gain of 39, which by coincidence is exactly how many they need to gain control. Nancy Pelosi would then have to surrender the speaker’s gavel she won in 2006 to the Republicans’ John Boehner, who would preside over a majority of 218 to 217—tiny, but enough to make life wretched for the Obama White House.

GOP will win back the House - multiple analysts agree

The Economist 7/8 (The mid-term elections Waiting to thump the Democrats, http://www.economist.com/node/16541619?story_id=16541619&fsrc=rss)

Mr Abramowitz’s projection is only one of many to suggest that the election is tight. Although the analysis of his Cook Political Report still puts the Democrats’ losses between 30 and 40, Charlie Cook, an expert on the horse-race, says his “gut” tells him that the Democrats will lose “a few more than 40”. “Earth to House Democrats,” Bill Galston, a senior fellow in the Democrat-leaning Brookings Institution, wrote recently: “It’s time to press the panic button.”
GOP Win - House

GOP win back the House – Obama’s approval rating

The Economist 7/8 (The mid-term elections Waiting to thump the Democrats, http://www.economist.com/node/16541619?story_id=16541619&fsrc=rss)

Comparisons with the wave that saw the Republicans take the House for the first time in 40 years at the 1994 mid-terms are inescapable. Like Bill Clinton then, Barack Obama has seen his approval rating shrivel to under 50%; our YouGov poll has him at just 43%, though the average of all such polls is three points higher. People are once again deeply dissatisfied with both the performance of the Democratic Congress and the direction of the country. Mr Abramowitz notes that fewer of the seats the Democrats are defending this time are in marginal or Republican-leaning districts, and fewer are in seats where the incumbent is not running. This should make the Democrats’ majority a bit easier to defend than in 1994, when they lost 54 seats. But they still risk being overwhelmed.
GOP will win majority – enthusiasm 

The Economist 7/8 (The mid-term elections Waiting to thump the Democrats, http://www.economist.com/node/16541619?story_id=16541619&fsrc=rss)

A survey published by the Pew Research Centre on July 1st found that 56% of Republican voters were more enthusiastic about voting this year, the highest proportion since the Republican triumph of 1994. More Republicans than Democrats (64% to 50%) say they are playing close attention to election news. True, the same poll found that under-30s favoured the Democrats by a wide margin (57% to 32%), but only half of these were absolutely certain to vote. Among over-50s, on the other hand, the Republicans enjoy an 52% to 41% lead, but about eight of ten of these older voters said they were absolutely certain to vote. For the Democrats this is an ominous change: in the mid-terms of 2006, they held the same lead among young people but a 14-point lead among older voters too. The enthusiasm gap exists even among the growing proportion of voters who choose to register as independents. Pew finds that 44% of this group intend to vote Republican and 36% Democrat, and that 77% of the Republican-leaning independents are “absolutely certain” to vote, compared with 62% of those who intend to vote Democrat. Gallup says its polls show a bigger enthusiasm gap between the parties than it has measured in any previous mid-term, including the 1994 landslide.
Dems will lose – economy, unemployment, deficits, and military

LA Times, 7/7/10 (Andrew Malcolm, July 7, “Crucial independent voters abandoning Obama, now under 40%, lowest ever”, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/independents-abandoning-obama-gallup-poll.html)

Two new polls this morning augur ill for President Barack Obama and his fellow Democrats who control Congress. The worst -- from Gallup -- finds that for the first time since Obama took the oath, his support among independents, a key voter segment in his decisive 2008 coalition election win, has fallen below 40%. The new tracking finds that Obama's support among all voter segments has declined in the past year, but nowhere more than among independents. Only 38% now support him, an 18-point drop from 52 weeks ago, when polls first began showing the nation's rapidly-growing population of independent voters peeling off, as Obama relentlessly pushed his healthcare plan and ignored polls saying jobs and the economy were uppermost on voters' minds. In that same time span, support for the Democrat has fallen 9 points among Democrats (from 90% to 81%) and 8 points among Republicans (from 20% to 12%). Collectively, only 46% of Americans approve of the president's job performance, just 1 point above his worst approval of 45%. Obama's approval has not been above 50% since February. Despite his professed success with the healthcare legislation, Obama is confronting a stubbornly sluggish economic recovery, continuing high unemployment, growing concerns over deficits and spending, impatience among some supporters such as gays and Hispanics and mounting casualties in his ongoing Afghanistan military campaign. Other recent presidents suffered similar low ratings in their second year -- Jimmy Carter (40%), Ronald Reagan (42%) and Bill Clinton (43%). And each of those presidents' parties lost substantial numbers of congressional seats in the ensuing midterm elections. George W. Bush's experience ran counter to that pattern; his Republican Party actually gained seats in the 2002 midterm elections, the first time that had happened since Democrat Franklin Delano Roosevelt's first midterm election.
GOP Win – Independents key

GOP will win – better turnout and independents support

Jeffrey Jones, 7/1/10 – editor of the Gallup Poll (July 1, “Independent Voters Favor GOP in 2010 Election Tracking”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/141086/Independent-Voters-Favor-GOP-2010-Election-Tracking.aspx?version=print), 

PRINCETON, NJ -- By an average 10 percentage-point margin since March, 45% to 35%, independent registered voters have consistently preferred the Republican to the Democrat when asked which congressional candidate they would vote for in their district. Independents' preference for Republicans has been generally consistent over this time, with the gap in favor of Republicans increasing slightly since March, from 8 to 12 points. Currently about one in five independent registered voters are undecided or prefer a candidate from outside the two major parties, suggesting the potential for movement in these numbers between now and Election Day. These data are based on monthly averages of Gallup Daily tracking, including interviews with more than 6,000 registered voters each month. Typically, Republican and Democratic identifiers show a high degree of loyalty to their party's candidate in voting for Congress. Since March, an average of 92% of Democrats and 94% of Republicans have said they would vote for their party's candidate if the election were held today. As such, the voting preferences of independents are a key component in determining overall preferences leading up to Election Day, and the eventual outcome of the election. Another key component is turnout, which tends to be highest among Republican identifiers and lowest among independents. Overall, Gallup's generic ballot has shown a virtual tie among all registered voters since March, with an average of 46% saying they would vote Republican and 45% Democratic. The Democratic Party remains competitive with the GOP despite the independent tilt toward the Republican Party because more registered voters identify as Democrats (35%) than as Republicans (31%) in the March-June data.
Dems will lose – unpopular with independents

Jeffrey Jones, 7/1/10 – editor of the Gallup Poll (July 1, “Independent Voters Favor GOP in 2010 Election Tracking”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/141086/Independent-Voters-Favor-GOP-2010-Election-Tracking.aspx?version=print),

The Role of President Obama Though the president is not on the ballot in midterm election years, he certainly is a major factor in many voters' vote decisions, as evidenced by the typical pattern in which the president's party loses congressional seats in midterms. Evaluations of the president could be especially important among independents, whose congressional voting preferences are not anchored by party loyalty. At this point, dissatisfaction with Obama appears to be a reason independents favor the Republican Party this year. Since March, 42% of independent registered voters, on average, have approved of the job Obama is doing as president, while 51% have disapproved. (This is a slightly more negative assessment than is true for all independents, among whom 44% approve and 45% disapprove of Obama.) Independent voters who disapprove of Obama's job performance say by 71% to 12% that they would vote for the Republican candidate in their district if the election were held today. In contrast, independent voters who approve of Obama favor the Democratic candidate, but by a smaller 63% to 17% margin. The vote patterns of independent approvers and disapprovers have been stable from month to month. Bottom Line A key to winning elections for the Democratic and Republican Parties is to appeal to independent voters. Thus far in the 2010 election campaign, Republicans have attracted greater support from independents than have Democrats. This may in part be the result of independent voters' greater dissatisfaction than satisfaction with the job President Obama is doing. Independents' preference for the Republican congressional candidate in their district has been consistent this year. Still, one in five independents remain undecided. The preferences of these voters, as well as which independents turn out on Election Day, will have a major impact on the direction and magnitude of seat change in the midterm elections.
Obama popularity down from BP oil spill 

Abbas 6/30/10 ( Raheel, blogger @ All the buzz in News, 
BP, will resonate in US mid-term elections, http://www.buzztab.com/latest-news/bp-will-resonate-in-us-mid-term-elections/

BP oil spill disaster has given rise to a political row in US in the wake of upcoming mid-term elections. President Barack Obama has said that Republican Party is trying to use the BP Oil Spill as political weapon against his government in the upcoming mid-term elections. Interestingly a recent Gallup poll suggests the same as 48% of the Americans disapprove their president’s efforts during the BP oil spill disaster while 44% of them think that their president was moving in right direction with right pace. Well it seems the very word BP would resonate in the upcoming American mid-term elections and both Republicans and democrats would try to score points on this issue that may change the political history of America.
AT: Too far right

Right is not too conservative – left is too liberal – polls show

The Economist 7/8 (The mid-term elections Waiting to thump the Democrats, http://www.economist.com/node/16541619?story_id=16541619&fsrc=rss)

One hope on the Democratic side is that the conservative “tea-party” movement will drive the Republicans too far to the right for the taste of mainstream voters. But there is not much evidence of that in the polling. Indeed, the number of voters telling Gallup’s pollsters that the Republicans are too conservative has fallen since 2008 from 43% to 40%, and the proportion who think them about right has grown from 38% to 41%. Meanwhile the share of voters who consider the Democrats “too liberal” has risen from 39% to 49%. That cannot be good news for Ms Pelosi and her anxious colleagues in the House. 

Econ k2 Midterms

Voters don’t care about issues

Paul Krugman, 7/18/10 – Op-Ed columnist for the New York Times (July 18, “The Pundit Delusion”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/19/opinion/19krugman.html?_r=2&hp=&pagewanted=print), 

Unfortunately, however, the evidence suggests that issues don’t matter either, in part because voters are often deeply ill informed. Suppose, for example, that you believed claims that voters are more concerned about the budget deficit than they are about jobs. (That’s not actually true, but never mind.) Even so, how much credit would you expect Democrats to get for reducing the deficit? None. In 1996 voters were asked whether the deficit had gone up or down under Bill Clinton. It had, in fact, plunged — but a plurality of voters, and a majority of Republicans, said that it had risen. There’s no point berating voters for their ignorance: people have bills to pay and children to raise, and most don’t spend their free time studying fact sheets. Instead, they react to what they see in their own lives and the lives of people they know. Given the realities of a bleak employment picture, Americans are unhappy — and they’re set to punish those in office. 

Economy will be the key issue in the midterms – multiple reasons 

Beschloss 7/11/10 (Morris R, international economist and financial writer. Economy will play key role in mid-term election outcomes, http://www.mydesert.com/article/20100711/COLUMNS03/7100351/Economy-will-play-key-role-in-mid-term-election-outcomes
With critical mid-term congressional elections only four months away, economic issues are emerging as the dominant factor in determining whether major national economic policies will be forcefully challenged in the upcoming elections. Never have key economic issues played such a make-or-break role in a national election that could change the philosophical direction of the United States. Although the venerable 1980s House Speaker Tip O'Neill, D-Mass., once defined all House and even Senatorial elections as locally-driven, national economic differences between the major political parties will frame the debate this fall: Unemployment is getting worse. The U.S. labor force has shrunk by 652,000 in May, the second largest fall since 1965. This reflects the total abandonment of potential job opportunities by increasing numbers. That's why the 9.5 percent unemployment rate is misleading. The runaway deficit and resultant debt. America has never been caught in the caldron of such an explosive debt growth, threatening the U.S. economy with unsustainable consequences. The party in power will be on the defensive in justifying the continuation of this ongoing trend. Health care justification. The virtual government takeover of health care, which a majority of Americans oppose, will have to be justified by its proponents — all members of Congress who voted for it. Its constitutionality is now winding its way through the judicial process, led by a number of states' attorneys general. Taxes. The largest federal tax increase in U.S. history, due to kick off in January, is generating a gathering storm of anger at all levels of the income spectrum.

***ECONOMY***

Growth good – generic

Studies show that economic growth eventually helps the economy

Barret 97 (Scott, Professor of Environmental Economics and International Political Economy, Director of the International Policy program, and Director of the Global Health and Foreign Policy Initiative at SAIS, “Is Economic Growth Good for the Environment?”, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/119169957/abstract)

Is economic growth good or bad? One reason for thinking it may be bad is that growth may be associated with an increase in environmental degradation. New empirical evidence, however, indicates that growth need not harm the environment. It suggests that, though environmental quality may worsen with growth in poor countries, it eventually improves with growth once countries become sufficiently rich. Figure 1 presents an example from the literature. It shows that sulphur dioxide emissions per capita first increase with real income per capita (corrected for purchasing power) and later decrease. Whether this new evidence endorses the "growth is good" or the "growth is bad" view is now a subject of much debate.

Economic growth leads to an increase in technology and awareness helps the environment

Anderson 04 (Terry, Executive Director of the Political Economy Research Center (PERC), in Bozeman, Montana and Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, “Why Economic Growth is Good for the Environment”, Apr 29, http://www.perc.org/articles/article446.php)

Hansen's essay concludes on an optimistic note, saying "the main elements [new technologies] required to halt climate change have come into being with remarkable rapidity." This statement would not have surprised economist Julian Simon. He saw the "ultimate resource" to be the human mind and believed it to be best motivated by market forces. Because of a combination of market forces and technological innovations, we are not running out of natural resources. As a resource becomes more scarce, prices increase, thus encouraging development of cheaper alternatives and technological innovations. Just as fossil fuel replaced scarce whale oil, its use will be reduced by new technology and alternative fuel sources. Market forces also cause economic growth, which in turn leads to environmental improvements. Put simply, poor people are willing to sacrifice clean water and air, healthy forests, and wildlife habitat for economic growth. But as their incomes rise above subsistence, "economic growth helps to undo the damage done in earlier years," says economist Bruce Yandle. "If economic growth is good for the environment, policies that stimulate growth ought to be good for the environment." The link between greenhouse gas emissions and economic prosperity is no different. Using data from the United States, Professor Robert McCormick finds that "higher GDP reduces total net [greenhouse gas] emissions." He goes a step further by performing the complex task of estimating net U.S. carbon emissions. This requires subtracting carbon sequestration (long-term storage of carbon in soil and water) from carbon emissions. Think of it this way: When you build a house, the wood in it stores carbon. In a poor country that wood would have been burned to cook supper or to provide heat, thus releasing carbon into the atmosphere. McCormick shows that economic growth in the United States has increased carbon sequestration in many ways, including improved methods of storing waste, increased forest coverage, and greater agricultural productivity that reduces the acreage of cultivated land. Because rich economies sequester more carbon than poor ones, stored carbon must be subtracted from emissions to determine an economy's net addition to greenhouse gas emissions. McCormick's data show that "rich countries take more carbon out of the air than poorer ones" and that "the growth rate of net carbon emission per person will soon be negative in the United States." Put differently—richer may well be cooler. Global-warming policy analysts agree that greenhouse gas regulations such as those proposed at Kyoto would have negative impacts on the economy. Therefore, as McCormick warns, we should take great care that regulations in the name of global warming "not kill the goose that lays the golden eggs."

Growth bad – enviornment 

Economic growth kills the environment. Proven by China. 

Toward Freedom 09 (Frank Joseph Smecker, “What China's Economic Growth Means for the Global Environment”, May 21, http://www.towardfreedom.com/asia/1590-what-chinas-economic-growth-means-for-the-global-environment)

As China's economy grows, the nation is demanding the use of more fossil fuels to power its infrastructure as well as an increase in privately owned vehicles. More land is needed to make room for supporting industry and business, and according to Han Deqiang "When Wal-Mart goes to Gweiyang or Beijing, say, they knock out, in an instant, four or five department stores,"(4) directly conducing to job loss.  Although China manufactures more than half of the world's electronics and low-cost products, at what expense does the natural environment we live in have to pay? And in the name of expedience and modernity, how far will China continue to foment negligent economic growth? Despite ostensible reports of progress, China is projected to follow a path that will make them the world's leading greenhouse-gas emitter by 2020- this is just one of the myriad environmental repercussions due to China's economic expansion that will undoubtedly fare ill for the entire global population if continued.  It is obvious that China has adopted similar methods the U.S. has implemented to further private enterprise, industry development, and economic growth. But as we have learned time and again here in the states, the GDP may go up while the quality of life goes down, e.g. private investors have cashed in on insurance claims immediately after hurricane Katrina; meanwhile, the nation's GDP can go up while thousands of families are left homeless and a city remains in shambles. Another example is urban sprawl - a condition in which the nation's GDP swells upward at the expense of environmental degradation and community disengagement: for every dollar spent at a corporate retailer 15 cents is automatically reinvested back into the community, whereas every dollar spent at an independent local retailer 45 cents is automatically reinvested back into the community.(5) Another stifling fact: in 2000, lucrative sales for the top 200 corporations were eighteen times the combined income of the more than 1.2 billion people living in abject poverty.(6) So much for "democratic" Free trade. 

Economic growth is bad for the environment.

Hamilton 03 (Clive, executive director of The Australia Institute, “The greenback effect: economic growth polluting the environment”, Sept 19, http://www.smh.com.au/articles/2003/09/18/1063625153194.html) 

Improvements in the environment do not follow naturally from more economic growth. Keeping pollution and toxic wastes relatively low and reducing them further requires an unceasing battle against the effects of economic growth.  Laws requiring cars to have catalytic converters made a big difference, but most experts believe that the sheer growth in the volume of cars is now starting to offset the benefits of better technology. Urban air pollution is expected to begin to rise again.  Things will become worse unless environmentalists and the citizenry in general insist on even tougher standards. It will not just happen as incomes rise, not least because tougher standards will be met with vigorous opposition from corporate interests.  Even the small step on the path to reducing greenhouse gases represented by the Kyoto Protocol has been fought by powerful vested interests. The governments of the US and Australia have done all they can to sabotage any agreement. Perhaps Bjorn Lomborg would like to nominate the level of national income at which he expects Australia and the US to abandon their opposition to the Kyoto Protocol. 

Growth bad – enviro/VTL

Economic growth collapses the environment and that hurts quality of life. 

Riley 06 (Geoff, Head of Economics at Eton College, “Economic growth”, Sept, http://tutor2u.net/economics/revision-notes/as-macro-economic-growth.html)

There are some economic costs of a fast-growing economy. The two main concerns are firstly that growth can lead to a pick up in inflation and secondly, that growth can have damaging effects on our environment, with potentially long-lasting consequences for future generations. Inflation risk: If the economy grows too quickly there is the danger of inflation as demand races ahead of aggregate supply. Producer then take advantage of this by raising prices for consumers. Environmental concerns: Growth cannot be separated from its environmental impact. Fast growth of production and consumption can create negative externalities (for example, increased noise and lower air quality arising from air pollution and road congestion, increased consumption of de-merit goods, the rapid growth of household and industrial waste and the pollution that comes from increased output in the energy sector) These externalities reduce social welfare and can lead to market failure. Growth that leads to environmental damage can have a negative effect on people’s quality of life and may also impede a country’s sustainable rate of growth.  Examples include the destruction of rain forests, the over-exploitation of fish stocks and loss of natural habitat created through the construction of new roads, hotels, retail malls and industrial estates. 

Growth bad – fuels war 

Economic growth and war are dependent on each other.

Goldstein 03 (Joshua, Professor of International Relations, “War and Economic History”, http://www.joshuagoldstein.com/jgeconhi.htm)

Just as wars' costs and outcomes affect economic conditions and evolution, so too do economic conditions and evolution affect war. Causality runs in both directions. For example, Dutch economic strengths in the early 17th century allowed rapid and cheap production of ships, including warships. The resulting naval military advantage in turn supported Dutch long-distance trade. The wealth derived from that trade, in turn, let the Netherlands pay and train a professional standing army, which successfully sheltered the Netherlands from the ruinous Thirty Years' War. This protection in turn let the Dutch expand their share of world trade at the expense of war-scarred rivals. Thus the evolution of warfare and of world economic history are intertwined.  War is the proximal cause of the recurring inflationary spikes that demarcate 50-year "Kondratieff waves" in the world economy. Those waves themselves continue to be controversial. However, they may have some predictive value to the extent they clarify the historical relationships between war and military spending on the one hand, and inflation and economic growth on the other. The 1990s mainly followed a predicted long-wave phase of sustained low inflation, renewed growth, and reduced great-power military conflict. If this pattern were to continue, the coming decade would see continued strong growth but new upward pressures on military spending and conflict, eventually leading to a new bout of inflation in the great-power economies. Since scholars do not agree on the mechanism or even the existence of long economic waves, however, such projections are of more academic than practical interest.  The relationship between military spending and economic growth has also generated controversy. Despite its pump-priming potential in specific circumstances, as during the 1930s, military spending generally acts to slow economic growth, since it diverts capital and labor from more productive investment (such as in roads, schools, or basic research). During the Cold War, high military spending contributed (among other causes) to the economic stagnation of the Soviet Union and the collapse of North Korea, whereas low military spending relative to GDP contributed to Japan's growth and innovation. During the 1990s, as real military spending worldwide fell by about one-third, the United States and others reaped a "peace dividend" in sustained expansion. However, effects of military spending are long-term, and sharp reductions do not bring quick relief, as Russia's experience since 1991 demonstrates.  The global North-South divide - a stark feature of the world economy - is exacerbated by war. The dozens of wars currently in progress worldwide form an arc from the Andes through Africa to the Middle East and Caucasus, to South and Southeast Asia. In some of the world's poorest countries, such as Sudan and Afghanistan, endemic warfare impedes economic development and produces grinding poverty, which in turn intensifies conflicts and fuels warfare.  The role of war in the world economy is complex, yet pervasive. The shadow of war lies across economic history, influencing its pace and direction, and war continues to both shape economic developments and respond to them. 

**United States***

High – 1NC

The economy’s growing—no double-dip recession. Yield curves and qualified forecasters agree.
Hulbert 7/15 (Mark Hulbert, editor of the Hulbert Financial Digest, 7/15/10, “It's Dippy to Fret About a Double-Dip Recession”, http://online.barrons.com/article/SB50001424052970203983104575367471896032724.html?mod=BOL_hpp_dc. LS)
The problem with this definition is just the opposite of the previous one: It is too restrictive. In fact, it almost certainly means that we will NOT have a double-dip recession this time around, since the current economic recovery is most likely already a year old. To be sure, it's impossible to know for sure how old the current recovery is, since the NBER has not officially ruled on when the recession that began in December 2007 formally came to an end. But most economists feel confident that it happened no later than July of last year. Furthermore, the U.S. economy is almost certainly still growing, even if at a slower pace than earlier this year and in 2009. And any recession that happens after this month will automatically not qualify. What, then, is all the "double-dip" debate about? James Stack, editor of InvesTech Research Market Analyst, suspects that the debate is less about the objective economic facts of the matter and, instead, a reflection of the widespread skepticism that almost always greets nascent economic recoveries. "As market historians, we know the double-dip debate is a common occurrence in the first 12-18 months of economic recoveries," he wrote in the latest issue of his service. Regardless of what we call it, what are the odds that the economy will enter into another recession in the near future? Quite low, according to any of a number of econometric models with decent track records at predicting past recessions. Perhaps the one single indicator that is part of virtually all econometric forecasting models is the yield curve—the difference between the interest rates on longer-term and short-term Treasuries. Normally, those rates rise as maturities increase, but on occasion the relationship is just the opposite—a condition known as an inverted yield curve. Many economists consider a steeply inverted yield curve as a reliable indicator that a recession will occur in 12 months' time. What is the message of the yield curve right now? Because it is steeply upwardly sloping, it is at the opposite end of the spectrum from being inverted—and therefore giving very low odds of a recession. Consider one famous econometric model based on the slope of the yield curve that was introduced more than a decade ago by Arturo Estrella, an economist at the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, and Frederic Mishkin, a Columbia University professor who was a member of the Federal Reserve's Board of Governors from 2006 to 2008. The New York Federal Reserve Bank's Website has a page devoted to the model, and it currently is reporting the odds of a recession in the next 12 months at a minuscule 0.12%. To be sure, with short-term Treasury yields close to zero because of the flight to quality away from Europe's sovereign debt crisis and the Federal Reserve's monetary policy, it would be virtually impossible for the yield curve to invert right now. But I wouldn't be too quick to dismiss the message of the yield curve, either: A similar message emerges from a separate yield curve based on corporate bond yields, and those yields are not directly affected by a flight to quality. The bottom line? A "double-dip recession" appears to be extremely unlikely, unless it is defined in such liberal terms as to make it unexceptional.

Econ High Extensions

US economy up. Orders and global growth.

Simpson 7/15 (Ian Simpson, Journalist for ABC News, July 15, 2010, “GE CEO Immelt Sees Slow U.S. and European Crisis Exit: Report”, http://abcnews.go.com/Business/wireStory?id=11167840, LS) 

MILAN (Reuters) - The United States and Europe are slowly pulling out of the economic crisis, General Electric Co chairman and chief executive Jeffrey Immelt told la Repubblica daily in an interview on Thursday. "The base scenario is that which sees Europe and the United States exiting slowly from the crisis period," Immelt said. "I see it every day, I see the economy improving day after day. I especially see our orders improving day after day." China, India , Brazil, Africa , the Middle East and resource-rich areas "are clearly doing well," he said. He said General Electric was interested in acquisitions in Europe as the dollar strengthened. Mentioning the company's Nuovo Pignone energy research center in Italy, Immelt said: "We will find another investment, of the Nuovo Pignone kind."
Econ growing. 

Nicolaci da Costa 7/15 (Pedro Nicolaci da Costa, Reporter and Cover the U.S. economy and Fed policy for Reuters, July 15, 2010, “UPDATE 2-Fed's Lacker says U.S. recovery looks sustainable”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN1525323520100716. LS) 
Va., July 15 (Reuters) - The U.S. economy is experiencing a moderate recovery that is unlikely to be derailed by weak housing and persistent unemployment, Richmond Federal Reserve Bank President Jeffrey Lacker said on Thursday. Speaking to a group of business executives, Lacker said U.S. monetary policy was still at "emergency levels," with interest rates effectively at zero and central bank credit to the banking system near its highest levels ever. "Recognizing the right time to begin normalizing our monetary policy settings is going to be hard, and reasonable people can differ about this," Lacker said in prepared remarks. "For my part, I will be looking for the time at which economic growth is strong enough and well enough established to warrant raising our policy rate."
The economy is improving— Consensus of economists.
Izzo 7/15 (Phil Izzo, Journalist and Reporter for WSJ, July 15, 2010, “Economists Express More Optimism Than General Public”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703722804575368871006939294.html, LS) 
Economists surveyed by The Wall Street Journal are more optimistic about the direction of the economy than the general public, though they are revising down forecasts for growth and jobs for the next 12 months. The majority (64%) of the 55 economists polled—not all of whom answer every question—said that the economy would get better over the next 12 months and 9% said it would get worse; the rest said it would stay about the same. In contrast, the latest WSJ/NBC News poll found 33% of the general public expected the economy to improve and 23% think it will get worse. The difference may depend on the definition of "better." The economy is "doing better, but not yet doing well," said Neal Soss of Credit Suisse. Economists, on average, now see the odds of double-dip recession at 20%. On average they expect the economy to grow at a pace below 3% through the second quarter of 2011, so slow that they anticipate the unemployment rate, now at 9.5%, will drop to just 8.6% by the end of 2011. Half don't see the jobless rate returning to 5.5%, roughly full employment, before 2015. "We see gradual improvement, with an emphasis on gradual," said Bruce Kasman of J.P. Morgan Chase.
Global economy up. Forecasts.

UPI 7/16 (United Press International, 7/16/10, “OPEC sees economic growth”, http://www.upi.com/Science_News/Resource-Wars/2010/07/16/OPEC-sees-economic-growth/UPI-76561279294083/)  

VIENNA, July 16 (UPI) -- Increasing energy demand in Asia and a general improvement in the global economy suggests oil demand for 2011 could increase by 1.2 percent, OPEC said. The 12-member Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries said oil demand for 2011 is expected to increase by 1 million barrels per day, or 1.2 percent. The increase is the first for the oil cartel in three years. "The world economy has gained momentum in 2010 and is expected to grow by 3.8 percent," the cartel said in its July report. "The recovery has so far been supported by unprecedented fiscal and monetary stimulus." The report said world oil demand in 2010 remains static with no growth expected for the rest of the year. This, the oil cartel said, was due primarily to declining energy demand in Europe. Growth for 2011, however, is expected in China, India, the Middle East and Latin America. An increase in gasoline demand in the United States is expected as well. "The demand for industrial fuel will be strong as a result of the continuing economic recovery, with healthy growth also expected in demand for transportation fuels," the July report said. Market collapses in 2008 forced OPEC to enact quotas in an effort to control sliding oil prices.
A2 Jobs Down

Econ up. Job growth.

Schneider 7/14 (Howard Schneider, Financial Washington Post Staff Writer, July 14, 2010, “Rising imports offset U.S. sales abroad”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/13/AR2010071306114.html?hpid=sec-business, LS) 
Judged in isolation, American exports have rebounded smartly since the depths of the recession, up roughly $63 billion through May compared with the corresponding period a year ago -- and in theory generating perhaps 350,000 or more new jobs, according to the economic assumptions used by the Obama administration.
Job growth improving.

Rooney 7/19 (Ben Rooney, staff reporter for CNN Money, 7/19/10, “Economists see a modest pickup in hiring”, http://money.cnn.com/2010/07/19/news/economy/NABE/, LS) 

NEW YORK (CNNMoney.com) -- The outlook for the job market has improved, according to a survey of leading economists released Monday, even as the economic recovery hit a speed bump in the second quarter. In its second-quarter industry survey, the National Association for Business Economics said employers grew payrolls for a second consecutive quarter this year. The percentage of firms increasing staff levels grew to 31% in the quarter, versus only 6% in the same period a year ago. At the same time, the percentage of employers cutting jobs continued to move lower. Looking ahead, the survey showed that 39% of companies expect to add employees over the next six months, the highest level of planned hiring since January 2008. "The labor market continued to improve, with increases in current hiring and a rise in the percentage of firms planning to add workers over the next six months," William Strauss, an economist at the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, said in a statement. The jobs outlook is encouraging news for American workers. The U.S. unemployment rate stands at 9.5% as of June. The jobless rate has averaged 9.7% over the first half of the year, and many economists expect it to remain elevated into 2011.
Low – 1NC
Risk of prolonged recession is growing. All fundamentals are weak and similarities to the lost decade are strong.
Isidore 7/15 (Chris Isidore, senior writer for CNN Money, July 15, 2010, “Lost decade: The new threat to the U.S. economy”, http://money.cnn.com/2010/07/15/news/economy/lost_decade/, LS) 
NEW YORK (CNNMoney.com) -- The risk of a double-dip recession is getting a lot of attention, but even that grim prediction could prove a little too optimistic. Disappointing job reports, weakness in housing and consumer spending and problems in world financial markets have raised concerns about the U.S. economy stalling out later this year. Now some economists are starting to talk about an even worse fate: a prolonged period of very weak growth, a so-called "lost decade." "The probability of a lost decade is significantly greater than a double dip," said Sung Won Sohn, economics professor at Cal State University Channel Islands. "We don't have too many engines of growth functioning right now -- housing, consumer spending, exports are all sputtering. I have a hard time seeing where we can get 3% economic growth back." A lost decade, or something like it, could feel like a never-ending recession to many Americans, as the economy does not grow fast enough to recoup lost jobs, and investments like homes and stocks continue to lose value. The most famous lost decade occurred in Japan in the 1990s. From 1992 through 1999, the Japanese economy grew by less than 1% a year. It has yet to fully recover from the economic weakness and falling prices it suffered during that period. There are a number of similarities between conditions in Japan in the 1990's and the United States today. Japan had a real estate bubble inflate and then burst, resulting in banks choked with bad loans on their balance sheets and a cutback in lending. The Bank of Japan did what it could to spur the economy, including cutting its key interest rate to near 0% and pumping money into the economy through asset purchases, just as the Federal Reserve has done over the last two years. But those steps had limited effectiveness. And Japan suffered through bouts of deflation, in which falling prices caused businesses to cut production and employment, a scenario all too familiar to U.S. workers. Deflation has been relatively rare in U.S. history, with no significant examples since the Great Depression. But with inflation nearly non-existent, some Federal Reserve policymakers said at their June meeting that they were worried about the threat of deflation. Sohn puts the chance of a prolonged period of weak growth as high as 40%, with the chance of a double dip only 20%-25%. "If I had a choice I would much rather have a double dip and be done with it. A lost decade is much more dangerous, economically, socially and politically," said Sohn. The growth produced during U.S. recoveries has been trending lower over the last 40 years or more, according to Lakshman Achuthan, managing director of Economic Cycle Research Institute. He believes underlying changes in the economy will cause that trend to continue. Achuthan said he's worried that with increased volatility, recessions are likely to become more frequent, causing the economy to lose more ground in upcoming recessions than it is able to recover from during growth periods.
Econ Low Extensions

State budget crises are destroying the national economy. 

Miller 7/15 (Don Miller, Associate Editor, Money Morning, July 15, 2010, “State Budget Crises Threaten U.S. Economic Recovery”, http://moneymorning.com/2010/07/16/state-budget-crises/, LS) 
Across the country state budget crises are threatening to undermine the U.S. economic recovery. Some 48 states are emerging from a round of painful budget cuts for their 2010 fiscal budgets, and at least 46 states face shortfalls for the upcoming 2011 fiscal year, which in most states began July 1.  The recession has caused the steepest decline in state tax receipts on record - and states will continue to struggle to find the revenue needed to support critical public services for a number of years as a result. Since virtually all states are required to balance their operating budgets each year they cannot maintain services during an economic downturn by running a deficit, as the federal government does. Heading into the recession, states had substantial budget surpluses, generating record reserves.  But those have now been depleted.  And with federal stimulus funds dwindling, states must address remaining shortfalls with a combination of spending cuts and/or tax increases.  Spending Cuts & Tax Increases Not Enough States have slashed spending by $74 billion since 2008, according to the National Association of State Budget Officers.  If states continue to cut spending as they have in the current fiscal year without additional federal aid, the national economy stands to lose up to 900,000 public- and private-sector jobs according to the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP). In response, states are taking actions to mitigate the extent of the cuts by raising taxes. Since the recession began, more than 30 states have attempted to address budget shortfalls by increasing taxes. But like budget cuts, tax increases remove demand from the economy by reducing the amount of money consumers have to spend. As a result, falling revenues fail to adequately fund spending, leading to massive deficits.  States have projected total budget deficits of $127 billion through 2012, according to a report last month by the governors association and the National Association of State Budget Officers.  But the CBPP says the numbers could actually be much worse. Counting year-to-date deficits, 48 states still face such shortfalls in their budgets for fiscal year 2010, totaling $200 billion or 30% of state budgets - the largest gaps on record. And states' fiscal problems will continue into the next fiscal year and likely beyond. The numbers suggest that when all is said and done, states will have to deal with total budget shortfalls of some $260 billion for 2011 and 2012. Shortfalls Hit Home The budget shortfalls have led to draconian cuts in expenditures.   Cuts enacted in at least 45 states plus the District of Columbia since 2008 have occurred in all major areas of state services, including health care, services to the elderly and disabled, K-12 education, higher education, road and bridge maintenance and other areas. Illinois let $5 billion of bills go unpaid. Washington closed state offices. Minnesota is delaying tax refunds for a second year.  All those budget cuts eventually are felt at the local level, where counties and municipalities provide services to local citizens. Local government activities, such as funding police, school buildings, fire departments, parks and social programs, are in the line of fire.  Los Angeles furloughed workers with unpaid days off to help close its budget gap, and Detroit has shut schools. A survey by the National League of Cities released in May, showed 70% of cities are cutting payrolls, with some 68% reducing capital projects.  "We are where the rubber meets the road," Sam Olivito of the California Contract Cities Association, which represents cities that outsource public services, told the Financial Times. "Local government is the fabric of our nation - it's what keeps everything working properly." The cuts in state-funded services would have been much greater had President Barack Obama's $787 billion stimulus program not provided roughly $140 billion over two and a half years to help states pay for education, health care, public safety, and other key services. Many states including New York and California have urged Congress to extend stimulus spending authorized to combat the recession, including extra Medicaid funding and money to pay public school teachers. But the stimulus program is winding down and states can no longer count on the federal government for more budget bailouts.  States expecting Congress to authorize more assistance are "going to be left with a very large hole to fill," Erskine Bowles, co-chairman of the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform told Bloomberg. Former Republican Senator Alan Simpson of Wyoming, the panel's other co-chairman, told governors on Tuesday that the depth of the federal government's spending imbalance is "shocking," leaving no funding available for state fixes. 
The US economy is slow and not recovering. 

Regan and Gammeltoft 7/16 (Michael P. Regan, Associate Attorney in Commercial Litigation, and Nikolaj Gammeltoft, Reporter at Bloomberg News and Columbia University - Graduate School of Journalism, London School of Economics and Political Science, July 16, 2010, “Stocks Tumble, Yen, Treasuries Advance on Recovery Concern”, 
http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-16/stocks-tumble-yen-treasuries-advance-on-recovery-concern.html, LS) 


July 16 (Bloomberg) -- Stocks sank, the yen rose to a 2010 high versus the dollar and two-year Treasury yields hit a record low as lower-than-estimated revenue at companies from Bank of America Corp. to General Electric Co. and a slump in consumer confidence fanned concern the economic rebound is slowing.  The Standard & Poor’s 500 Index plunged 2.9 percent to 1,064.88 at the 4 p.m. close in New York, wiping out its weekly advance. The two-year yield slid as low as 0.5765 percent and the yen appreciated more than 1 percent to 86.27 per dollar, the strongest level since Dec. 1. Crude oil dropped for a third day, while copper and nickel led a retreat in industrial metals. Spain’s 10-year bonds rallied for a second day after yesterday’s 3 billion-euro ($3.9 billion) debt sale. The S&P 500 erased gains from a late-day rebound yesterday that came as the government settled its fraud lawsuit against Goldman Sachs Group Inc. and BP Plc stopped the flow of oil from its leaky Gulf of Mexico well. Ten-year Treasury yields held below 3 percent for a second day after reports showed consumer prices declined in June and confidence slumped in July to the lowest level in a year. “The macro news isn’t too good and the consumer confidence number is piling onto that,” said Scott Armiger, who helps manage about $5.6 billion at Christiana Bank & Trust in Greenville, Delaware. “People were hanging their hats on earnings consistently meeting expectations, but instead we’re getting a mix of hits and misses.” Financials Sink Financial shares sank 4.4 percent collectively, the most in two months, to lead declines among all 10 industry groups in the S&P 500. The Dow Jones Industrial Average lost 261.41 points, or 2.5 percent, to 10,097.9 for its biggest drop of the month as all 30 companies in the gauge fell. GE tumbled 4.6 percent. The S&P 500 lost 1.2 percent this week and the Dow decreased 1 percent. Bank of America plunged 9.2 percent, the most in more than a year, and Citigroup Inc. lost 6.3 percent after revenue trailed analyst estimates and their loan books shrank, a sign volatile markets and a slowdown in the economic rebound may be keeping borrowers away. Banks and credit-card lenders also slumped on concern new financial regulations will crimp earnings, with Visa Inc. and MasterCard Inc. losing at least 5.1 percent. Under the overhaul Congress sent to President Barack Obama yesterday, the Federal Reserve will get authority to limit interchange, or “swipe” fees, that merchants pay for debit-card transactions. The bill will let retailers refuse credit cards for purchases under $10 and offer discounts based on the form of payment. Google Inc. slumped 7 percent, the most in three months, after profit trailed estimates following a surge in spending on acquisitions and staff to grow in new markets such as mobile marketing and display advertising. S&P 500 technology shares slumped 2.6 percent as a group. Rebound Stalls The S&P 500 climbed 7.2 percent from a 10-month low on July 2 through yesterday amid optimism that corporate earnings will signal the economic recovery will be sustained. Today’s slide trimmed the rebound to 4.1 percent. S&P 500 companies are projected to increase profits by 34 percent in 2010 and 18 percent in 2011, the fastest two-year gain since 1995, according to analysts’ estimates compiled by Bloomberg. Of the 23 companies in the S&P 500 that have reported profits since July 12, all but three have topped forecasts for earnings-per-share, Bloomberg data show. Revenue for the group has increased 2.6 percent. The yen strengthened against all 16 major counterparts, climbing 3.4 percent versus the New Zealand dollar and more than 2.4 percent versus the Australian, Canadian and Norwegian currencies. Confidence, Prices Bill Gross, who runs the world’s biggest bond fund at Pacific Investment Management Co., boosted holdings of government-related debt to the highest level in eight months as the U.S. recovery showed signs of waning.
The economy is slowing. Risk of protracted recession is rising. 
Van de Pol 7/19 (Jurjen van de Pol, Reporter at Bloomberg News, 7/19/10, “Roach Says U.S. at Start of ‘Protracted Sluggishness’”, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-19/roach-says-u-s-at-start-of-protracted-sluggishness-.html, LS) 

July 19 (Bloomberg) -- The U.S. economy faces a period of “protracted sluggishness” as consumers are wary to spend, said Stephen Roach, Morgan Stanley’s chairman for Asia. “The U.S. is, I think, in the early stages of what is a very protracted sluggishness of domestic internal demand,” Roach, who is also a professor at Yale University, said in a radio interview with Tom Keene and Ken Prewitt on “Bloomberg Surveillance.” The U.S. economy grew at a 2.7 percent annual rate in the first quarter, less than previously calculated, reflecting a smaller gain in consumer spending and a bigger trade gap, data showed last month. Consumer confidence slumped in July to the lowest level in a year, signaling that the biggest part of the economy is losing momentum, according to the Thomson Reuters/University of Michigan preliminary index of consumer sentiment published on July 16. “The dynamism that we’ve gotten hooked and accustomed to, is just not going to be” there, Roach said. The U.S. housing market took another step back in June as construction and purchases dropped, and a gauge of the outlook for growth signaled the expansion will lose steam, economists said before data due to be published later this week. Housing’s inability to maintain a rebound is one reason the economic recovery is not gaining speed. Stimulus Debate President Barack Obama said on July 15 that his economic- stimulus program is gradually pulling the U.S. out of its deepest recession in decades. Republicans have said the stimulus is wasteful, hasn’t reduced unemployment and has added to the record budget deficit.
Low – inflation

Hyper-inflation and exchange inflexibility will collapse global growth.
Allen 7/15 (Patrick Allen, CNBC Senior News Editor, July 15, 2010, “World at Risk of Folding in on Itself: Deputy Doom”, http://www.cnbc.com/id/38255206, LS) 

The global economy is at risk of folding in on itself unless policy makers face up to the threat of inflation and exchange rate inflexibility, according to Arun Motianey, director of fixed income strategy at Roubini Global Economics. A Japan-like outcome is a big risk for the developed world with deflation a big danger, he said.  Recent figures show that the recovery is sputtering in the US while China's booming growth has slowed down slightly, as Beijing unwinds stimulus measures. The Bank of Japan revised upwards is economic forecast but reiterated it will maintain its easy money policy. In his new book "SuperCycles" Motianey says the world has managed to recover from a number of shocks since the Latin American debt crisis, but getting over the financial crisis will be much harder. "The global rebalancing mechanism through flexible exchange rates is not working as well as it should," Motianey said. "Many emerging markets are resisting changes in nominal exchange rates. Higher inflation is causing some correction in real terms but it is too little and may turn out to be too late," he added.
Low – deflation

Depression coming. Declining production risks deflation.
The Philadelphia Inquirer Business 7/16 (The Philadelphia Inquirer Business, July 16, 2010, “A drop in manufacturing growth heightens economic worries”, http://www.philly.com/inquirer/business/20100716_A_drop_in_manufacturing_growth_heightens_economic_worries.html, LS) 
After driving the economic recovery over the last year, manufacturing activity is slowing, according to reports Thursday in Philadelphia and New York.

A third report showed that factory production fell the most in a year, and yet another economic indicator - prices at the wholesale level - raised some worry about deflation. "Manufacturing has peaked, and factory output will moderate over the next few months," Ryan Sweet, senior economist at Moody's Economy.com in West Chester. In the Philadelphia area, manufacturing fell in July for the second consecutive month as the national economy stumbles through a soft patch, according to a monthly survey from the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. The 5.1 index reading for this month indicated that the manufacturing sector was still growing, but slowly. Any index level above zero reflects growth in the sector, while a reading below zero signals contraction. But the July number was down from 8.0 in June and 21.4 in May. Moreover, the Fed said the index component for new orders fell below zero for the first time in a year, and shipments fell sharply. Looking ahead over the next six months, manufacturers in the region continued to expect business to grow. But, the Fed cautioned, "optimism has waned notably in recent months." The Philadelphia region consists of the eastern two-thirds of Pennsylvania, the southern half of New Jersey, and all of Delaware. The results in Philadelphia corroborated a similar survey by the New York Fed, also released Thursday, that showed factories in that region expanded in July at the slowest pace this year. Here are details of Thursday's other reports: Factory production. June's decline in output, also reported by the Federal Reserve, was the first in four months. Overall industrial production ticked up 0.1 percent for the month, but that was mainly the result of hot weather that increased demand for electricity from utilities. Factory output - the largest component of industrial production - dropped 0.4 percent. Production of automobiles, home-building materials, and processed food all fell in June. Prices. The Labor Department said wholesale prices fell 0.5 percent in June, the third straight monthly drop. Prices were pulled down by a drop in energy costs and the biggest plunge in food costs in eight years. The report raised new concerns about the possibility of deflation, a prolonged period of falling prices, which has not been seen in the United States since the Great Depression of the 1930s.
Recession remains. Fundamentals of growth are low.

Cooley and Rupert 7/16 (Thomas F. Cooley, professor of economics, and Peter Rupert, professor of economics, 7/16/10, “The Troubled Recovery”, http://www.forbes.com/2010/07/15/recovery-jobs-unemployment-opinions-columnists-thomas-f-cooley-peter-rupert.html?boxes=opinionschannellatest, LS)  

Still-high unemployment indicates the recession is hardly over. On several occasions in this column we have chronicled the path of the latest economic cycle--showing that the "Great Recession" was (or is?) certainly that. After several months of relative optimism about the economic recovery, popular sentiment has recently ebbed. There is very good reason for that. Figure 1 shows the path of the current employment-to-population ratio compared with the previous four recessions. The decline in this ratio has been much deeper than any recession in the past 40 years and still shows little signs of improvement. In fact, after increasing five months in a row, the employment-to-population ratio dipped again in May and June, indicating the labor market is still on shaky ground. Though some optimists, such as Robert Gordon and Mark Zandi have declared the recession over, it sure won't feel like it's over until more people are back at work. Our "official" business cycle dating committee, housed at the National Bureau of Economic Research and of which Robert Gordon is a member, will, at some point, back-date the end of the recession. However, the committee mentioned that the 1.2 million drop in payroll employment was the biggest factor in determining the start of the contraction. So one might conclude that they would also put some amount of weight on the employment numbers to determine when we have exited the recession. From the looks of the recent performance of the employment to population ratio, that won't be soon. In addition, the most recent data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics' Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey, plotted in Figure 2, shows that there were small declines in the number of hires and job openings in May.Further, the Conference Board's Help Wanted OnLine release on June 30 showed that online advertised vacancies were little changed in June after declining slightly in May. The release shows that for the U.S. as a whole, there were 3.62 persons unemployed for each advertised vacancy (see Figure 3). "While all states have experienced some positive upturn in labor demand," the release says, "states that were heavily impacted by the housing market downturn, in general, are rebounding more slowly. Also, occupations that are most closely associated with real estate--construction, architecture and engineering, and legal--have been slower to advertise for additional workers while the labor demand in other occupations such as sales, entertainment, food preparation, and health care and personal care have already risen to pre-ecession levels." In other words, the report links the woes in the labor market to those in the housing market. If indeed there is any credence to this relationship, it does not bode well for the labor market recovering soon, especially for places like California that have about five unemployed individuals for each advertised vacancy.  As many have pointed out, due to the massive "shadow inventory" of houses, the housing sector may still be a long way from recovery because the shadow inventory will take some time (up to three years by some estimates) to unwind. So, why aren't firms hiring? Output per hour is high; the productivity of those still in the labor force actually never fell during this recession as seen in Figure 4. Of course this just means that hours have fallen substantially more than output. Nevertheless, as mentioned in an earlier column, businesses are sitting on large amounts of cash; so, with productivity high and cash on hand, it seems like a ripe opportunity to begin to hire labor and expand. The point of that earlier column was that economic policy uncertainty might be holding back firm investment until there is some resolution as to just how much such policies will cost both small and large businesses. Many businesses claim they are not investing because there is not sufficient demand to warrant it. Retail sales confirm this having fallen in both May and June. According to the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the Department of Commerce household personal saving as measured by the Flow of Funds Account has also increased sharply over the last two quarters suggesting that households are also sitting on the sidelines. Neither businesses nor consumers seem to have a lot of confidence in this recovery. It seems highly unlikely in the current political climate that the government is going step in and fill the void. That suggests to us that it is worth thinking more deeply about the source of the pessimism.
Growth down

Growth trending down. Business surveys prove.
Tampa Bay Business Journal 7/14 (Tampa Bay Business Journal, July 14, 2010, “Small business optimism dips”, http://www.bizjournals.com/tampabay/stories/2010/07/12/daily32.html, LS) 
A new survey from the National Federation of Independent Business shows that small business owners are becoming less confident in the economy. The group’s monthly Index of Small Business Optimism lost 3.2 points in June, falling to 89, after posting modest gains for several months.
The index has been below 93 every month since January 2008, and below 90 for 23 of those months, all readings typical of a weak or recession-mired economy. The survey, conducted throughout June, represents 805 small-business owner respondents. Seventy percent of the decline in June resulted from deterioration in the outlook for business conditions and expected real sales gains. Owners also have very little confidence that policies from the federal government will fix the economy. “The U.S. economy faces hurricane-force headwinds, and the government is at the center of the storm, making an economic recovery very difficult,” said William Dunkelberg, NFIB’s chief economist.
Economy’s down. Multiple indicators show declining growth and confidence.

Yesalavich and Russolillo 7/17 (Donna Kardos Yesalavich, reporter for Dow Jones Newswire, and Steven Russolillo, General Assignment Reporter at Dow Jones Newswires, 7/17/10, “Optimism Fades, as Do Stocks”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704913304575370584279739608.html?mod=loomia&loomia_si=t0:a16:g2:r1:c0.0153682:b35798376, LS) 
After resisting for much of the week, the stock market finally toppled under a barrage of disappointing economic news and mixed earnings reports. The Dow Jones Industrial Average on Friday sank 261.41 points, or 2.5%, to 10097.90, its lowest since July 7. It was the worst one-day selloff since June 29. The Nasdaq Composite Index fell 70.03 points, or 3.1%, to 2179.05, its lowest since July 8. The Standard & Poor's 500-stock index fell 31.60 points, or 2.9%, to 1064.88. Every Dow component was down. The least-bruised names were relatively defensive companies like AT&T and Procter & Gamble, each down about 1%. The worst performers were Bank of America and General Electric, down 9% and nearly 5%, respectively. Each reported second-quarter earnings that beat Wall Street forecasts, but also declines in revenue at an inopportune moment, just when the economy seems to be losing momentum. The latest evidence of that came from the University of Michigan, which reported its consumer-confidence index dropped in July to its lowest level since last August. Economists expected a much smaller decline. The report followed a string of downbeat data throughout the week, including a second consecutive monthly decline in retail sales, which caused research firm Macroeconomic Advisors to cuts its estimate of annualized second-quarter economic growth to 2.1% from 3.2%. Until Friday, the stock market had weathered the bad news, thanks to some solid earnings reports. Many observers had hoped that the market had put in its lows for the year during its late-June swoon. But Friday's selloff erased all of the gains the market had made during the week and left its future course again in doubt. The Dow ended the week down 1%. "There is a high likelihood that we'll see quite bit of weakness going into the end of the year and into 2011," said Peter Cecchini, chief strategist at BGC Capital. "The S&P below 1000 by the end of the year would not be surprising to me." Financial shares were among the day's worst performers, defying expectations that the settlement of the government's civil case against Goldman Sachs Group and passage of financial-regulatory overhaul would lift the clouds hanging over the industry. Citigroup and Wells Fargo each fell about 6%, though Goldman shares rose 0.7%. Google shares tumbled 7% a day after the tech bellwether reported disappointing results. Market-anxiety indicators edged up. The cost of protecting against an investment-grade corporate-bond default rose nearly 5%, according to Markit. The Chicago Board Options Exchange volatility index, or VIX, rose more than 4%. Treasury debt again benefited from a flight to safe-haven assets. As prices rose, the 10-year Treasury yield dropped to 2.943%, the lowest since July 6. The two-year-note yield held steady at a record low. Gold prices fell, however, losing more than 1% to retreat below $1,200 a troy ounce. Crude-oil prices fell 61 cents, to $76.01 a barrel.
**South Korea**

High – general 

South Korean regional economy stays strong—growth forecast jumps to 5.8 percent

Wassener 7/9 (Bettina—writer for The New York Times, former correspondent for the Financial Times and BusinessWeek, Germany News Editor for CNBC Europe, analyst for a political and security risk consultancy, and emerging markets reporter for a business newswire; MSc in European politics and a BSc in International Relations from the London School of Economics, “With Its Economy Strong, South Korea Raises Rates,” 7/9/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/10/business/global/10won.html?src=mv)
HONG KONG — Barring any surprises, interest rates in the United States and much of Europe look set to stay steady until next year. But in fast-growing Asia, the cost of borrowing has begun to creep up again.  Foreign currency dealers at the Korea Exchange Bank.  South Korea on Friday became the latest country to raise interest rates from the lows of the financial crisis, joining a host of others in the region in gradually normalizing borrowing costs.  The increase was slight — the benchmark seven-day repurchase rate was nudged up by a quarter of a percentage point, to 2.25 percent — but the timing surprised many analysts, who had not expected the Bank of Korea to act until next month.  Less than 24 hours earlier, the central bank in Malaysia also staged a quarter-point rate rise — its third this year — again surprising observers, who had mostly forecast no further move for the time being. The overnight policy rate in Malaysia now stands at 2.75 percent.  And the previous Friday, India announced an unexpected rate increase, its third this year. Vietnam, Taiwan, New Zealand and Australia also have started to return rates toward more normal levels, in Australia’s case with a string of increases that started last October.  Collectively, the moves are testimony to the region’s economic strength.  The Asia-Pacific region was spared major banking failures, and its governments and households are far less indebted than those in Europe and America. That, along with stimulus spending and sharply lower interest rates last year, allowed the region to escape the global downturn relatively unscathed, despite a sharp decline in exports as global demand plummeted in 2009.  As a result, the region’s developing countries could see growth of 9.2 percent this year, according to the International Monetary Fund’s latest projections, published this week. That compares with 3.3 percent and 1 percent, respectively, for the United States and Europe.  South Korea last month raised its official growth forecast for 2010 to 5.8 percent, from 5 percent.  Fast growth has brought inflation pressures, which the region’s central banks are seeking to combat with their gradual rate increases.  The Bank of Korea said Friday that although the economy was on track for solid growth, inflation threats were set to mount.  “Consumer price inflation has so far remained in a range of somewhat above 2 percent but a little below 3 percent,” the central bank said in a statement accompanying its rate decision. But it added that “upward pressures are expected to build continuously” because of the continued upturn in economic activity.  The bank pledged to maintain an “accommodative policy stance” to aid the economic recovery, but some analysts projected further small increases could be in the offing.  “Pending the release of further guidance, we are inclined to keep our call for an August rate hike, for now,” commented Wai Ho Leong, a regional economist at Barclays Capital in Singapore, in a note, citing the central bank’s apparent concern with inflation, and continued strong growth.   
South Korean ecomony strong—multiple indicators prove

Sim and Kang 7/11 (William and Shinhye—writers for Bloomberg Businessweek, “South Korean Central Bank Raises 2010 Growth Forecast (Update2),” 7/11/10, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-11/south-korean-central-bank-raises-2010-growth-forecast-update2-.html)
July 12 (Bloomberg) -- The Bank of Korea raised its economic growth and inflation forecasts for this year, signaling it may follow last week’s interest-rate increase with more moves. Gross domestic product will expand 5.9 percent in 2010, more than the 5.2 percent predicted in April, the central bank said today in Seoul. It trimmed the estimate for next year to 4.5 percent from a previous 4.8 percent. Governor Kim Choong Soo on July 9 raised the benchmark interest rate by a quarter point to 2.25 percent, the first increase since the global crisis, as a strengthening economy threatened to stoke inflation. The bank said today consumer prices will rise by 2.8 percent this year, compared with the previous estimate of 2.6 percent, and 3.4 percent in 2011. “Last week’s rate increase is just the beginning and the question is when the next moves will come,” said Lee Sung Kwon, an economist at Shinhan Investment Corp. in Seoul who forecasts borrowing costs to rise to 2.5 percent by the end of the year. “It won’t hurt the economy much as rates are being normalized from a super-low level.” The won was little changed at 1,196.60 per dollar at 10:30 a.m. in Seoul, after earlier touching 1,193.75, the strongest since June 24, according to data compiled by Bloomberg. It’s gained 4.4 percent in the past month, the biggest among Asia’s 10 most-used currencies. The Kospi stock index rose 0.4 percent. Goods Exports Goods exports will rise 26.4 percent this year, more than an 18.6 percent gain estimated in April, today’s report showed. Overseas shipments, which account for about half of South Korea’s economy, jumped 32.4 percent in June from a year earlier, an eighth straight monthly increase. Samsung Electronics Co., Asia’s biggest maker of semiconductors, flat screens and mobile phones, last week reported record earnings last quarter, as a recovery in demand for computer-memory chips drove up prices. The government on June 24 boosted this year’s growth forecast to 5.8 percent from a December projection of 5 percent, saying the global recovery has spurred exports and local demand. The International Monetary Fund last week raised its forecast for the country to 5.75 percent from 4.5 percent. The central bank is targeting inflation of between 2 percent and 4 percent on average through 2012. Governor Kim last week joined policy makers in India, Malaysia and Taiwan in lifting rates, judging that Asia’s expansion will remain resilient to Europe’s debt crisis. Private consumption will probably increase 3.9 percent this year, and corporate investment on facilities will advance 20.9 percent, the Bank of Korea’s estimates showed. South Korea will post a current-account surplus of $21 billion this year, more than the $10.5 billion estimated in April, the bank said. The surplus is likely to narrow to $11 billion in 2011, it forecast. The nation reported a record surplus of $42.7 billion last year. .   

High – exports

South Korean economy stabilizing—exports reach record high

Xinhua News 7/15 (“S. Korea's Exports Surge in H1 Amid Economic Recovery,” 7/15/10, http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90001/90778/90858/90863/7067871.html)

South Korea's exports expanded 34.4 percent year-on-year in the first half on the back of an economic recovery, a government report said Thursday.  According to the report by the Korea Customs Service (KCS), exports totaled a record high of 221.5 billion U.S. dollars during the January-June period, up from a 164.8 billion U.S. dollars a year ago.  Meanwhile, imports also marked a sharp growth of 40.2 percent year-on-year, hitting 203.9 billion U.S. dollars, with the nation' s trade surplus for the cited period topping 17.6 billion U.S. dollars.  The large gain in exports, according to the KCS, came as the recounting global economy boosted demand for locally made semiconductors and vehicles.  Meanwhile, exports in June also jumped 30.1 percent to a monthly record of 41.9 billion U.S. dollars, while imports rose 38. 2 percent to 35.5 billion U.S. dollars, summing up the month's trade surplus at 6.4 billion U.S. dollars, according to the report. 

High – growth rates 

South Korean economy strong—high growth rates prove

Cheon 7/15 (Jong-woo—news correspondent for Reuters, “POLL-South Korea's Economy to Gather Speed; Rate View Unchanged,” 7/15/10, http://www.forexyard.com/en/news/POLL-South-Koreas-economy-to-gather-speed-rate-view-unchanged-2010-07-14T074336Z)
SEOUL, July 14 (Reuters) - South Korea's economy is expected to grow much faster this year than economists had forecast three months ago as demand both at home and abroad is expanding more strongly, a Reuters quarterly poll shows. Most of the 21 analysts surveyed saw the central bank raising the interest rate to as high as 2.5 percent by the end of this year, however, many of the forecasts were made before the Bank of Korea surprisingly raised the rate on July 9. Analysts downgraded their views on the won compared with three months ago and said lingering investor anxiety about the European debt crisis would limit the upside for what is Asia's worst performing currency so far this year. "The economy will continue to post solid growth because the slowing recovery in the U.S. and Chinese economies will not amount to a double-dip slump situation and seriously hurt the domestic economy," said Kim Jae-eun, an economist at Hyundai Securities. "The Bank of Korea raised rates earlier than expected, but a further increase will not come that fast," added Kim, who made his forecast after the Bank of Korea raised rates by 25 basis points from a record-low 2 percent on July 9. Asia's fourth-largest economy is now forecast to expand by 5.7 percent in 2010, compared with expectations of 5 percent growth in the prior quarterly poll published in April. It has pulled out of the 2007/2008 crisis ahead of most others and has already been tipped to enjoy the fastest growth next to Turkey this year among members of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

South Korean economy shows rapid recovery—5.9 percent predicted growth 

Olsen 7/12 (Kelly—Associated Press correspondent, “Bank of Korea Raises Growth Forecast to 5.9 Pct,” 7/12/10, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iMxXg3qVqu6gBEyW6Cq6TxbuBjOgD9GTB1M80) 

SEOUL, South Korea — South Korea's central bank raised its forecast for the country's economic growth this year to 5.9 percent on solid exports as well as capital and consumer spending amid a stronger global recovery. The Bank of Korea, which had previously expected an expansion of 5.2 percent in 2010, made the revision Monday in a report on the economic outlook for the second half of the year. "Goods exports and facilities investment are forecast to maintain strong growth owing to stronger recovery of the global economy, favorable IT industry and demand for changes in production facilities," the bank said. Consumer spending, meanwhile, will get a boost from higher household purchasing power, it added. The brighter assessment comes after the South Korean government last month raised its forecast to 5.8 percent from 5 percent. More recently, the International Monetary Fund last week said the economy would expand 5.75 percent this year, compared with its previous forecast of 4.5 percent. South Korea's economy, Asia's fourth-largest, has recovered strongly after contracting during the global financial meltdown, boosted by exports, government stimulus and record low interest rates. It managed growth of just 0.2 percent last year. 

High – industrial exports

Strong growth in South Korea—robust industrial output, exports, and business investment show

AFP 7/12 (“Central Bank Raises Growth Forecast for S.Korea Economy,” 7/12/10, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5imOWOvFFCFJewWr_s3Y1JpmB1wqQ
SEOUL — South Korea's central bank Monday raised its 2010 economic growth forecast to an eight-year high of 5.9 percent, citing robust industrial output, exports and business investment in the first half. The forecast by the Bank of Korea compares to its 5.2 percent estimate in April. The bank now tips Asia's fourth-largest economy to expand 4.5 percent in the second half compared to a year earlier after growing 7.4 percent year-on-year in the first six months. This year's revised growth forecast, if confirmed, would be the highest since an actual 7.2 percent in 2002. It is also slightly higher than the government's recent projection of 5.8 percent. "The Korean economy is expected to maintain its upward trend into next year ...consumer prices are expected to rise at a faster pace in the second half on demand-pull inflationary pressure," the central bank said in a statement. In the second quarter the economy expanded 1.2 percent quarter-on-quarter but this may fall to 0.7 percent in the third quarter, the bank said. Last week the International Monetary Fund also raised its full-year forecast, to 5.75 percent from an earlier 4.5 percent. 

High – fast growth 

South Korean economy recovering—fast growth

The Straits Times 7/12 (“S.Korea Ups 2010 Forecasts,” 7/12/10, http://www.straitstimes.com/BreakingNews/Money/Story/STIStory_552417.html)

 SEOUL - SOUTH KOREA'S central bank on Monday upgraded its economic growth and inflation forecasts, just days after it raised the policy interest rate for the first time since the outbreak of the global financial crisis.  The Bank of Korea forecast in a statement that Asia's fourth-largest economy would grow 5.9 per cent this year, which would be the fastest in eight years and is up from its previous projection for 5.2 per cent growth.  In 2011, however, the economy is expected to grow 4.5 per cent, slower than its April forecast of 4.8 per cent, given a higher base effect. The revisions come after the central bank on Friday lifted the base rate by 25 basis points from a record low of 2.0 per cent, in a move to return policy to pre-crisis mode.  The domestic economy probably expanded by 7.4 per cent in the first half of the year and the growth rate was seen slowing to 4.5 per cent in the latter half, the central bank said, in another sign of solid recovery from the global slump. It is set to publish second-quarter economic growth estimates later this month.  South Korea's economy has pulled out of the 2007-2008 global crisis ahead of most others and is tipped to post the fastest growth next to Turkey this year among members of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.  The Finance Ministry lifted its economic forecasts on June 24 and said it would gradually shift economic policy back to normal settings. 

Low – currency decline 

South Korean economy low—won declining

Yoon 7/16 (Frances—reporter for Bloomberg News, “Korean Won Has Weekly Drop as Global Recovery Concerns Mount,” 7/16/10, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-16/korean-won-has-weekly-drop-as-global-recovery-concerns-mount.html)

July 16 (Bloomberg) -- South Korea’s won fell this week on speculation economic slowdowns in the U.S. and China will hurt exports and curb demand for emerging-market assets. The Kospi share index fell for a second day after U.S. reports showed manufacturing contracted in June by the most in a year and wholesale prices declined more than anticipated. China, the biggest buyer of Korean exports, yesterday reported economic growth moderated to 10.3 percent in the second quarter from 11.9 percent in the previous three months. “Weaker U.S. data has emphasized fears of a slowdown again,” said Seo Jeong Hun, chief economist at Korea Exchange Bank in Seoul. The won declined 0.6 percent this week to 1,203.39 against the dollar in Seoul, according to data compiled by Bloomberg. The currency, which today slipped 0.1 percent, is Asia’s worst performer this year, having fallen 3.3 percent. The Bloomberg-JPMorgan Asian Dollar Index retreated from a three-week high and the MSCI Asia Pacific Index of shares had its biggest loss this month after a Fed report showed U.S. factory output fell 0.4 percent in June. Producer prices slid 0.5 percent after a 0.3 percent decline the month before, the Labor Department said yesterday. Bank of Korea Governor Kim Choong Soo said on July 13 that some Asian countries face difficulties due to their dependence on external trade, which usually brings about volatility in capital markets. Exports are equivalent to more than half the nation’s gross domestic product. South Korea’s government bonds advanced this week. The yield on the 3.75 percent note due June 2013 fell two basis points to 3.92 percent. A basis point is 0.01 percentage point.  

South Korean economy falling—currency shows

Teso 7/19 (Yumi—reporter for Bloomberg Businessweek, “Asian Currencies Fall on Concern U.S. Slowdown May Hurt Exports,” 7/19/10, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-19/asian-currencies-fall-on-concern-u-s-slowdown-may-hurt-exports.html) 

July 19 (Bloomberg) -- Asian currencies dropped, led by South Korea’s won and Malaysia’s ringgit, as mounting signs the U.S. economic recovery is losing traction worsens the outlook for regional exports and deters investment in riskier assets. The MSCI Asia Pacific excluding Japan Index of shares slumped the most in two weeks after a private report showed confidence among American consumers dropped to an 11-month low in July. Thailand will tomorrow report the slowest growth in overseas sales since February and Taiwan is expected to announce the smallest increase in export orders since October, according to economists surveyed by Bloomberg. “We’ve seen a pretty substantial increase in global risk aversion,” said Dariusz Kowalczyk, Hong Kong-based senior economist at Credit Agricole CIB. “That came particularly from the U.S., which led investors to pare long positions in risk assets.” The won slumped 1 percent to close at 1,215.65 per dollar in Seoul, the biggest decline this month, according to data compiled by Bloomberg. The ringgit weakened for a third day, sliding 0.6 percent to 3.2270 as of 5 p.m. in Kuala Lumpur. India’s rupee fell 0.6 percent to 47.035 and China’s yuan slipped 0.04 percent to 6.7779. 

South Korean economy shaky—won is “Asia’s worst performance”

Yoon 7/19 (Frances—reporter for Bloomberg Businessweek, Korean Won Falls as U.S. Slowdown May Hurt Exports; Bonds Rise,” 7/19/10, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-19/korean-won-falls-as-u-s-slowdown-may-hurt-exports-bonds-rise.html)

July 19 (Bloomberg) -- South Korea’s won fell the most this month on concern a faltering recovery in the U.S., the world’s biggest economy, will hurt exports and curb demand for emerging- market assets.  Currencies retreated across Asia’s developing nations after a U.S. report showed consumer confidence dropped to an 11-month low in July. Overseas investors sold more Korean shares than they bought for the first time in eight days, dragging the Kospi index to a one-week low. China’s trade growth will slow in the second half of 2010, a government agency forecast.  “We’ve seen a pretty substantial increase in global risk aversion,” said Dariusz Kowalczyk, Hong Kong-based senior economist at Credit Agricole CIB. “That came particularly from the U.S., which led investors to pare long positions in risk assets.”  The won fell 1.02 percent to 1,215.65 per dollar as of the 3 p.m. close in Seoul, according to data compiled by Bloomberg. The currency has dropped 7.6 percent in the past three months, Asia’s worst performance.  China’s import growth will slow to 19.3 percent in the July-to-December period and export gains will moderate to 16.3 percent, the China securities Journal said today, citing a report by the State Information Center. Imports climbed 52.7 percent in the first half of 2010 and exports rose 35.2 percent, customs bureau data show. 

Low – OECD

OECD shows South Korean economy slowing down

Yonhap News 7/14 (“OECD Data Signals Slowing Pace of Korea's H2 Economic Growth,” 7/14/10, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/business/2010/07/14/34/0501000000AEN20100714001800320F.HTML)

SEOUL, July 14 (Yonhap) -- The South Korean economy is likely to see its growth pace slow down during the second half of the year, data compiled by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) showed Wednesday.     The Paris-based OECD's composite leading indicator for the world's 15th-largest economy stood at 103.4 in May, compared with 103.8 in April. The May figure marks the sixth consecutive monthly deceleration, signaling a slowing pace in the economy for the second half of the year.     The indicator is designed to provide early signs of turning points between expansions and slowdowns of economic activity over the next six months.     According to the data, the growth cycle of the South Korean economy peaked in November 2009, with the indicator standing at 105.1.  

**Japan**

High – general 

Japan’s economy resilient—multiple signs show

Nohara and Ikeda 7/2 (Yoshiaki and Yumi—Bloombery Businessweek correspondents, “Japan Yields May Surge Amid ‘Bubble Signs,’ Nikko Cordial Says,” 7/2/10, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-01/japan-yields-may-surge-amid-bubble-signs-nikko-cordial-says.html)

July 2 (Bloomberg) -- Japan’s 10-year bond yields, mired in the past week at the lowest levels in seven years, may surge to 1.75 percent by year-end as nation’s economic recovery proves resilient, according to Nikko Cordial Securities Inc. Benchmark 10-year yields fell 31 basis points in the quarter ended in June, the most since the last quarter of 2008, while sentiment among Japan’s largest manufacturers advanced to a two-year high. A basis point is 0.01 percentage point. “I’m seeing bubble signs increasingly,” Shinji Nomura, chief debt strategist in Tokyo at Nikko Cordial, a unit of Japan’s third-largest banking group said yesterday. “The economy continues to recover gradually, but yields have dropped as if taking into account a new recession. That’s widened a gap between yields and the economic outlook.” The Bank of Japan’s quarterly Tankan index, released yesterday, gained 15 points to plus 1 in the second quarter. That meant optimists outnumbered pessimists for the first time in two years. “Judging from the Tankan’s results, I see no need for the BOJ to move toward additional easing,” Nomura said. Following calls to act from the government the Bank of Japan in December unveiled a credit program that it doubled to 20 trillion yen ($228 billion) in March. Last month, Governor Masaaki Shirakawa and his policy board introduced a 3 trillion yen program aimed at encouraging lending to businesses. The central bank has held its benchmark interest rate at 0.1 percent since December 2008. Ten-year yields touched 1.055 percent yesterday, the lowest since August 2003. Japan’s government bonds handed investors a return of 2.2 percent between January and June, the best first half since 2001, according to an index compiled by Merrill Lynch & Co.  

High – capital spending

Japanese capital spending reports prove stable economy

Bloomberg News 7/1 (“Japan Manufacturer Sentiment Reaches Two-Year High,” 7/1/10, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2010/07/01/bloomberg1376-L4UQAE6N9EDF01-0I3VGTJ4VBLAEN4TD3S9244Q7R.DTL)
July 1 (Bloomberg) -- Sentiment among Japan's largest manufacturers rose to a two-year high, signaling Europe's debt crisis has yet to undermine their confidence in the global recovery. The quarterly Tankan index of sentiment at large manufacturers climbed 15 points in June to plus 1, the Bank of Japan said in Tokyo today. A positive number means optimists outnumber pessimists. Large companies plan to increase capital spending 4.4 percent in the year ending March 31, the first gain in three years. The report echoes evidence across Asia that the region that has led global growth remains resilient to the European crisis, with exports advancing from China to Thailand. At the same time, today's data underscore the importance of overseas demand to Japan's recovery, coming after figures this week showed domestic demand muted by rising unemployment and falling wages. "Exports, mainly to China and other developing Asian nations, are in good shape," cushioning any impact from Europe's debt woes, Yuichi Kodama, chief economist at Meiji Yasuda Life Insurance Co. in Tokyo, said before the report. "The horizon of Japan's recovery is broadening, even though the pace of growth will likely moderate amid deflation."    

High – bond advances

Stable Japanese economy—big bond advance shows

Seki 7/2 (Yasuhiko—writer for Bloomberg Businessweek, “Japanese Bonds Head for Biggest Weekly Advance Since November,” 7/2/10, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-02/japanese-bonds-head-for-biggest-weekly-advance-since-november.html)

July 2 (Bloomberg) -- Japanese bonds headed for the biggest weekly gain since November as signs the global recovery is slowing boosted demand for government debt. Benchmark yields were near the lowest level since August 2003 before reports that economists said will show U.S. payrolls fell for the first time in six months and Japanese machinery orders declined. Bonds were little changed today on speculation some investors sold the securities to prepare for 2.8 trillion yen ($31.9 billion) of debt sales next week. “Risk aversion is back in play as a series of economic data cast concerns about the sustainability of a rapid recovery,” said Hirokata Kusaba, a senior economist in Tokyo at Mizuho Research Institute Ltd., a unit of Japan’s second-largest banking group. “Bond yields will stay low amid increased uncertainties about growth prospects.” The yield on the benchmark 10-year bond fell 7.5 basis points this week to 1.07 percent as of 1:31 p.m. in Tokyo, at Japan Bond Trading Co., the nation’s largest interdealer debt broker. The 1.3 percent bond due June 2020 gained 0.681 yen to 102.068 yen. The yield, which climbed half a basis point today, has dropped the most since week since the five days to Nov. 13. Ten-year bond futures for September delivery gained 0.71 this week to 141.77 at the Tokyo Stock Exchange. The Nikkei 225 Stock Average has lost 5.6 percent this week, the biggest decline since the period ended May 21. This week’s gain in bonds was tempered before the Ministry of Finance sells 10- and 30-year debt next week. The government will auction 2.2 trillion yen in 10-year securities on July 6 and 600 billion yen of 30-year bonds two days later. “The coupon on 10-year bonds may be lowered to 1.1 percent, which is the lowest since 2003,” said Akitsugu Bandou, senior economist in Tokyo at Okasan Securities Co. “A lower coupon may throw cold water on investor demand for new bonds.” Primary dealers, companies that are required to bid at government debt sales, often reduce holdings of bonds before an auction in case prices decline before they can pass on the securities to investors. Ten-year yields may surge to 1.75 percent by year-end as the nation’s economic recovery proves resilient, according to Nikko Cordial Securities Inc. “I’m seeing bubble signs increasingly,” Shinji Nomura, chief debt strategist in Tokyo at the unit of Japan’s third- largest banking group, said yesterday. “The economy continues to recover gradually, but yields have dropped as if taking into account a new recession. That’s widened a gap between yields and the economic outlook.” The Bank of Japan’s quarterly Tankan survey, released yesterday, gained 15 points to plus 1 in the second quarter, meaning optimists outnumbered pessimists for the first time in two years. “Judging from the Tankan’s results, I see no need for the BOJ to move toward additional easing,” Nomura said. The BOJ in December unveiled a credit program that it doubled to 20 trillion yen. Last month, Governor Masaaki Shirakawa and his policy board introduced a 3 trillion yen program aimed at encouraging lending to businesses. The central bank has held its benchmark interest rate at 0.1 percent since December 2008. The difference in yield between 10- and 20-year bonds narrowed to 66.5 basis points, the least since July 2009, as investors bought longer-maturity debt. “We see better investment opportunities in longer-dated bonds, which have lagged behind the recent rally at the shorter- end of the yield curve, said Akio Kato, team leader of Japanese debt in Tokyo at Kokusai Asset Management Co., which runs the $38.5 billion Global Sovereign Open fund. Twenty-year yield dropped 14 basis points this week to 1.735 percent. A yield curve is a chart that plots the yields of bonds of the same quality and different maturities. It steepens when yields on shorter-maturity notes fall, those on longer-dated bonds rise, or both happen simultaneously. 

Low – general 

Japan’s economy falling—multiple indicators prove

Monahan 7/9 (Andrew—The Wall Street Journal correspondent, “Japan's Upturn Loses Steam, Data Indicate,” 7/9/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703636404575353664100091340.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
TOKYO—Fresh signs that Japan's economic recovery may be losing momentum emerged Thursday, as a gauge of future business investment fell, the broadest measure of the country's trade slipped, banking lending continued to decline, and worker sentiment deteriorated.  The results highlight how Japan, which relies on exports to fuel its growth, remains vulnerable to a slowdown in the global economy. The apparent cooling of Japan's recovery, moreover, could hurt Prime Minister Naoto Kan and his ruling Democratic Party of Japan in an Upper House election this Sunday.  Core machinery orders fell 9.1% on month in May, the sharpest drop since August 2008, the Cabinet Office said Thursday. That was the first fall in this leading indicator of capital spending in three months, and came after orders rose 4.0% in April. The result was much worse than the median forecast for a 3.0% decline in a survey of economists by Dow Jones Newswires and Nikkei.  The weakness shows that "firms are not likely to add to their business investment actively in the near term as there is still the risk that economic growth will be hampered due to a possible slowdown in overseas economies," said Norio Miyagawa, an economist at Mizuho Securities Research & Consulting.  Analysts said one factor in the fall was likely the concern firms had in May that Europe's sovereign debt woes could continue to roil global financial markets and push down trade.  Another factor in the fall, they said, was the strong yen, which eats into profits of exporters by making their products more expensive overseas and diminishing revenue sent back to Japan. The Bank of Japan's quarterly tankan business-sentiment survey showed big manufacturers and non-manufacturers plan to increase capital expenditure by 4.4% in the fiscal year started in April. But the strong yen could complicate that outlook, analysts said.   While stressing that the machinery order data are volatile and that May's fall likely doesn't change expectations for gradual recovery to continue, Toshihiro Nagahama, chief economist at Dai-Ichi Life Research Institute, said that the strong currency could prompt firms to spend less.  "Many manufacturers rely on exports, so they are particularly sensitive to the strong yen," Mr. Nagahama said.  Separate data released Thursday by the Ministry of Finance showed that Japan's current account surplus fell 8.1% on year to 1.205 trillion yen ($13.7 billion) in May, as export growth slowed due in part to the fading effects of economic stimulus measures overseas.  The lower surplus in the current account, the broadest measure of Japan's trade with the rest of the world, came as the trade surplus fell for the first time in a year, dropping 0.6% to 391.0 billion yen, the data showed.  Exports rose at their slowest pace in five months. While overseas shipments were still up a solid 33.8%, that represented a slowdown from April's 42.7% rise.  Meanwhile, lending by banks excluding credit unions fell 2.1% on year in June, after dropping at the same pace in May, data released by the Bank of Japan showed. The continued fall reflected the still-low demand for borrowing for investment among Japanese firms, analysts said. While that was due in part to greater liquidity among companies whose profits have rallied, it also showed that overall capital expenditure remained low, analysts said.  Thursday's data follow other signs in recent weeks that Japan's economy may be losing some steam, as factory floors recently dialed down production and consumers remain reluctant to spend.  Industrial production fell 0.1% in May, for the first fall in three months, data last week showed. The jobless rate worsened to 5.2% in the month, from 5.1% in April, while household spending dropped unexpectedly by 0.7% on year in May, separate data showed last week.  

Low – deflation

Japanese economy “losing momentum”—rising deflation

Chandler 7/16 (Marc—global head of currency strategy of Brown Brothers Harriman, contributing economic editor for Active Trader Magazine and to TheStreet.Com, former chief currency strategist for HSBC Bank USA and Mellon Bank, “Friday in Currencies: Euro Rate Squeeze, U.S. CPI and Japan's Woes,” 7/16/10, http://seekingalpha.com/article/214891-friday-in-currencies-euro-rate-squeeze-u-s-cpi-and-japan-s-woes)

Even if one makes allowances for the impact of the weakness in the housing market, nearly every inflation gauge is at undesirably low levels that are arguably too close to deflation. This is rivaling the slowing economy as a major talking point. Look for Bernanke to be peppered with questions in next week testimony about how the Fed can combat deflation and avoid Japan’s fate. Japan reported a somewhat larger than expected 0.9% decline in the May tertiary index. The decline warns that the Japanese economy may be losing momentum as the second quarter progressed. This will likely be reflected next week with the all-industries activity index contracting against after the 1.8% rise in April. Often over the past couple of years, the first month of the quarter is the strongest. This pattern is likely to be repeated. The consumer remains constrained and June department store sales fell 6% after a 2.1% decline in May. 

Low – unemployment

Japanese economy low—unstable jobs, declining income, high unemployment

Kingston 7/9 (Jeff—director of Asian studies at Temple University, Japan and author of Contemporary Japan: History, Politics and Social Change since the 1980s, “Can Anyone Govern Japan?” 7/9/10, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/09/can_anyone_govern_japan)
What's happening to Japan is bigger than Kan the man. After a series of short-lived, ineffectual leaders, many are wondering if the country itself has become, in essence, ungovernable. Kan is an astute politician with considerable skills, and voters seem to like his tough-love message for kick-starting the economy. Many agree with him that the old policies of vast public-works spending and deregulation have not worked and have instead left the country saddled with debt amounting to a whopping 200 percent of the country's annual GDP. But voters are still skeptical that Kan can make real change. And what it boils down to is a loss of faith in political leaders after two decades of recession and growing social malaise. In an atmosphere where leaders are expected to fail, can anyone run Japan?  Kan got off to a bad start with the electorate when he proposed raising comsumption taxes -- rarely a smart political move. Yes, polls show that the public is ready for an increase in consumption taxes, and media editorials supported the idea. But when Kan outlined his proposal, calling for a doubling of the consumption tax from 5 to 10 percent, he got nailed. As the prime minister was dragged into a debate about the details of his plan, he backtracked and zigzagged, looking far too much like his aimless predecessor. Hatoyama met his downfall for exactly this sort of flip-flopping, over a plan to relocate the Futenma U.S. military base away from Okinawa -- and just about everything else. Japanese voters are searching for a resolute leader in the mold of Junichiro Koizumi, prime minister from 2001 to 2006. So far, Kan looks like yet another waffler.  Japan's leadership crisis couldn't come at a more inopportune time. This election is going to be about bread-and-butter issues such as unstable jobs and declining household income. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) has drawn attention to the swelling ranks of the precariat -- workers without secure jobs, decent wages, or benefits -- who now make up 34 percent of the workforce. Unemployment, at 5.2 percent, is quite high by Japanese standards, where 2 percent is the usual benchmark. The DPJ argues that the government can best address this issue, channeling tax revenues into expanded social programs. The next two most popular parties, the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which dominated Japanese politics for more than five decades, and the upstart Your Party want the government to get out of the way -- they argue that deregulation, more flexible labor laws, and lower corporate taxes will generate growth, profits, and better jobs.

Low – debt

Japanese economy tanked—massive debt

Buerk 7/12 (Roland—reporter for BBC News, “Poll Blow Raises Japanese Economic Fears,” 7/12/10, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/10594674)

His Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) and its tiny coalition ally lost their majority in the upper house of parliament.  Japan has already suffered two decades of economic stagnation; now it faces political stagnation too unless Mr Kan can persuade small parties to help him pass laws.  Worse, this election may well have put paid, for now, to any thoughts of tackling Japan's massive public debt.  It is already nearly twice the size of the economy's annual output, and growing.  This year the government expects to borrow around as much as it raises from taxes.  The prime minister had argued that without action the country faced a Greece-style meltdown and he suggested doubling sales tax to 10%.  During the latter stages of the campaign Mr Kan rowed back, saying any tax increase would not come for several years.  It may be that it was the appearance of dithering and weak leadership that turned voters against the prime minister.  But the message being digested by Japan's politicians is that talking about austerity is poison at the ballot box. Opinion is divided about the threat posed by the country's debt.  Many feel Mr Kan's warnings of an impending crisis may have gone too far because 95% of the government's bonds are held by Japanese savers and institutions.  They are much less likely to cut and run than the foreign creditors to which many other countries owe money.  But doom-mongers argue that as Japan's population continues to age the savings rate is likely to decline further, forcing Japan eventually to borrow more from abroad.  The higher interest rates demanded could make servicing the debt unsustainable, tipping the country into the abyss.  What is not in doubt is if the crunch comes it would dwarf the problems posed by Greece.  Japan is the world's second biggest economy, and in a crisis could be expected to draw in its resources, massive corporate investment abroad and a huge stake in the debt of the US government. 

**Russia**

High – general 

Economy is being pulled out of the recession, production and spending have gone up. 

Abelsky 7/15 (Paul, Free lance journalist,  “Russian Industrial Production Expanded for Eight Months in June on Metals”, July 15, 2010,  Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-07-15/russian-industrial-production-expanded-for-eighth-month-in-june-on-metals.html) 

Russian industrial production climbed for an eighth month in June, signaling manufacturing output may continue outpacing gains in consumer spending and employment.  Production at factories, mines and utilities rose an annual 9.7 percent after a 12.6 percent increase in May, the Federal Statistics Service in Moscow said in an e-mail today. Non- seasonally adjusted output fell 0.4 percent from the previous month. The median estimate of 14 economists in a Bloomberg survey was for an annual increase of 11.7 percent.  Manufacturers and commodity producers have led the economy out of its steepest contraction on record. Companies including OAO AvtoVAZ are spearheading the rebound. Russia’s largest automaker posted net income of 1 billion rubles ($32.7 million) in the second quarter after losing about 40 billion rubles last year as sales plunged, Chief Executive Officer Igor Komarov told Prime Minister Vladimir Putin on July 13.  Manufacturing growth jumped in June to the highest level in more than two years, according to VTB Capital. The government may raise its 4 percent forecast for economic growth this year as the outlook continues to improve, Economy Minister Elvira Nabiullina said on July 15.  Gross domestic product slumped 7.9 percent in 2009. The economy grew 4 percent in the first five months of the year, according to the Economy Ministry. The government is spending 11 billion rubles this year on incentives for its cash-for-clunkers program, which helped car sales surge 46 percent in June.  “The main positive growth drivers appear to be related to a direct impact of the government’s efforts to reinvigorate the economy,” Renaissance Capital economists led by Alexei Moisseev said in a report.  The recovery in output is continuing to outperform gains in consumer spending and employment. Growth in industrial production averaged more than 10 percent in the first five months, while retail sales averaged below 3 percent in the same period. Factories may face less pressure to boost production to rebuild inventories if domestic demand cools.  “Consumer spending is on the rise, but recovery of consumption does not look so stable,” analysts at Moscow-based TKB Capital said in a July 12 report.  Manufacturing rose an annual 14 percent in June, according to today’s report. Electricity, gas and water output rose 2.3 percent, while mining and quarrying added 4.4 percent.  Industrial output shrank 10.8 percent in 2009 and capital investment fell 17 percent, statistics service data show 
Russian economy growing now

RTT 10 (“World Bank Downgrades Russia Growth Forecast”, June 17, 2010, RTT News, http://www.rttnews.com/Content/AllEconomicNews.aspx?Id=1336722&SM=1)

World Bank has cut its growth forecast for the Russian economy citing global uncertainties and a relatively subdued performance in the first quarter. The lender forecast the economy to grow 4.5% this year, down from the previous growth estimate of 5.0-5.5%. But the projection is still higher than the Russian government's 4% growth forecast.  "Overall, developments in early-2010 indicate that Russia is recovering, but the ride has been bumpier than forecasted at the beginning of the year," said Pedro Alba, the World Bank's country director for Russia. "The slower than expected recovery in domestic demand, coupled with the risks of broader contagion of the Greek crisis to other Western and Eastern European economies, has increased uncertainties over the recovery of the Russian economy."  The economy grew 2.9% between January and March this year, which was slightly below expectations. The report said while Russia's public finances are relatively in good order, contagion from the eurozone debt crisis in the form of oil price fluctuations and capital flows cannot be ruled out. The Russian economy is expected to grow 4.8% in 2011. 

Russian economy growing, multiple signals. 

Serkin  7/16  (Gavin,  Bloomberg market reporter and journalist, “Russia Eurobonds Rebounding From Worlds Worst Slump”, July 16, 2010, Bloomberg Business Week, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-16/russia-eurobonds-rebounding-from-world-s-worst-slump.html) 

Obenhuber said he’s been recommending for at least two weeks that clients buy Russia’s 3.625 percent bond due 2015, sold at the same time as the 5 percent 10-year note at 99.475 cents. The 2015 bonds, which gained 5.2 percent to 98.241 since May 25, rose for a fourth day today, advancing 0.1 percent. The 2020 bonds rose 0.3 percent and are up 1.1 percent this week, according to data compiled by Bloomberg.  Russia’s economy is set to expand 4.3 percent this year, according to the IMF, as oil recovers, climbing to $76.67 a barrel today from the year low of $68.01 in May. Industrial production rose for an eighth month in June, and real retail sales growth accelerated to 2.1 percent in May from 0.4 percent the month before. The unemployment rate dropped to 7.3 percent in May from 8.2 percent the previous month.  Russia, rated Baa1 by Moody’s Investors Service, the third- lowest investment grade, and BBB by Standard & Poor’s, the second-lowest, has public debt equivalent to 7.7 percent of gross domestic product. The debt level compares with the average of 106.7 percent for advanced nations in the Group of 20 and 39.6 percent for the G-20’s emerging market countries including China, India and Brazil, according data compiled by the Washington-based IMF
High – mining industry

Signs of slow Russian economic growth, it should expand even more in the next year. 

BMI 10 (Business Monitor International, leading provider of proprietary data, analysis, ratings, rankings and forecasts covering 175 countries and 22 industry sectors. “Russian Mining Report Q3 2010”, July, Market Publishers, http://marketpublishers.com/report/industry/other_industries/russia_mining_report_q3_2010.html)

The Russian economy is slowly recovering from the economic crisis, however, the aftermath has seen many mining companies burdened by heavy debt. The prices of commodities are continuing to rise and the market as a whole is seeing signs of recovery but there is concern that this recovery is temporary and much of it is reliant on demand from China.   In 2009, China overtook Germany to become Russia’s leading trading partner. China suffers from having few resources of its own and is therefore highly dependent on imports. This is very beneficial to Russia’s mining industry, however, sustained demand will also be linked to the Western world’s economy. This is because China is reliant on the West’s buying power for much of its industrial production and therefore a prolonged slump in the US, Europe and Japan, will result in Chinese demand for raw materials also falling. In turn, this could impact on exports of Russian mines supplying Chinese manufacturers. The recovery of Russia’s mining industry is therefore unpredictable and could be very temporary. If China’s economy falters, which is very possible due to the possibility of a double-dip recession in the West, it could lead Russia’s mining companies into more debt and another crisis.   Gold, however, is seen as a relatively safe commodity in Russia as it is throughout the rest of the world. Russia’s leading gold miner, Polyus Gold Mining has already expanded into Central Asia with its purchase of a 50.1% stake in Kazakh Gold Group while Petropavlovsk, the third-largest gold miner in the country, raised US$50mn in February for expansion projects. The price of gold has almost doubled since the autumn of 2008, before the downturn, and now stands at US$2,100, with investors viewing it as a safe-haven in times of economic uncertainty.   Meanwhile, Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin has called for more development into domestic uranium sites. Sergei Kiriyenko, the head of state-controlled nuclear corporation Rosatom stated that while Russia has a number of undeveloped uranium deposits, they could take a long time to develop. However, there are certainly some improvements being seen in the mining industry. Prices are rising in all sectors and global demand is growing steadily. A number of mining companies are turning to IPOs to raise funds to offset debts, with the most significant being UC RUSAL, the world’s leading aluminium producer who entered the Hong Kong stock exchange in January 2010. BMI forecasts that in 2010 the Russian economy should expand by 3.4%   Industry Forecast   In 2009 BMI estimated that the mining sector declined by 8.6%, but Q110 has seen the market recover slightly with the continuing rise in commodity prices and rise in global demand. By the end of 2010 BMI estimates that the mining sector will be worth US$162bn and by 2014, we project that this figure will have risen to US$236bn. 

High – farmers

More Farmers are using modern farming technologies and insuing their crops, stimulating the financial sector. 

Arutunyan 7/15 (Anna, editor of The Moscow News, graduate of NYU, “Extreme Weather Woes”, July 15, 2010, The Moscow News, http://www.mn.ru/news/20100715/187933018.html)

Technology to the rescue  One unexpected consequence of climate change may involve more farmers adopting modern agricultural and irrigation technology.  “Modern technology allows farmers to avoid losses from draughts,” Anton Shaparin, a spokesman for the Russian Grain Union told The Moscow News. “But only a minority of farmers use it right now.”  With the majority of farmers uninsured, draughts like this could also persuade more of them to insure their crops – thus stimulating the financing sector, Shaparin said.  “The government can’t always give the regions this kind of aid, there’s a budget deficit after all. That is why the government would rather stimulate insurance to absorb these kinds of weather-related risks. This is how it’s done all over the world.”  It might even be necessary, he said, to introduce mandatory insurance, while new legislation is expected this fall to regulate crop insurance and make sure that farmers get paid. In the long-run, however, global warming could only harm Russia’s grain industry, he said. With most grain-growing regions located in the south, a rise in temperatures could create dryer weather there, and that’s the last thing the area needs.  Moreover, it’s erratic weather – not just hot or cold spells – that are harming the grain sector.  “We could deal with the frost. But temperature changes in the spring caused the snow to melt and freeze again, creating a crust that damaged crop.”  And neurotic weather makes for unhappy farmers, no matter what their crop is, something that could spell more trouble for the economy down the road.  

High – NAFTA

NAFTA solves the economy, three reason. 

Dutram 7/14 (Eric, Analyst at ETF Database “Why Russia’s Trade Pact is Big News for RSX”, July 14,2010,  ETF Investing, http://etfdb.com/2010/why-russias-trade-pact-is-big-news-for-rsx)

As the economies of Western Europe have grown more intertwined over the past few years, Russia has been left on the sidelines. Blocked out of NATO and the EMU even as both organizations creep ever closer to its western boarders,  the once mighty superpower was quickly being boxed in and losing influence over former Cold War allies. However, Russia has experienced somewhat of a resurgence as of late and is seeking to regain its role on the world stage by further exercising its diplomatic and economic might. This is evidenced by the recent trade deal that was signed between the leaders of Russia, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, which is seen by many as a watershed event in post-Soviet relations. “This is a very positive paradigm shift in how Russia deals with the near abroad,” said Yaroslav Lissovolik, the chief economist at Deutsche Bank in Moscow to the New York Times. “Previously, it was a one-way street where Russia was giving out economic favors in exchange for political favors.”  The deal, which was signed in the Kazakh capital of Astana earlier this month,  looks to push the economies closer together by forming a customs union that will fully abolish all duties and tariffs between the three. This pact, which can be thought of as a Russian NAFTA, is likely to have a huge impact on the Russian economy for years to come, especially as more ex-Soviet republics move to join the union. In fact, just days after the pact was announced, the leaders of Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, two countries heavily reliant on migrant labor remittances from Russia, said they were interested in joining the union. As these countries move closer together, three important events are likely to transpire that could give a boost to the Russian economy [also read ETF Plays To Follow Cisco Into Russia]: 1. Cements Moscow’s Status As Financial Capital  The deal could open up the other two nations to Russian investment and expertise, especially in the banking industry. That would be crucial for the extremely command-driven economy of Belarus, which is looking to privatize major industries in order to provide financing in light of the global economic slump. This should help Russia diversify away from natural resource production and develop its service sectors, a primary goal of the current administration. The pact could also eventually be regarded as the first step to a common currency among the ex-Soviet countries. “We’ve now neared a very high level of integration,” Russian President Dmitry Medvedev said during a bilateral meeting with his Kazakh counterpart, Nursultan Nazarbayev.  “Looking forward, there’s cooperation on the common economic space, and in the future … a common market and, I think, ultimately the creation of the foundations for a shared currency zone” [also see Three Country ETFs With Low Debt-To-GDP]. 2. Access To Excess Labor Pools  One of the major problems facing Russia today is its shrinking population, development that is forcing the country to import thousands of workers in order to keep its economy going forward. This pact should allow for workers to more easily enter Russia, which could help to boost the economy in the near-term. Russia currently has a population growth rate that is among the 20 lowest in the world, has one of the lowest birth rates, and one of the highest death rates; if the Russians want to continue to grow the consumption and service side of the economy, many more workers and citizens from ex-Soviet nations will be needed [see Emerging Market ETFs: Where's The Consumer Exposure?]. 3. Delay Russian Entry Into WTO  Despite the positives of the trade deal, it is seen by many as possibly delaying the country’s entry into the World Trade Organization. This is largely due to Russian leaders calling for a joint bid between the three for membership in the WTO, something that is unlikely to happen in the near future given how far behind the economies of Kazakhstan and especially Belarus are from complying with the WTO requirements. Russia is by far the largest non-WTO member in the world, and its continued absence from the organization is likely to restrict investment from those who are more attracted to countries with more liberalized and transparent trade practices [also read Seven Most Corrupt Country ETFs]. 

High – growth

Russian econ high and will continue to grow. 

King 7/3 (Mike, data processing executive, “Russia Business Foreceast Report Q3 2010- New Report Published”, July 3, 2010, Official Spin, http://www.officialwire.com/main.php?action=posted_news&rid=172607)
Exports To Drive Recovery ; We hold to our view for a strong export-led bounce in Russian real GDP growth in 2010, with the economy forecast to expand by 4.7%. Beyond 2010 though, a slowdown in global demand in 2011, commensurate with weakness in energy prices, will help to weigh on the Russian economy. Real GDP growth is forecast to dip back down to 4.4% in 2011, with the export sector in particular expected to slow. Over the long run, Russia is forecast to remain a strong convergence play, with real GDP growth outstripping that of the global average. That said, its reliance on the energy sector will remain a key macroeconomic risk, weighing on the stability of the country's growth story.  The economy will continue to be the core focus of the Russian government in the lead up to parliamentary elections in 2011. Major priorities will include: 1) tackling the fiscal deficit 2) expanding investment and trade linkages to emerging markets and 3) investing in chronically underfunded infrastructure. Whether the recession will drive a renewed economic reform agenda remains to be seen.  The post-crisis recovery in the Russian banking sector will be slow paced. Holdover effects from the country's financial crisis in late 2008 and lacklustre local demand means that real asset and lending growth is likely to stay in the single digits. We stress though, that the systemic crisis risks have mitigated substantially and key stability indicators have continued to trend positively. Loan loss provisioning is likely to fall beginning in H210, which should set the stage for a further acceleration in growth in 2011.  We retain our long-held bullish outlook on the Russian rouble. The currency is expected to continue shrugging off central bank rate cuts in the short term and push higher on the back of resurgent growth and surging exports. We highlight that the unit is likely to outperform against the euro versus the dollar, with the former struggling on the back of the Greek sovereign debt crisis. 

High – banks prove

Econ growing now, more people are buying and lending money. 

Ablesky and Maternovsky 7/14 (Paul and Denis, Paul is a freelance writer based out of Moscow and Denis is an information specialist at the Moscow times, “Russian Banks Cut Bond Holdings For First Time Since 2008 to Fund Lending”, July 14, 2010, Bloomberg,  http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-07-14/russian-banks-cut-bond-holdings-for-first-time-since-2008-to-fund-lending.html) 

Russian banks, the largest owners of domestic corporate bonds, are reducing holdings for the first time since 2008 to finance increased lending.  Banks, which hold about 40 percent of domestic company debt, trimmed government and corporate securities by 1.4 percent to 5.1 trillion rubles ($167 billion), a change from the past 19 months when investments more than doubled, according to the most recent data published by the central bank for May. MDM Bank, Russia’s second-largest private lender, cut bonds to 7 percent of total lending, Chief Financial Officer Vadim Sorokin said.  While lending in the second quarter rose at the fastest pace since 2008 as the economy rebounded from the biggest slump since the collapse of the Soviet Union, Bank Rossii Chairman Sergey Ignatiev said banks still preferred to “purchase securities and build up liquidity.” Now, bond yields may climb as loans increase an estimated 13 percent this year, said Clemens Grafe, chief economist at UBS AG in Moscow.  “As demand for loans revives, some resources will be redistributed away from high-yielding liquid instruments and into loans to the corporate sector -- small and medium businesses and also retail consumers,” said Alexandra Volchenko, head of risk management and finance at OAO Promzvyazbank in Moscow.  Russia’s third-largest private lender reduced securities holdings by 1.7 percent in June to help boost loans by at least 15 percent this year, Volchenko said in an e-mail response to questions. MDM, which completed a merger with Novosibirsk-based Ursa Bank last August, trimmed securities to 7 percent of its loan portfolio as lending expanded, Sorokin said.  ‘Better Off’  The Finance Ministry expects the credit expansion to continue through the end of this year, Deputy Finance Minister Alexei Savatyugin said in an interview in Moscow yesterday. Banks are “better off” today than a year ago, he said.  Lending growth helped cut the annual cost for companies to borrow in rubles by 240 basis points, or 2.4 percentage points, between January and May to an average 11.4 percent, the lowest level since July 2008, according to the central bank.  The decline compared with the 70 basis-point drop in yields to 7.02 percent on Russia’s sovereign OFZ bonds due December 2014 for the same period. The yield on 2012 ruble bonds of Moscow-based OAO Gazprom declined 140 basis points to 6.9 percent between January and May, data compiled by Bloomberg show.  Russian banks are charging 2.74 percent to lend to each other overnight, a decrease of 321 basis points from Jan. 25. The so-called MosPrime rate peaked at 25.17 percent in January 2009 as lenders sought rubles after global credit markets seized up.  ‘Less Risky’  Buying securities during the credit crisis “was a less risky strategy because demand for loans was low and securities with fixed yields carried a lot less risk than loans,” Rustam Botashev, the deputy head of research at UniCredit SpA in Moscow, said in an interview.  “Bank lending will expand this year, albeit at a weak pace,” Botashev said. “Banks’ holdings of securities will decline as a share of total lending.”  Bank Rossii cut interest rates 14 times between April 2009 and May this year to spur lending and help the economic recovery. The central bank is likely to keep rates unchanged in coming months, the regulator said in a June 30 statement. The government predicts the economy will grow 4 percent this year as oil, the country’s biggest export earner, rallies from a record decline in the second half of 2008.  ‘Quality Borrowers’  Retail sales growth accelerated for a fifth month in May to an annual 5.1 percent while real wages rose 7 percent and disposable incomes climbed 2.8 percent. Investment in production capacity increased 5.5 percent for a third monthly gain, according to data compiled by the Federal Service of State Statistics in Moscow and Bloomberg.  The second quarter saw a “clear trend” toward reviving demand from “quality borrowers,” said Andrey Shalimov, the head of treasury at Moscow-based lender Bank Vozrozhdenie. “The most recent decrease in the refinancing rate and the central bank’s statement that further decreases are unlikely spurred many borrowers to seek new bank financing. Lower rates have made credit more accessible for a broader range of borrowers.”  The yield on Russia’s dollar bonds due in 2020 and sold in April fell for a fourth day, dropping by 2 basis points to 5.210 percent yesterday. The cost of protecting Russian debt against non-payment for five years with credit-default swaps declined 11 basis points to 169 on July 13, the lowest since May 18. The contracts, which investors use to hedge against losses on debt or speculate on creditworthiness, pay the buyer face value if a borrower reneges on its obligations.  Russia Vs Turkey  Credit-default swaps on Russian debt, rated Baa1 by Moody’s Investors Service, cost the same as contracts for Turkey, which is rated four levels lower at Ba2. That difference has narrowed since April 20, when Turkey’s CDS were 40 basis points higher.  The extra yield investors demand to hold Russian debt rather than U.S. Treasuries today rose 1 basis point to 246, according to JPMorgan Chase & Co.’s EMBI+ indexes. The spread compares with 176 for debt of similarly rated Mexican debt and 221 for Brazil, which is rated two steps lower at Baa3 by Moody’s.  The yield difference on Russian bonds is 60 basis points below the average for emerging markets, according to JPMorgan indexes.  Banks held 1.2 trillion rubles in corporate debt at the end of April and a further 594.8 billion rubles of bonds issued by non-residents, according to the most recent central bank data. The total amount of outstanding corporate debt is about 2.6 trillion rubles, according to UralSib Financial Corp. in Moscow.  ‘Peculiar Market’  Yields on corporate bonds may climb as banks free up funds for lending, said Grafe at UBS, which forecasts a 13 percent jump in overall lending this year.  “The question is who’s ultimately going to be the owner of ruble securities,” said Grafe. “The outlook for that market is not such that I would really want to hold ruble securities. It’s a very peculiar market because the only buyer of corporate ruble bonds is essentially Russian banks.”  VTB Group, Russia’s second biggest bank, will “maintain a relatively stable securities portfolio,” Chief Financial Officer Herbert Moos said in an e-mail response to questions.  ZAO Raiffeisenbank, the Russian unit of Raiffeisen International Bank Holding AG, said demand is still rising for corporate bonds even after the bank reduced holdings of securities to 15.2 percent of total lending at the end of May.  “We see increased demand for loans,” Chief Executive Officer Pavel Gurin said in an e-mail. “We still see a large demand for corporate bonds both from corporates to place and banks to purchase.” 

High – foreign investors and MOD

Econ growing- foreign investors and modernization. 

Bridge 7/16 (Robert, the former editor-in-chief at The Moscow New, “Russia acquires the soft touch”, July 16, 2010, RT, http://rt.com/Politics/2010-07-16/russia-acquires-soft-touch.html?fullstory)
But the real story is not the dozen suburban spies who, after a 10-year FBI investigation, were not charged with a single incident of espionage. No, the real story is how Washington and Moscow worked together to resolve a rather embarrassing rift between them without either side resorting to Cold War posturing and hysterics. Moscow for its part even offered “consular assistance” as opposed to some Soviet-style Siberian deportation for its detained “spies”.  Even the traditional knee-jerk critics of Russia could not deny that something was very different this time around.  “When its Cold War spies got caught in the West, Moscow 's usual response was silence. The Kremlin refused with rare exceptions to acknowledge its undercover agents,” wrote Richard Boudreaux in The Wall Street Journal. “But after the U.S. arrested 10 members of what it called a deep-cover Russian espionage ring, Moscow was quick to admit that at least some were Russian citizens—a shift that offers an intriguing subplot to the spy story itself.”  This new approach to politics is apparently reflected in the Program for Effective Use of Foreign Policy in the Long-term Development of Russia, recently published in the Russian edition of Newsweek magazine, which sets out to reinvigorate relations in dozens of diverse countries.  The policy was drafted by Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov in response to President Medvedev’s demand for the nation’s foreign policy to support his main goal of rebuilding the national economy, and energizing relations with other countries.  Russia’s interests, according to the new policy, are served best by modernization, which requires Russia to forge powerful – and peaceful – alliances with major European countries, the United States, as well as rising economic powers like Brazil, China and India. The Medvedev Method  On Monday, Medvedev called for alliances with the US and European Union in a new strategy aimed at attracting investment to the Russian economy at a time when "modernization" is high on the to-do list.  Russia is trying to wean itself from its over-dependence on oil, gas and metals exports, while attempting to streamline aging infrastructure, some of it left over from the Soviet period.  "We need special alliances for modernization… first of all with Germany, France, Italy, the EU in general, and with the United States," Medvedev said in a speech to Russian ambassadors.  "The foreign policy of our country… pursues one sole aim: to promote the growth of our citizens' prosperity in every way possible," he said.  Medvedev's Peter-the-Great-style modernizing efforts went to work on Thursday when he invited German companies to participate in the modernization of Russian companies.  "I hope that German structures will participate in the modernization of [Russian] companies, which are interesting to them, taking into account my decision on reducing the number of strategic enterprises," Medvedev said at a meeting with representatives of German business circles.  President Medvedev and German Chancellor Angela Merkel were in the Russian-German St. Petersburg Dialogue forum in the Russian city of Yekaterinburg.  Medvedev stressed that many Russian companies have been removed the list of the country's "strategic enterprises" and are being privatized, which makes investing into these ventures much easier.  In conclusion, it will be interesting to see how the western political think tanks – which seem to maintain their relevancy, not to mention government grants, when their subjects are large and threatening – will spin the new face of Russian politics to fit their desired worldview. Moeover, how will the Russian economy fare in the near future with Moscow more actively embracing potential partners and investors around the world? 

High – growth underway

Russia on fast track to recovery. 

Eurasia Review 7/16 (European and Asian News Paper, “Fortum Posts Strong First Half Earnings”, July 16, 2010, Euroasia Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007165128/fortum-posts-strong-first-half-earnings.html)
Fortum's President and CEO Tapio Kuula on Fortum's January-June 2010 results said the company "had a good first half of the year considering the exceptional market conditions. The Heat, and Russia Divisions as well as Distribution business area were able to clearly improve their profits from a year ago. Electricity Sales had a poor first quarter, but achieved better results in the April-June reporting period. The Power Division's second quarter financial results were not quite at the same level as in the excellent first quarter"    The overall Nordic and Russian power consumption figures continued to increase from last year during the first two quarters of 2010. Industrial activity is clearly picking up in Fortum's key market areas. The Russian economy sustained its fast path of recovery.  The first quarter of the year was characterised by an unusually cold winter and power price peaks at Nord Pool. The market environment was less extreme during the second quarter, although water and snow reservoir levels remained low and nuclear modernisation programmes in Sweden still decreased the availability of nuclear capacity.  Nord Pool spot prices stayed at a higher level in January-June than in the same period 2009. Also Power Division's achieved Nordic power price increased by EUR 1 per megawatt-hour (MWh) from year ago. However, the achieved Nordic power price in the second quarter decreased by EUR ~3 per MWh from a year ago. The decline in the division's profitability stems from the lower achieved price in the second quarter, less benign power generation mix and also from an increase in the costs of Fortum's associated (co-owned) nuclear generating companies.  The Russian wholesale power sector reform is progressing. Starting 1 July 2010, 80% of all produced power in Russia was sold on the competitive market. The wholesale power market is expected to be fully liberalised from the beginning of 2011. The regulation for new capacity is expected to significantly increase the capacity payments for new capacities to Fortum.  "I am satisfied with the results achieved in the first half of 2010, still remembering there are areas where results could have been better. Thus, the first priority is to steadily improve our long term performance," Kuula said. 

High – industrial consumption

Economy high- Industrial consumption. 

Eurasia Review 7/16 (European and Asian News Paper, “Fortum Posts Strong First Half Earnings”, July 16, 2010, Euroasia Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007165128/fortum-posts-strong-first-half-earnings.html)
 According to preliminary statistics, Russia consumed 224 (216) TWh of electricity in the second quarter of 2010, about 4% more than in the corresponding period of the previous year. During the first half of the year, Russia consumed about 506 (481) TWh. The increase is mainly due to the general recovery of the Russian economy and increased industrial activity.  OAO Fortum operates in the Tyumen and Chelyabinsk areas. In the Tyumen area, where industrial production is dominated by the oil and gas industries, electricity demand decreased during the second quarter by about 1% compared to the previous year.The recession did not affect electricity demand in the Tyumen region in the previous year. In the Chelyabinsk area, which is dominated by the metal industry, electricity demand increased by about 11% in the second quarter compared to the previous year. The increase is mainly due to the recovery in industrial consumption.  The average electricity spot price, excluding capacity price, in the First price zone (European and Urals part of Russia) increased 26% to RUB 804 (640) per MWh in the second quarter of 2010. 

Econ stable – foreign policy

Econ is stable now, but foreign policy will be aimed at modernizing and spurring economic growth. 

Medvedev 7/14  (Dmitry, President of Russia, “The First Challenge for Russia is Modernizing the Econony”, July 14, 2010, ISRIA, http://www.isria.com/free/14_July_2010_125.php) 
Speech of Russian President Dmitry Medvedev at meeting with Russian ambassadors and permanent representatives in international organisations (July 2010)  PRESIDENT OF RUSSIA DMITRY MEDVEDEV: Good afternoon, colleagues,  In the two years that have passed since our last meeting, the world has changed significantly, although we always use that phrase – it’s a truism of sorts. Still, it is absolutely accurate when applied to the last two years.  These changes include the August 2008 events in the Caucasus, the global financial crisis shortly after that, and our decision to begin modernising Russia’s economy and changing its political system. All of this has a major influence on your activities.  Now, a few words to start this discussion, which I find important. Our nation’s foreign policy, in all its complexity and multidimensionality, is aimed toward one key goal – a fairly simple goal: to generally improve financial and spiritual conditions for our people, to develop our country, to protect when so required health and dignity of the Russian citizens and to ensure they are able to safely and freely engage in any aspect of public life. Thus, our domestic policy priorities have a strong influence on our choice of strategies in international relations. This has always been true throughout the history of Russia.  In recent years, we have seen a comprehensive renewal of our domestic policy agenda. It is my hope that the overall national strategies have significantly evolved as we are now encouraging economic and political competition, greater feedback between the state and society, while improving political civility, adequate economic behaviour and social culture.  We believe in the viability of our democratic institutions and will insistently develop them to make Russia a thriving society, based on the principles of liberty and justice.  We believe in the rule of law; we believe that we will be able to eliminate corruption in vitally important social institutions and guarantee that everyone will enjoy living by fair and civilised rules.  Finally, we believe in the success of modernisation, in the intellectual and creative potential of our people. We believe that with the support of our government and in cooperation with foreign partners Russian entrepreneurs, scientists, engineers will turn our economy into one of the driving forces of global development.  With all the acute contradictions on the global arena today, we are seeing a clear general eagerness to harmonise relations, establish dialogue, and reduce conflicts.  Reeling from the global financial crisis, we are all jointly searching for new approaches to reform, not only for the global financial and economic institutions, but for the global order overall. This certainly means fairer principles of cooperation, building relations between free nations on a solid foundation, and the firm principles of universal international law. This paradigm shift in international relations opens for us a unique opportunity to put Russia’s foreign policy instruments to the most effective use possible to assist the country’s modernisation. I suppose this is the most important point I would like to raise.  We must be more effective in our use of foreign policy instruments specifically for pursuing domestic objectives, for modernising our country, its economy, its social life and, to some degree, its political system, in order to resolve various challenges facing our society. I will name the most significant of these challenges, and we may review others later.  The first challenge is modernising our economy, primarily upgrading our industries and promoting innovative economy as the basic elements of modernisation. Even though I am speaking at the Foreign Ministry, I nevertheless believe that not just staff of Economic Development Ministry and other economic agencies but Russian diplomats as well must know all the major areas of our modernisation efforts like the back of their hands. We are striving to advance in biomedicine, space and information technologies, energy, and telecommunications, and here, we have determined our priorities. Now, we should identify the countries which may become our major cooperation partners, for such cooperation to bring greatest benefits in developing various technologies and markets in Russia, in helping Russian high-tech goods to enter global and regional markets. This is a very specific task, and the results of respective efforts will be immediately visible to everyone, including the leadership of the country

Russia trying to build econ
Russia is cooperating with the US to help their econ. 

Leverette and Leverette 6/27 (Flynt and Hilary Mann, Flynt is an expert on the Middle East and Persian Gulf, global energy issues, and international political economy, Hilary Mann is a CEO of Strategic Energy and Global Analysis  “Medvedev Meets Obama: Russia-Iran Relations Should Be Re-Examined”, June 27, 2010, Campaign Against Sanctions and Military Intervention in Iran, http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/index.php?q=node/10442)

Kayhan focuses on the different perspectives of President Medvedev and his advisers, on the one hand, and elements in Russia’s national security apparatus (the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defense, the National Security Council) and Putin, on the other, regarding relations with Iran.  In his view, Medvedev and elites around him believe that an essential condition for maintaining power is the success of Russia’s economy.  This requires closer relations with the United States and the West, which incentivizes Russian leaders to accept at least some of the demands that Washington and its allies have put to Moscow, including with regard to Iran’s nuclear program.  By drawing closer to the West, these leaders can improve Russia’s “economic and strategic reach” to the world.   This line of analysis certainly seems plausible, particularly in the wake of the global financial crisis.  Just this week, Igor Sechin—Putin’s former right-hand man at the Kremlin, chairman of Rosneft, and a leading figure among the siloviki (former Soviet intelligence officers who assumed a dominant role in the reassertion of state influence over Russia’s economy during Putin’s presidency) told The Financial Times that “the [global financial] crisis exposed the vulnerabilities of the Russian economy in its dependence on certain types of raw materials.  This cannot help but concern us”.   Last month, we met with Russian Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov—a close Putin ally—during his visit to Washington; among other things, Ivanov was clearly pleased by the Obama Administration’s decision to revive the “123” nuclear cooperation agreement with Russia, which could set up Russia for significant new international business opportunities in the civil nuclear arena.  (This agreement had been concluded while George W. Bush was in the White House, but then mothballed after Russia sent troops into Georgia.)   In a special supplement to The Washington Post prepared by Rossiyskaya Gazeta and published today, the strategic context for Medvedev’s trip to the United States this week is described very candidly:   “It is unusual for Medvedev to make the nation’s capital his second stop on a trip.  His first stop this week is San Francisco, and more precisely, Silicon Valley.  Medvedev is to meet with leading American entrepreneurs interested in opening or expanding business with Russia.  And for the first time in this relationship, we may see a focus on technological cooperation rather than investment in oil and gas.  His travel plans reflect the essence of his main agenda, namely innovative and technological breakthroughs for the Russian economy and reduced dependence on fossil fuel, in order to catch up with the developed world.   There are no significant obstacles for such an agenda.  First, the current U.S. administration declares a “pragmatic” approach in world affairs.  This means it is no longer a priority to irritate Moscow over sensitive issues, such as human rights or democratic values, which were among the favorite topics of the previous administration.  Second, Obama’s administration pays less attention to the post-Soviet neighbors…A change in focus on these issues has helped the United States create a more workable relationship with Russia and eliminate the excessive passion that characterized the previous decade…the greatest evidence for this approach was demonstrated very recently when the United Nations Security Council voted for a new resolution enacting tougher sanctions against Iran, which the United States had long discussed with China and Russia.  Russia may now expect something in return and, considering Medvedev’s agenda, this might be an appeal for better economic cooperation, particularly in technologies.” 
Low – climate change

Climate change hurts the Russian agriculture industry. 

Arutunyan 7/15 (Anna, editor of The Moscow News, graduate of NYU, “Extreme Weather Woes”, July 15, 2010, The Moscow News, http://www.mn.ru/news/20100715/187933018.html)

Environmentalists and farmers are wondering if deep freezes, droughts and sudden changes in temperatures might become the norm for Russia amid global climate change – and how they will transform the economy.  “This is unprecedented, and it’s not even the end of it. Even in northern regions like Karelia we are seeing 30+ temperatures keep for weeks,” Igor Podgorny, an official at Greenpeace, told The Moscow News. “And we can’t deny that global warming had something to do with it. It’s not just getting warmer. There’s more variation in the weather.”  Though the year started out with an abnormally cold winter, summer is taking its due with a vengeance – much as climatologists predicted would be the case when asked about the deep freeze in February.  Now dry, sweltering weather has held in much of Russia since mid June, in what has been labelled the most persistent drought in nearly 40 years, while temperatures have repeatedly broken records over the last few weeks.  With air conditioners getting hard to come by (one model that cost 16,000 roubles last week was selling for 20,000 roubles by Monday at a Moscow store), Russia’s chief sanitation official Gennady Onishchenko suggested siestas - but rushed to correct himself that he only meant a longer lunch break when employees could cool off.  The heat has been igniting the peat in the Moscow region, meanwhile, with Emergency Ministry officials liquidating 30 major fires just on Wednesday alone. “Even in 1972, when the peat bog fire situation was critical, the weather was better than this,” RIA Novosti quoted Emergency Ministry regional head Alexander Katz as saying.  Even the changing of the guard in the Kremlin has been canceled for Saturday.  Crops failing  Worse still, the heat wave has ravaged Russia’s already struggling agriculture sector.  “Maybe we can adapt to all this somehow, but if planted crops first freeze and then are wiped out by the draught – like this year and last year – this can’t lead to anything good,” Podgorny said. “The occasional remarks that global warming could actually be good for Russia’s agriculture don’t make any sense in light of all this.”  Indeed, farmers are struggling to adapt to weather anomalies that have become the norm over the last several years, “The climate is changing. Two years in a row of draught. This year some farms have been planting more legumes because they’re more resilient,” said Vyacheslav Telegin, chairman of the Farmers’ and Agricultural Coop Association. “Those who grow livestock feed and grain have been hardest hit. Modern irrigation methods aren’t very widespread in the areas affected by the draught.”  Farmers will be forced to look to new crops that can withstand draught, or search for new professions altogether, he said.  And though the government has stepped in to aid insured farmers who have lost their crop, Telegin thinks those measures aren’t sufficient.  “Insurance doesn’t nearly account for the losses in a draught.” 

Low – minimal growth 

Russian Growth minimal now

Al Bawaba 10 (Middle Eastern Newspaper, “Russian Federation : Russian Banker Sees No Rapid Growth For Russian Economy”, Al Bawaba, 6-2, Lexis)

The head of Russia's biggest bank said Tuesday it's clear there are no prospects for rapid growth in the Russian economy over the short term.    "It's clear there won't be quick growth," Sberbank CEO German Gref told reporters in Moscow. The central bank's decision to cut the refinancing rate to a record low on Monday "isn't a sign of the country getting stronger," he added.  Russia's economy expanded by a seasonally adjusted 0.7% between March and April, according to the Economy Ministry. Still, a survey of the manufacturing industry Tuesday showed a slight slowdown in the rate of expansion in May compared with April. Ltd. 

Low – growth exagerated 

Large Russian growth reports are manipulated and exaggerated at best; Best analysis proves growth will lag

Yasina 10 (Irina, analyst at the Institute of Transitional Economy, a weekly economic commentator for RIA Novosti, and a representative of the Open Russia Foundation, “Is Russia's Economic Crisis Over?”, The Korea Times, 2-1, Lexis) 

MOSCOW - Has Russia's economic crisis ended? That depends on who you ask. Ask Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, or any official of his United Russia party, and you will be told, "Of course it is over." They will even produce proof in the form of an unemployment rate that does not rise, unprecedented increases in pensions, and strong growth in construction and metal-working.  Of course, all these comparisons are made with how things stood last month rather than with the country's pre-crisis economic performance. Then there is another "miracle" that the government is starting to trumpet, one discovered in August 2009: an increase in Russia's population. Unfortunately, in no month before or since have births outpaced deaths. Ask a member of the opposition whether the crisis has ended, and you will be told that it is only just beginning. Gazprom's production is falling at a dizzying pace; the country's single-industry "mono-towns" are dying. There is truth in both views about the state of Russia's economy, but because the government controls all the major television channels, it is succeeding in enforcing its view of the situation. Indeed, the opposition has access only to a few newspapers and radio stations, leaving the Internet the sole remaining space of freedom in Russia. But there you can read very pessimistic estimates of the country's economic future. So the Kremlin blinds its citizens with rosy scenarios, while the Internet over-dramatizes reality. The truth, it is clear, is somewhere in the middle. What is beyond dispute is that Russia's economic health depends on external factors. But, outside Russia, no responsible economists can even begin to say whether the crisis is truly over. They know that relatively calm markets do not mean that strong economic growth is around the corner. Russia's economy is now hostage to potential global growth. It is clear why: the state budget depends almost totally on energy prices. Now that oil price has reached $80 per barrel, Russia's central bank can start buying foreign currency again. Gold and foreign currency reserves are increasing, implying appreciation of the ruble. But Russia's budget for 2010 is still headed for a serious deficit, owing to high spending. The rapid income growth of the early Putin years is a thing of the past. While it persisted, expenditures swelled but were manageable - until, suddenly, energy prices collapsed. The Kremlin, devoted to its key fetish - Putin's approval ratings - proved completely unprepared to curtail public spending in the wake of falling state revenues. The budget deficit, unsurprisingly, ballooned. The late Yegor Gaidar, Russia's first pro-reform prime minister, warned the government about the consequences of inflated oil prices, repeatedly arguing that excessive spending growth would undermine the political will for retrenchment when it became necessary. Gaidar died last year, his unheeded warnings having come true, proving once again that no man is ever a successful prophet in his own country. In recent months, Russia's government finally brought inflation down to 8 percent. Sometimes this is presented as another milestone demonstrating that the crisis is near its end. But that is wrong. Inflation fell as a result of the crisis, which reversed the direction of capital flows. Whereas inward investment reached $20 billion in 2008, capital outflows totaled $20 billion in 2009. The central bank buys less foreign currency, and thus issues fewer rubles, reducing inflation. A far more inertial indicator is unemployment, which experts predict will grow in 2010. The problem is that Russian labor is less mobile than in the Europe and the United States. Russians prefer lower wages - or simply waiting with no wages at all - to moving in search of a new job. The situation at carmaker AUTOVaz is a striking example. Last year, output fell to 300,000 cars, from 800,000 in 2008. Such a dramatic fall in sales would normally require massive layoffs or lower wages. Yet, of the company's 102,000 employees, only 27 favored layoffs. As a result, wages were cut by half. The state, which is seeking to rescue the domestic automobile industry, allocated to the firm more credits through state-owned banks. But how long can such a situation last? One day, it will no longer be possible to disguise unemployment through shorter working weeks, forced leaves of absence, and decreases in wages. When that happens - and there is a strong probability that it will happen next year - the crisis will only just be beginning for Russia. All over the world - in the U.S., Europe, and China - stimulus programs have paid off, as expected. But it is not yet certain whether the engine of the global economy will be able to run without additional liquidity, possibly undermining fiscal stability worldwide. Elsewhere, that will become clear in the first half of 2010; in Russia, signs of recovery, if they appear at all, will lag well behind the rest of the world. 

Econ On The Brink
Russian Economic Growth on brink 

Al Bawaba 10 (Middle Eastern Newspaper, “Russian Federation : Euro concerns to complicate Russian economic outlook”, Al Bawaba, 6-11, Lexis)

Sovereign debt woes have seen the Euro slide nearly 20% this year, with analysts saying they will continue to dominate investor concerns, and with a number of implications for Russia  both good and bad.    The Eurozone is Russia  s largest trading partner  the biggest buyer of Russia  s gas and largest supplier of technology and investment vital to modernizing Russia  s economy. The slump in the Euro can’t help but affect Russia.  The most immediate thought for global investors is proximity. Russia is so close to the Eurozone that a prolonged period of weak growth, or further contraction, will colour their thoughts about Russia according to Evgeny Nadorshin, Advisor to the Minister of Economic Development .  Sergey Guriev, Head of the New economic school says that with the slump in the euro taking it from 43 roubles to the euro in January, to as low as 37 in late May, Russian producers competing against imports from Europe are also in the firing line, with exporters getting hit as well. Ltd.  

**Iran**

High – general

Free market, youthful population and private sector will help the economy. 

Askari et al 10 (Hossein, Fareed Mohamedi, Kevan Harris, Matthew Levitt, Karim Sadjadpour, Hossein is Iran Professor of International Business and International Affairs at the George Washington University, Fareed is Partner of PFC Energy. He heads the Markets & Country Strategies Group, Kevan is doctoral candidate in sociology at Johns Hopkins University, Matthew is an American expert on Islamist terrorism,  Karim Sadjadpour is an associate at the Carnegie Endowment, “Iran’s Economic Health and the Impact of Sanctions”, April 27, Carnegie Endowment, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=2874)
Harris offered a slightly more positive perspective, based on a year of on-the-ground research in Iran:  * Private Sector: Iran has a reasonably strong private sector, Harris argued, but its large informal sector, that is neither taxed nor monitored by the government, is stronger. It is believed that as much as 30-40 percent of the Iranian population participates in this shadow economy.  * Youthful Population: The youth bulge is ending, and fewer young people are entering an already stretched labor market. This will probably lead to higher per capita income, as the labor market absorbs a higher percentage of workers.* Freer Market: Ahmedinejad is probably the most free market laissez-faire president since the revolution.  

High – stock market 

Econ strong now, stock market proves. 

Sinaiee et al 5/9 (Maryam and Michael Theodoulou, “Iranian Stock Market in Fast Recovery”, May 9, 2010, The National, http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100509/BUSINESS/705099898/1005/rss) 
TEHRAN // When most people think of the Iranian economy, they think of UN sanctions and the potential development of nuclear power. But a stock market boom?  One is well under way. The main index for the Tehran Stock Exchange (TSE) last month reached its highest level in its 42-year history and last week exchange officials issued a statement to reassure investors they are not in the middle of a market bubble.  “Concerns about bubble growth are unfounded,” Ali Sahraie, the operations manager of the TSE, said in a statement released by the bourse. “The reason for the rise in the index is the flow of cash into the stock market.” Mr Sahraie said the sharp ascent was a reflection of the overall improvement of Iran’s economy, and many outside observers agree.  “Even though [the market] is rallying I still think of it as underperforming,” said Ahmad Alanani, a trader with Exotix, a company based in London that specialises in frontier markets.  Mr Alanani said the TSE dropped more than 40 per cent last year, lagging well behind its peers in the UAE and elsewhere in the Middle East.  

Econ rebuilding, stock market proves and the government is making sure that it is sustainable. 

Sinaiee et al 5/9 (Maryam and Michael Theodoulou, Maryam is a foreign Correspondent for the National and Michael is a journalist based in Nicosia, “Iranian Stock Market in Fast Recovery”, May 9, 2010, The National, http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100509/BUSINESS/705099898/1005/rss)
TEHRAN // When most people think of the Iranian economy, they think of UN sanctions and the potential development of nuclear power. But a stock market boom?  One is well under way. The main index for the Tehran Stock Exchange (TSE) last month reached its highest level in its 42-year history and last week exchange officials issued a statement to reassure investors they are not in the middle of a market bubble.  “Concerns about bubble growth are unfounded,” Ali Sahraie, the operations manager of the TSE, said in a statement released by the bourse. “The reason for the rise in the index is the flow of cash into the stock market.” Mr Sahraie said the sharp ascent was a reflection of the overall improvement of Iran’s economy, and many outside observers agree.  “Even though [the market] is rallying I still think of it as underperforming,” said Ahmad Alanani, a trader with Exotix, a company based in London that specialises in frontier markets.  Mr Alanani said the TSE dropped more than 40 per cent last year, lagging well behind its peers in the UAE and elsewhere in the Middle East.  That performance can be attributed, in part, to the lingering effects from a crash between August of 2008 and March last year when the index lost 40 per cent of its total value before reaching bottom at 7,096. It now trades at more than 14,000.  That fall was mainly due to the drastic decline in international oil and mineral prices and an ailing domestic economy. But some analysts are concerned that a similar correction could be coming if the appropriate measures are not taken.  Looming on the horizon is the plan by the Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to cut energy subsidies. Introducing the plan, which Mr Ahmadinejad refers to as “big surgery on Iran’s economy”, is expected to drastically raise the price of fuel and electricity within a few months.  “The implementation of the plan, if carried out recklessly, can lead to a real drop in profitability of companies, and hence in the price of their securities, considering Iranian industries’ high energy consumption levels and their unpreparedness to adapt to a sudden increase in energy prices,” the market analyst Shervin Shahriyari wrote recently.  Others feel that while cutting the subsidies may be painful in the short term for Iranian consumers and companies, it will be a positive in the long run.  The Iranian market is largely closed to foreign investment, so the recent sharp increase is almost entirely driven by internal sentiment.  Analysts say Iranians are steered to the stock market by stagnation in other regional investments, including property markets, as well as reduced interest rates offered by banks for savings accounts. “The fact is there are a lot of people who have quite a bit of money and they are looking for a home for it,” said Mehdi Varzi, of the UK consultancy Varzi Energy. The potential problem, Mr Varzi said, was that “it’s not a very transparent market”.  To meet the growing demand, Shamseddin Hosseini, the Iranian minister of finance and economy, promised recently to offer shares of more government-owned companies to the stock market.  The government says it is also planning to attract foreign investors by easing regulations and offering incentives such as tax exemption.  “The organisation has reduced the bureaucratic channels to a great extent. It also issues investment permits for foreign nationals in less than seven days,” Ali Saleh Abadi, the head of Securities and Exchange Organisation of Iran, was recently quoted as saying by Iran’s Press TV.  Many outsiders are dubious that Iran will be able to attract large-scale foreign investment in the near future.  In a report on April 23, the Economist Intelligence Unit, part of the UK-based Economist Group, advised foreign companies to minimise dealings with the TSE and ensure that financing for local partners established through the market was secure. “The market remains opaque and poorly regulated,” the report said.  But many small Iranian investors are delighted with the recent boom. They are busily buying and selling the stocks outsiders prefer to avoid.  “I’m still buying small and selling small,” said Saman Taghizadeh, one such investor. “I lost quite a bit in the stock exchange market in bubble days and in the real estate market.  “I need to make sure the recent boom is real. I also need to be cautious as I can’t really predict what is going to happen if there are fresh UN sanctions soon.” 

Econ Stable

Iranian economy is stable, despite UNSC sanctions. 

Press TV 7/1 (English language global news network owned by the Islamic Republic of Iran Broadcasting (IRIB), “Iran Economy Ups Despite Sanctions”, July 1, 2010, Press TV, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=132923&sectionid=351020102)
The volume of transactions in Iran's investment market has seen a 10 percent growth despite new UN Security Council (UNSC) sanctions, an Iranian official says.  The UNSC adopted new sanctions against the Islamic Republic last month. The sanctions came after US's hard lobbying for new punitive measures against Tehran over its nuclear work.  Behrouz Alishiri, Deputy Minister of Economic Affairs and Finance, said Thursday that the new sanctions have proved to be futile as the volume of transactions in Iran's investment market has seen a 10 percent growth since the ratification of the UN resolution, IRNA reported.  The Iranian official further pointed out that according to the reports released by the International Monetary Fund, foreign investment in Iran has risen from $900 million in 2007 to $3 billion in 2009.  Alishiri, who is also the Director of the Organization for Investment, Economic and Technical Assistance of Iran, said that cheap energy resources and skillful human force were among the reasons behind foreign investment in the country.  According to Alishiri, Iran's stable economic condition has also attracted foreign investment to the country. 

Econ Growing 

Econ under strain, but will see growth in the coming year. 

Dahl and Lyon 10 (Fredrik and Alistair, Fredrik is a senior scientist at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment   and Alistair is Reuters Middle East Diplomatic Correspondent,  “Analysis- Forget Guided Elite, Iran’s Economy is Under Strain”, Feb. 17, 2010, Reuters, http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-46241720100217)
The economy, while not in crisis, confronts significant difficulties, said a Western diplomat in Tehran.  "It's a gradual, continuing decline. There doesn't seem to be anybody pushing policies that could reverse it, for example by allowing more foreign investment, reducing the state sector or devaluing the rial to help the domestic sector," he said.  The government has passed a subsidy reform plan aimed at saving $100 billion from the state budget, despite critics who say phasing out price supports on petrol, electricity, cooking gas, food, water, health and education will fuel inflation.  The Central Bank says inflation, rarely below double digits in recent years, fell to 7.8 percent in January, compared with the same month in 2009, from a peak of 30 percent in late 2008.  Hardline President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has pursued populist economic policies since he was first elected in 2005, handing out cash and loans to assuage local demands, while slowing economic reforms and privatisation begun by his predecessors.  "Privatisation is still on the agenda, but official foot-dragging continues to ensure almost total state control over the largest commercial enterprises," said Mohammed Shakeel, an Iran economist at the Economist Intelligence Unit.  Ahmadinejad boasted in May that the economy was growing at 5 to 6 percent, far higher than IMF estimates of 1.5 percent real Gross Domestic Product growth in 2009 and 2.2 percent in 2010.  Some economists suggest even the IMF figure is rosy.  "We estimate that real GDP growth will have weakened in 2009/10 to just 0.5 percent, owing to the drop in oil earnings over the year, which will have affected the rate of private consumption and investment growth," said Shakeel.  He said real GDP was forecast to pick up steadily to 2.9 percent in the Iranian year to March 2011, attributing this to higher oil prices and a small rise in oil output.  Labour supply, meanwhile, is growing about 4 percent a year, according to the World Bank.  Ahmadinejad's critics accuse him of squandering windfall oil revenue Iran earned when crude prices soared in the first half of 2008, leaving Iran more vulnerable to any new U.N. sanctions.  

Econ Right in the Middle

The Iranian economy has gone through decline, a long period of recovery is ahead. 

Khabar 3/3 (“Iran’s Economy Deeply Hit By the World Crisis”, March 3, 2010, Khabar Online, http://www.khabaronline.ir/news-47060.aspx)
 ENGLISH > Economy  - The economic affairs speaker of the Iranian government defended the performance of the administration, claiming that unlike many countries the rate of Iran's economic growth has not reduced.  However the figures show that the Islamic Republic's economy has deeply hit by the world crisis.  Shamseddin Hosseini who is also the Minister of Economic Affairs and Finance argued that in economic terms the government has achieved its goals, although the surveys issued by International Monetary Fund (IMF) refute the allegation.  Based on the latest figures published by IMF (which are referred by the Iranian administration and even government backed media as a reliable source) the rate of drop in Iran's economic growth is equal to countries like Britain and the United Arab Emirates. Even the same amount is higher than that of the United States, the main victim of the crisis which struck the international economy.  The same source reveals that the economic growth rate of the Islamic Republic in 2009 when the global economy crimsis reached a peak, has reduced by 6.3 percent compared to 2007. Notably, at that time the oil price soared to a new height   Earlier, on the sidelines of the recent Economic Cooperation Organization (ECO) ministerial meeting held Wednesday in Tehran, Hosseini had said: "If we consider the history of the late financial crisis which shook the world, it can be realized that the least damages inflicted on the country for transactions in global stock markets."  So if according to the argument made by the government speaker, the separation of the Iran's capital market from the world was the main reason for its invulnerability to the blows of the crisis, we should have not witness such a downward trend, unless we realize that the world crisis has simply contributed to the inept practice of the government in handling the domestic economy.   But as the world is passing through the crisis, the condition of Iran economy which as claimed by the government speaker has experienced the least damage, is actually much critical than the major global victims.  The rate of growth predicted for Iranian economy in 2009-10 is simply 0.7 percent, the lowest among the eight observed countries. It discloses that Iranian economy has gone through a decline in growth rate in line with the world crisis and has a long period of convalescence ahead.  However the other interesting point made in this brief comparison is the curve of changes in the Islamic Republic's economy in 2007-2010 which among the eight observed countries is mostly corresponds to that of China. Concerning the increasingly massive trade relations between the two countries, the issue regardless of its positive or negative outcomes deserves a study by the experts. 

Econ On The Brink

Econ is on the brink now. Stock market is growing because of the strong economy but it will burst and the econ will fall again, soon. 

Sinaiee et al 5/9 (Maryam and Michael Theodoulou, Maryam is a foreign Correspondent for the National and Michael is a journalist based in Nicosia, “Iranian Stock Market in Fast Recovery”, May 9, 2010, The National, http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100509/BUSINESS/705099898/1005/rss)
TEHRAN // When most people think of the Iranian economy, they think of UN sanctions and the potential development of nuclear power. But a stock market boom?  One is well under way. The main index for the Tehran Stock Exchange (TSE) last month reached its highest level in its 42-year history and last week exchange officials issued a statement to reassure investors they are not in the middle of a market bubble.  “Concerns about bubble growth are unfounded,” Ali Sahraie, the operations manager of the TSE, said in a statement released by the bourse. “The reason for the rise in the index is the flow of cash into the stock market.” Mr Sahraie said the sharp ascent was a reflection of the overall improvement of Iran’s economy, and many outside observers agree.  “Even though [the market] is rallying I still think of it as underperforming,” said Ahmad Alanani, a trader with Exotix, a company based in London that specialises in frontier markets.  Mr Alanani said the TSE dropped more than 40 per cent last year, lagging well behind its peers in the UAE and elsewhere in the Middle East.  That performance can be attributed, in part, to the lingering effects from a crash between August of 2008 and March last year when the index lost 40 per cent of its total value before reaching bottom at 7,096. It now trades at more than 14,000.  That fall was mainly due to the drastic decline in international oil and mineral prices and an ailing domestic economy. But some analysts are concerned that a similar correction could be coming if the appropriate measures are not taken.  Looming on the horizon is the plan by the Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to cut energy subsidies. Introducing the plan, which Mr Ahmadinejad refers to as “big surgery on Iran’s economy”, is expected to drastically raise the price of fuel and electricity within a few months.  “The implementation of the plan, if carried out recklessly, can lead to a real drop in profitability of companies, and hence in the price of their securities, considering Iranian industries’ high energy consumption levels and their unpreparedness to adapt to a sudden increase in energy prices,” the market analyst Shervin Shahriyari wrote recently.  Others feel that while cutting the subsidies may be painful in the short term for Iranian consumers and companies, it will be a positive in the long run.  

Low – general 

Iranian economy low now. 

Shuster 4/3 (Mike, diplomatic correspondent and a roving foreign correspondent for National Public Radio “Iran’s Economic Troubles Mount as Sanctions Loom”, April 3, 2010, NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=125585376)
The dramatic political turmoil in Iran since last year's disputed presidential election has been well publicized. But less well known are the country's economy troubles.  Like much of the information coming from Iran, economic data are hard to trust. But it appears Iran's unemployment rate has reached about 20 percent. Actual inflation is probably running higher than that and has been above 20 percent for years.  Iran's currency, the rial, is weak, its value propped up by government use of oil revenues. The country's banking system is also shaky.  And now, Iran is facing a U.S.-led effort at the United Nations Security Council to impose more economic sanctions.  A Struggle With Subsidies  Iran's economic problems are linked to its extensive use of subsidies — billions of dollars a year — to keep basic necessities such as electricity, gasoline, bread and other food staples far below their true market value.  Experts say subsidies could eventually bankrupt the Iranian government, and so this year, a great debate has emerged over subsidies, says Hossein Askari, an expert on Iran's economy at George Washington University.  "Iran has realized that subsidies are very costly, not the way to develop an economy; but they have, I think, used subsidies because they have seen this as the best mechanism, depending on who is in power, in order to get political support," he says.  Earlier this year, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad proposed reducing government subsidies. But ever the populist, Ahmadinejad asked the Parliament to let him use billions of dollars of revenue from reduced subsidies to distribute to poor people at his own discretion.  This has been Ahmadinejad's approach since he was first elected president in 2005, says Djavad Salehi-Isfahani, an Iran expert at Virginia Tech.  "Without giving money to the poorer people, it would be impossible to implement the price increase and have peace in large cities," Salehi-Isfahani says.  The president and the Parliament have not yet found common ground, so subsidy reduction is on hold for the moment, analysts say.  Political Interference  The troubled banking system also has been affected by Iranian politics, Askari says.  "In a system like Iran's, there's a great deal of pressure on the political side for the banks to do what they're told to do, and not what they should do as good bankers," he says. "So, yes, Iran's banking system is a mess."  Ahmadinejad has forced the banks to lend money at artificially low rates of interest. At the same time, says Salehi-Isfahani, state-owned enterprises, which dominate the economy, insist that banks provide them with more rials when they cannot pay their workers.  "So the banks on the one hand are unable to attract depositors because they can't pay interest enough to match at least the inflation rate," he says. "And at the other end, the money they have lent out they are not able to recoup."  What keeps Iran's economy afloat are the billions of dollars it makes exporting oil, but even that is in trouble. Sanctions imposed by the United States over the past 14 years have discouraged foreign oil companies from investing in Iran's oil sector and helping to modernize it.  Iranian oil exports are far less today than they were in the 1970s, before the Islamic Revolution ousted the shah.  Under U.S. pressure, the Russian oil company Lukoil recently pulled out of a deal with Iran — as have European and Asian oil companies.  Iranian officials have made the claim for years that Chinese oil companies have supported Iran's energy industry with billions in new deals. But Askari has his doubts.  "The Iranians love to publicize this, you know, a lot of bravado. But there really is no substance to it," Askari says. "There is absolutely no doubt that the Chinese do not have the technology that the Western oil companies have."  Push For Sanctions  But it is not clear just how effective the U.S. and U.N. sanctions imposed on Iran over the years have been.  Salehi-Isfahani believes most of Iran's economic problems are self-inflicted.  "I would give a much higher proportion to policy-induced problems inside Iran," he says.  Nevertheless, the Obama administration is pushing hard now for additional sanctions at the Security Council.  "I'm not interested in waiting months for a sanctions regime to be in place," President Obama said last week. "I'm interested in seeing that regime in place in weeks."  China, a veto-wielding member of the Security Council, is proving the key player in the sanctions debate. A senior Iranian official was in Beijing just a few days ago, and Obama will have a chance to buttonhole China's president, Hu Jintao, when he comes to Washington in mid-April. 

Low – inflation

Iran’s economy is failing, inflation not helping. 

Barry 10 (Patrick, Research Associate at the National Security Network. Hanna Lundqvist also works for NSN, “Iranian Economy’s Biggest Vulnerability: Iran”, April 29, Foreign Policy, http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/29/iranian_economy_s_biggest_vulnerability_iran)

"When your adversary is making a fool of himself, get out of the way." So said Pat Buchannan last year in response to conservative hawks pushing for U.S. intervention in the wake of Iran's controversial Presidential election. At the time, those words made a lot of sense. Better for the U.S. to not give the Iranian government a handhold as it descended into infamy by making itself the focus of attention. Buchanan's advice could just as easily apply to the now-urgent question of U.S. economic sanctions. As a congressional conference committee begins to put the finishing touches on an Iran sanctions package, it's worth considering the evidence that the biggest threat to the Iranian economy is actually the regime itself. Economic sanctions might actually rescue the regime from its own failings, and produce the opposite of what their backers expect.  Iran's economy may not be on life-support, but it is in pretty terrible shape. While the statistics reported by the Iranian government paint a rosy picture, the reality is quite different. Iran's real per capita growth rate was 3.5 percent per annum from 2002-2009, but this period of growth coincided with a period of a steady rise in oil prices, suggesting the "government has not been very successful in achieving diversification of the economy." Inflation is also on the rise, reaching 10.4 percent in April. Though that's much lower than the annual rate of 30 percent from last year, the current government has consistently struggled to contain rising inflation (which is often attributed to President Ahmadinejad's redistribution of oil revenues). Actual inflation may be much higher. Looking at prices in downtown Tehran, the real number might be hovering around 20 percent. 

Low – government
Economy low now, governments to blame. 

Barry 10 (Patrick, Research Associate at the National Security Network. Hanna Lundqvist also works for NSN, “Iranian Economy’s Biggest Vulnerability: Iran”, April 29, Foreign Policy, http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/29/iranian_economy_s_biggest_vulnerability_iran)

If that wasn't bad enough, Iran continues to struggle with pronounced inequality. Virginia Tech Economist Djavad Salehi-Isfahani notes that between 2005 and 2007, at a time when Iran was experiencing respectable economic growth, "the income of the top 20 percent rose more than four times as fast as that of the bottom quintile." Here again, rising oil prices appear to have had a negative effect. "The influx of oil revenues, which trickle down Iran's unequal structure of access to power and position, always seems to worsen the distribution of income," writes Salehi-Isfahani.  Iran's economic circumstances are sometimes attributed to sanctions, and sanctions proponents might be tempted to seize on the weakness of the Iranian economy as evidence that punitive measures are working to undermine the foundations of the regime's support. But this leaves out the role that Iran's own leadership has played in bringing the country's economy to such abysmal straights. Estimates are that the Iranian regime is involved, either directly or indirectly, in 70 percent of the country's economy.  Former minister of commerce, minister of finance, and ambassador-at-large in Iran, Jahangir Amuzegar, slams the Ahmadinejad administration for having "established a dysfunctional economic environment" and for "worsening the business climate."   President Ahmadinejad once supported large consumer subsidies, which had been a significant contributing factor to rising inflation. Now, recognizing that his own policies have come to roost, Ahmadinejad has proposed a $40 billion cut in state subsidies. But if done improperly, such a cut could result in sky-rocketing prices in Iran's subsidy dependent energy sector. Iran's currency is also believed to be kept at artificially high levels, increasing imports to what Amuzegar calls "unprecedented levels," with attendant effects on Iran's domestic producers. 

Low – oil 

Even oil won’t fix the economy. 

Barry 10 (Patrick, Research Associate at the National Security Network. Hanna Lundqvist also works for NSN, “Iranian Economy’s Biggest Vulnerability: Iran”, April 29, Foreign Policy, http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/29/iranian_economy_s_biggest_vulnerability_iran)

 Skeptics could charge that Iran's oil and natural gas sectors ensure the regime's survival, even as the government's leadership does fundamental damage to the Iranian economy. However, as PFC Energy Partner and Gulf energy analyst Fareed Mohamedi has observed, the picture of the country's energy sector is quite mixed. Iran's oil supply is steadily diminishing. Perhaps more importantly, its ability to influence world oil markets may be hemmed in by growing production by non-OPEC countries, particularly Iraq. In Iran's vaunted natural gas industry, the picture also remains unclear. Mohamedi observed that worldwide, natural gas production, exploration, and technological innovation will likely increase in the years ahead, possibly reducing Iran's clout in that area as well. As is the case with the economy writ large, Iran's leaders have behaved irresponsibly, failing to pursue the diversification necessary in case of a decline in energy prices.  

Iranian oil economy is failing. 

Askari et al 10 (Hossein, Fareed Mohamedi, Kevan Harris, Matthew Levitt, Karim Sadjadpour, Hossein is Iran Professor of International Business and International Affairs at the George Washington University, Fareed is Partner of PFC Energy. He heads the Markets & Country Strategies Group, Kevan is doctoral candidate in sociology at Johns Hopkins University, Matthew is an American expert on Islamist terrorism,  Karim Sadjadpour is an associate at the Carnegie Endowment, “Iran’s Economic Health and the Impact of Sanctions”, April 27, Carnegie Endowment, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=2874)
An Oil Economy  Mohamedi described some of the significant problems Iran faces as an oil economy * Competition: Within a few years, Iraq will be producing 5-6 million barrels per day. Baghdad is aiming for parity with Saudi production levels rather than Iranian ones, threatening Iran’s share of the oil market * An Aging Sector: The oil sector in Iran is aging, suffering from underinvestment and facing significant management problems. * Depleting Reserves: According to Mohamedi, much of Iran’s reserves have already been depleted.  * Demand: India and China have already started to cut back on oil purchases from Iran by about 20-25 percent.  Mohamedi concluded by pointing out some of the factors inhibiting Iran from having a strong gas sector. He said that while the gas sector in Iran is the second largest in the world, demand currently exceeds Iran’s production capabilities due to the costs of imports, competition from other markets, infrastructure issues, and sanctions which impede the development of a liquefied natural gas sector. 

Low – barriers 

Iran has a lot of problems that they have to overcome before they can get their economy back on track.

Askari et al 10 (Hossein, Fareed Mohamedi, Kevan Harris, Matthew Levitt, Karim Sadjadpour, Hossein is Iran Professor of International Business and International Affairs at the George Washington University, Fareed is Partner of PFC Energy. He heads the Markets & Country Strategies Group, Kevan is doctoral candidate in sociology at Johns Hopkins University, Matthew is an American expert on Islamist terrorism,  Karim Sadjadpour is an associate at the Carnegie Endowment, “Iran’s Economic Health and the Impact of Sanctions”, April 27, Carnegie Endowment, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=2874)
Despite Iran's vast energy reserves, widespread economic malaise has been the greatest source of popular discontent in the Islamic Republic. George Washington University’s Hossein Askari, PFC Energy’s Fareed Mohamedi, the Washington Institute for Near East Policy’s Matthew Levitt, and Johns Hopkins University’s Kevan Harris discussed the overall health of the Iranian economy, the state of its energy infrastructure, and the likely impact of the major economic reforms. Carnegie’s Karim Sadjadpour moderated. The State of the Iranian Economy  Harris and Askari discussed the state of the Iranian economy, focusing on the predicaments faced by average Iranians. Askari offered an examination of the problems Iran’s economy needs to overcome: * Public Sector: After the Islamic Revolution, the oil industry was nationalized. Now, 65-70 percent of the Iranian economy is controlled by the government. * Subsidies: After the war with Iraq, the government undertook a costly subsidy program. These subsidies total 18-30 percent of the Iranian GDP.   * Inflation: Inflation is very high in Iran, and shows no sign of falling. The Iranian Rial is highly overvalued.  * Unemployment: Iran also suffers from high unemployment and a rising income disparity.  

Low – subsidies won’t solve 

Econ dragged down by oil and bad government control- subsidies can’t solve. 

CIA World Factbook (“Iran Economy Profile 2010” March 21, 2010, CIA World Fact Book, http://www.indexmundi.com/iran/economy_profile.html)
Iran's economy is marked by an inefficient state sector, reliance on the oil sector, which provides the majority of government revenues, and statist policies, which create major distortions throughout the system. Most economic activity is controlled by the state. Private sector activity is typically limited to small-scale workshops, farming, and services. Price controls, subsidies, and other rigidities weigh down the economy, undermining the potential for private-sector-led growth. Significant informal market activity flourishes. The legislature recently passed President Mahmud AHMADI-NEJAD's bill to reduce subsidies, particularly on food and energy. The bill would phase out subsidies - which benefit Iran's upper and middle classes the most - over three to five years and replace them with cash payments to Iran's lower classes. This is the most extensive economic reform since the government elevated gasoline rationing in 2007. However, previous government-led efforts to reform subsidies - such as in the 1990s under former president Hashemi RAFSANJANI - were met with stiff resistance and violent protests. High oil prices in recent years allowed Iran to greatly increase its export earnings and amass nearly $100 billion in foreign exchange reserves. But with Iran's oil export price from March to December 2009 averaging just $55 per barrel and with a slight decline in oil production over the past four years, the Iranian government is facing budget constraints. Tehran formulated its 2009 budget to anticipate lower oil prices and has reduced some spending. Although inflation has fallen substantially because of lower oil prices, Iran continues to suffer from double-digit unemployment and underemployment. Underemployment among Iran's educated youth has convinced many to seek jobs overseas, resulting in a significant "brain drain."

Low – multiple reasons

Iran econ low, the Government, inflation and unemployment are to blame. 

Amuzegar 3/18 (Jahangir, international economic consultant “Iran’s Economy In Turmoil”, 3/18/10, Carnegie Middle East Center, http://carnegie-mec.org/publications/?fa=40354&lang=en)
The Iranian economy is facing its bleakest prospects in nearly two decades, with an almost unanimous forecast of low growth, high inflation, and continued double-digit unemployment. These worsening economic conditions, in turn, are likely to place considerable stress on internal politics, leading to strikes, protests, and business bankruptcies, and encouraging further emigration and capital flight. Persistent structural weaknesses and the Ahmadinejad administration’s gross mismanagement of the economy are largely at fault for the economy’s dysfunction, but recent external developments—including Western banks and industrial companies’ reduced exposure to Iran, possible new sanctions, and increasing transaction costs—are also damaging the economic climate. Major Structural Fault Lines  The dim outlook reflects both a number of structural weaknesses that developed since the 1979 revolution and the Ahmadinejad government’s avowed “anti-liberalist” and “anti-capitalist” economic mismanagement and bellicose anti-Western posture.  Structurally, Iran’s economy remains largely state-owned and controlled, poorly taxed, highly subsidized, and hazardously reliant on crude oil export. In addition, the economy continues to follow a lopsided economic model reminiscent of the former Soviet Union’s.  Despite the leadership’s repeated emphasis on the need for privatization and a favorable reinterpretation of the Constitution, the government and state-affiliated entities continue to own, manage, or control some 70 percent of the economy, with the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) making increasing inroads into such strategic areas as oil and gas, infrastructure, telecommunications, missile development, nuclear energy, and even some unsavory operations.      While the Islamic Republic now ranks high among a handful of nations in some high-tech endeavors, its traditional economic activities continue to rely on nineteenth century technologies.   Taxes constitute at best only 7 percent of GDP, with more than 50 percent of the economy legally tax-exempt, and the rest engaging in tax evasion. Subsidies to both consumers and producers amount to nearly 25 percent of the national product.  Receipts from oil and gas exports—the economy’s lifeblood—constitute more than 80 percent of total annual foreign exchange earnings, and 70 percent of the government’s fiscal budget. The presence of oil resources raises the cost of labor, housing, and various services. Non-oil exports are stifled by their sectors’ competitive disadvantage and economic diversification becomes even more arduous.  Public investment prioritizes nuclear energy, space exploration, defense gear, and exotic nanotechnology over agriculture, industry, public transportation, and environmental protection. As a result, while the Islamic Republic now ranks high among a handful of nations in some high-tech endeavors—and in Ahmadinejad’s boastful description, is a “nuclear state”—its traditional economic activities continue to rely on nineteenth century technologies. By various estimates, a hidden underground economy also accounts for some 20 percent of formal GDP. Economic Mismanagement  In addition to suffering from these growth-impeding structural weaknesses, the economy is also grossly mismanaged. The Ahmadinejad administration’s blatant and boastful disregard of economic realities, misguided populism, crony capitalism, and growing militarization, on top of biting external sanctions, have established a dysfunctional economic environment and are worsening the business climate. The public sector, plagued by nepotism and widely-publicized corruption, lacks competent managers. Periodic reports by the Heritage Foundation, Freedom House, and Transparency International paint a highly unfavorable picture of Iran’s strait-jacketed economy.   On top of all of this, the exchange rate for the rial has been kept relatively stable even as inflation has continued to register double digits every year. The overvalued currency has increased imports to unprecedented levels, bankrupting thousands of domestic producers.      The Ahmadinejad administration has established a dysfunctional economic environment and is worsening the business climate.  This combination of structural weaknesses and glaring mismanagement has exposed the economy to “stagflation,” a simultaneous combination of inflation and recession. Real GDP growth has been declining every year since 2005/2006—when Ahmadinejad first took office—falling to less than 1.5 percent in 2009/2010. Official data also show an all around decline in capital, labor, and total factor productivity, with some 20 percent of the population now below the national poverty line. Inflation  Inflation has been an endemic feature since the revolution. Except for a few years of strict wage and price controls during the Iran–Iraq war, it has steadily registered double-digits. Iran’s current inflation rate is the highest in the region, and arguably third highest in the world. The latest official inflation rate is 12.2 percent, but private estimates place it at more than 20 percent due to differences in consumption baskets and methods of calculation, gaps between official and free-market prices, and data manipulation by officials. With the Iranian New Year—and the associated end-of-the-year bonuses and rising consumer expenditures—approaching, prices are expected to rise further.  Increasing injection of record oil export receipts into the low-capacity national economy, public investment in low-return but politically popular development projects, mandated loans to so-called “quick-return” projects for job creation, and generous bank lending for home purchases, marriages, and other consumer needs are all responsible for the inflation. However, the government’s perennial budget deficit, which is financed by the state banking system and has been a prominent feature of all but four post-revolution years, tops the list. In the last four years, total liquidity has more than doubled. The government’s debt to the banking system (state banks and the Central Bank) and the banking system’s debt to the Central Bank have both increased substantially. At the same time, non-performing assets of the state banks have reached record levels, and nearly 7000 businesses have failed to service their debts. Unemployment  Protracted unemployment is an important symptom of the weak business climate. Official jobless data are highly unreliable, as numbers published by different agencies differ considerably. Official figures are always on the low side, while pro-labor quarters give higher numbers. The current official rate is 12 percent; private estimates go twice as high. The Statistical Center’s claims of declining unemployment in recent months, which are frequently disputed, rely on the innovative assumptions that even one hour of work per week constitutes employment and that students and housewives are “employed”—thus equating occupation with employment.      The worsening economic conditions are likely to place considerable stress on internal politics.  Reasons for the high unemployment range from the disastrous pro-natal policy of the 1980s wartime administration to the mismatch between the skills provided by education and those needed for employment to a defective pro-labor code that discourages long-term employment contracts. However, Ahmadinejad’s bewildering policy of reducing lending interest rates below inflation while adjusting minimum wage rates to the annual increase in consumer prices—thus encouraging investment in capital-intensive projects over those in labor—is a major culprit. Looking Ahead  The worsening economic conditions are likely to place considerable stress on internal politics: energizing the “greens” movement, provoking strikes by disgruntled and unpaid workers; giving rise to massive protests by university campus activists; and leading to further exodus of talent and capital, as well as a spate of business bankruptcies.  While the somber trend line and the economy’s poor prospects may still fail to fulfill the wishes of democracy advocates at home (and their supporters abroad), hoping for a “regime change,” such factors as reduced foreign exchange reserves, uncertain oil prices, an overvalued exchange rate, looming external pressures, and internal political exigencies are bound to drastically affect President Ahmadinejad’s major economic policies, if not his bombastic rhetoric, in the coming year. 

Low – gov’t Fails
The Iranian government hasn’t done anything to help the economy.  

Secor 9 (Laura,  an independent journalist and editor with exceptional insight into Iran's political culture , “The Rationalist: A Dissident Economist’s Attempts to Reform the Resolution”, Feb, 2, The New Yorker, http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2009/02/02/090202fa_fact_secor)
In the strange, tumultuous story of Iran’s thirty-year-old Islamic Republic, the battle over free speech has captured the world’s imagination, but the debate over free markets goes just as deep. Since the revolution, most industries in Iran have been owned either by the state or by enormous Islamic foundations that are connected to the ruling oligarchy and exempt from government oversight and taxation. While the Iranian government points to rapid economic growth, inefficiencies are rampant, and the traffic in exports, other than petroleum products, is anemic. Even traditional Iranian products like carpets have done poorly on the international market in recent years. (Between 1979 and 2003, the value of Iranian carpet exports dropped by more than half.) Iran’s economy is sustained almost entirely by oil, which accounts for eighty-five per cent of all government revenues, and in the past five years this money has kept the country afloat as the price of crude reached record highs. Now that oil prices have fallen steeply, a crisis looms.  Since the early eighties, Tabibian and other trained economists have advised the government to dismantle trade barriers, drop price controls, and force companies such as Iran Khodro—the troubled state-backed automaker—to compete or perish. But the government, in its various incarnations, has not listened. The current President, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who was elected in 2005 on a promise to distribute Iran’s oil wealth downward, has shrugged off expert economic advice in favor of grandiose gestures toward the poor. Upon taking office, he promiscuously handed out grants and subsidies; when these were not approved by the state budget office, he simply ordered the banks to issue more currency. He injected billions in oil revenues directly into the economy, dipping into the country’s savings to do so. Liquidity increased by nearly forty per cent in the space of a year. Iranians, lacking incentives for investment, used this cash to buy imports, which buried local industries and sent prices soaring. Already on the rise worldwide, inflation in Iran skyrocketed. Within a year of Ahmadinejad’s election, the inflation rate was the fourth highest in the world, after Zimbabwe, Uzbekistan, and Burma; by the summer of 2008, it topped twenty-eight per cent. Meanwhile, Ahmadinejad slashed interest rates, a move that encouraged lending, pushed the country’s fragile banking sector to the edge of ruin, and contributed to a surreal housing bubble in Iran’s cities. For each of the past two years in Tehran, real-estate prices have more than doubled. 

AT: Stock Market High

Stock market is not an accurate representation of the failing economy. 

Radio liberty 7/15 (is a private, international communications service to Eastern and Southeastern Europe, Russia, the Caucasus, Central Asia, the Middle East, and Southwestern Asia, funded by the U.S. Congress through the Broadcasting Board of Governor, “Iranian Stock Market Booms Despite New Sanctions”, July 15, 2010, Radio Free Europe, Radio liberty, http://www.payvand.com/news/10/jul/1132.html)
Paris-based economist Fereidoun Khavand downplayed the significance of the milestone. He told Radio Farda that the Tehran stock market is not an accurate "thermometer" of the health of Iran's economy.  He pointed to the leverage of state-run companies in Iran's stock market, noting that its direction can be manipulated by the ruling elite.  Iran's semiofficial Fars new agency said earlier this week that the stock market's rise is the result of Iranians' response to the "empty drum" of the U.S. and international sanctions.  Iranian President Mahmud Ahmadinejad last week took credit for the market's rise.  U.S.-based economist Kamran Dadkhah told Radio Farda on July 12 that the 20 percent rise in the Tehran stock market since the beginning of this year does not indicate the country's economy is strong.  "Even in the U.S., there is no direct relation between a booming stock market and the economy, let alone in a country like Iran, whose government interferes constantly in the economy," Dadkhah said. "The government and the [Islamic] Revolutionary Guards [Corps], which owns a significant part of Iran's economy, can raise share prices [by their intervention]."  Fars reported that the global increase in oil prices has contributed to Tehran's stock market rise. But Dadkhah said there has, in fact, been no increase in the price of oil over the past few months.  Dadkhah told Radio Farda that he believes the international sanctions will have a negative impact on Iran's economy. He said that calling the sanctions an "an empty drum" is simply propaganda. 

***RELATIONS***

**China-Taiwan**

High – domestic advances

Tensions are easing between China and Taiwan – domestic advances prove

The China Post 7/12/10 (The China Post Staff, “KMT, CPC agree to expand cooperation”, http://www.chinapost.com.tw/taiwan/china-taiwan-relations/2010/07/12/264230/KMT-CPC.htm)

Taiwan's ruling Kuomintang (KMT) and its Chinese counterpart, the Communist Party of China (CPC), yesterday reached consensus to expand cooperation and interchanges in the fields of culture, education, sports, and economic development. Delegates from the ruling parties on the two sides of the Taiwan Strait agreed on 22 proposals at the sixth annual forum on economic and cultural cooperation that lasted for two days in China's southern Guangzhou City. At the closing of the forum, KMT Honorary Chairman Wu Poh-hsiung said that cooperation between China and Taiwan on the development of new energy will offer a chance for the two partners to be the world's leading players in the field. Wu, who led the KMT delegation to the forum, said that using energy more efficiently and cutting carbon dioxide emissions are major challenges facing the entire world. “However, it also brings about an opportunity for developing countries that lag behind in conventional or high-tech industries to catch up with developed nations in this unexplored field,” he said. Wu said that when it comes to solar energy, wind energy and the development of electrical cars and light-emitting diodes, Taiwan and China are not too far away from the technological levels of European and North American nations, and even on par with them on certain fronts.

High – ECFA

The recent Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement between China and Taiwan is bringing the two countries together

Frommherz 6/29/10 (Thomas, Chief Editor at CEOWorld, “What is China Taiwan Economic Framework Cooperation Agreement (EFCA)?” http://ceoworld.biz/ceo/2010/06/29/what-is-china-taiwan-economic-cooperation-framework-agreement-ecfa) 

China and Taiwan have signed a landmark trade agreement, some 60 years after the island cut ties with the Chinese mainland. Under the new deal, tariffs on goods traded between the two sides will be scrapped and Taiwanese firms is to have access to services on the mainland. Aiming to establish a systematic mechanism for enhancing cross-Strait economic cooperation, the Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA) was agreed upon by the mainland’s Association for Relations Across the Taiwan Straits (ARATS) and Taiwan’s Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF). The ECFA will formally take effect one day after both sides “complete due procedures and notify each other”, the agreement said. Under the 16-article agreement, the two sides agreed to “gradually reduce and remove trade and investment barriers and create a fair environment”. The agreement also provides protection for cross-Strait investments to boost two-way capital flows. The two sides agreed on the items to be included in the “early harvest programme” to benefit from the pact first with preferential duty cuts and treatment. The “early harvest programme” will launch within six months of the ECFA taking effect, the agreement said. The two countries will continue discussing agreements for commodity trade, service trade and investment for six months after the ECFA takes effect. China and Taiwan will jointly set up a committee for cross-Strait economic cooperation to ensure ECFA agreements can be reached and to supervise the implementation of the ECFA. The Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement ends import tarrifs on some 800 items, such as textiles, petrochemicals and machinery over two years, and open up some of their service sectors to each other. The framework pact will also pave the way for both sides to reach further market liberalisation in goods and services and put in place processes for investment protection. 

The ECFA is the greatest economic integration between the two – benefits are for both countries

Singh 7/3/10 (Gunjan , Singh is a Research Assistant at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007034275/ecfa-and-the-changing-china-taiwan-relations.html)

In a historic step, China and Taiwan are ready to sign the Economic Co-operation Framework Agreement (ECFA). It is expected that this trade agreement will be a great step in the ongoing economic integration. There will be a major lifting of tariff of about 800 commodities and will create a large number of employment opportunities for the Taiwanese. It will accelerate the level of Taiwanese growth by more than 1.7%. By showing the good returns from the ECFA the Kuomintang government is hoping to see positive results in the 2012 mayoral elections. Though it took about 2 years of negotiations to reach the point of actually signing the deal there is a general apprehension within the Taiwanese community about the future outcomes. The analysts are predicting that it will be Taiwan which will be the major beneficiary. There is also a general consensus that Beijing will use this step to gain political mileage, more than economic. As Taipei becomes more and more ingrained in the Mainland economy, its political independence might be compromised. This may also have an effect on the Taiwan–United States relations. The more influence China has on Taiwan, with the increase in the economic interdependence in addition to the KMT government which has been a pro-reunification section, one can expect a large change in the Taiwan-US dynamics. It would not be far fetched to conclude that Taiwan may like to use its closeness with Beijing in order to gain some economic as well as political mileage in the international space. 

President Hu is hailing the recent agreement as a peaceful development of relations

AP 7/12/10 (“Hu hails China-Taiwan trade pact”, http://www.kansascity.com/2010/07/12/2077500/hu-hails-china-taiwan-trade-pact.html)

President Hu Jintao hailed a historic trade pact between China and Taiwan on Monday when he met with the chairman of Taiwan's ruling Nationalist Party, saying it signals progress on their deepening ties. Hu told Chairman Wu Poh-hsiung during his visit that the trade deal signed last month is an "important achievement" that helps reach the two sides' goal of "peaceful development of relations." Footage of their meeting was aired on the evening news by national broadcaster China Central Television. Last month, negotiators for China and Taiwan signed a trade deal that slashes tariffs on a wide range of products, pushing their economies closer together and further easing political hostilities across the Taiwan Strait. The threat of military conflict has lingered since Taiwan and China split amid civil war in 1949, but in recent years, the tensions have eased under the policy of rapprochement taken by Taiwanese president Ma Ying-jeou. Under his tenure, regular air and sea links have resumed after a hiatus of 60 years and restrictions on Chinese investment in Taiwan have been lifted. "As long as the exchanges and consultations are made on an equal footing, relations will be pushed forward and a feasible method could be found for a gradual settlement of the problems constraining the cross-straits relations," Hu said. In the meeting, Wu passed on a message to Hu from Ma, who called for closer ties following the signing of the trade pact. The deal, formally known as the Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement, is expected to boost bilateral trade, which already totals $110 billion a year.

There is public popularity for the agreement and it goes into effect immediately

Yu and Dingding 7/13/10 (Xie and Xin, Staff writers for China Daily, http://www2.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2010-07/13/content_10096596.htm)

Top Chinese mainland and Taiwan leaders have expressed their latest confidence in the peaceful development of cross-Straits ties, following the signing of a historic trade pact. Hu Jintao, general secretary of the Communist Party of China (CPC) Central Committee, said on Monday that the Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA) signed last month was an important achievement in the peaceful development of relations across the Taiwan Straits and a sign that economic and trade ties have entered a new stage. Hu said the ECFA was in line with the interests of people on both sides of the Taiwan Straits and the fundamental interests of the Chinese nation. He also said he hopes that the cross-Straits trade pact will take effect as soon as possible to bring practical benefits to people from both sides. Hu met Wu Poh-hsiung, honorary chairman of Taiwan's ruling Kuomintang (KMT) party, on Monday afternoon in Beijing. It was the third meeting between the two leaders since 2008, when the KMT became the ruling party in Taiwan. Hu said both sides should continue to push for normal cross-Straits economic ties. Wu brought Hu greetings from Taiwan leader Ma Ying-jeou, also chairman of KMT, and a message. The message, which was condensed into 16 Chinese characters, read: "Looking into realities, overcoming differences and seeking common ground; accumulating mutual trust and further creating win-win situations." Wu said Ma is confident of the peaceful development of cross-Straits relations, and he believed that Taiwan will complete the legislative review of the ECFA before August and start implementing it as soon as possible. Li Jiaquan, a senior researcher with the institute of Taiwan studies affiliated to the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, said it was notable that both Hu and Ma extended greetings during the meeting, which was rarely seen before. "It creates a good atmosphere ... and also matches the current trend of cross-Straits relations. I believe there is profound meaning behind the greetings," he said. But he said time is still not ripe for talks on political and military issues. "Both sides need to consolidate what has been achieved and firmly hold onto the right direction, as well as take their time to move forward step by step," he said. The ECFA, a landmark trade pact signed on June 29, is a wide-ranging agreement that will reduce tariffs on hundreds of petrochemical, textile and other items. It also opens service sectors such as banking to cross-Straits investment, aiming to bind the two economies closer.

Low – AT: ECFA

The EFCA won’t do much to help the two countries – signing it too early would affect the balance of East Asia 

Wu 4/27/10 (Tsen-his, Staff writer for the Epoch times, “China-Taiwan Economic Cooperation Remains Unclear After TV Debate”, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/34221/)

After a highly controversial debate between Taiwan’s president and Chinese Nationalist Party Chairman Ma Ying-Jeou, and Democratic Progressive Party leader Tsai Ing-Wen, many questions still remain: Will the proposed Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA) with China be changed? Will the debate initiate more objective conversations between the two parties? The aftereffects of the debate have become the focus of attention. During a televised debate on April 25, Taiwan’s president Ma Ying-Jeou repeatedly emphasized that if the ECFA cannot protect the rights of Taiwan, he will reject the agreement. At the same time he said that he understands that the Chinese Communist Party’s ambition is to achieve a “one country, two systems peaceful unification,” but that he also believes in “nothing ventured, nothing gained.” Ma said, “Of course, we understand the political motives that China has toward us. But I am confident in Taiwan’s democracy. Having economic flexibility will resolve other issues. We will seek to win despite the danger, and we will face the storm together.” Ma also said that while negotiating the ECFA with China, he also wants to sign free trade agreements (FTA) with other trade partners. He said that he intends to personally head the FTA committee and will demand that the Chinese regime not interfere. “Signing free trade agreements is the right of a WTO member. I wish to especially call on China to not interfere with our efforts to sign free trade agreements with other trade partners,” Ma said. Democratic Progressive Party leader Mrs. Tsai Ing-Wen questioned Ma whether the ECFA was too rushed. Ma refuted saying this is a race against time. They’re faced with China joining the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and the possibility of Japan and South Korea also joining the ASEAN in the future. If the Taiwanese government doesn’t hurry up, Taiwan won’t be able to catch up. “If we don’t take this step right now, we will be out of the race,” Ma said. Tsai cited statistics from the Chung Hua Institution for Economic Research showing that the effect of China joining the ASEAN has only a 0.035 percent influence on Taiwan’s GDP. She suggested the government should not exaggerate the effect. Tsai also argued that signing the ECFA with China too early will affect the strategic balance of South East Asia. Actually, Japan and South Korea are still undecided whether or not to sign FTAs with China as they are worried that China will become the economic center of the Asia-Pacific. After Indonesia joined the ASEAN, it felt the impact of cheap products from China and is seeking to renegotiate tariff reductions on 228 items which it fears could weaken local industries after the ASEAN-China FTA that took effect on Jan. 1. The Indonesia-China FTA, which is part of the wider ASEAN-China FTA, was signed in late 2004. Ma said the government would be thinking about [the interests of] business at every step of the way and be prepared to reject the agreement. It would first negotiate under the ECFA "Early Harvest” list, and make adjustments later. However, Tsai expressed concern that if the negotiation goes on the "Early Harvest" list, Taiwan will face having to open 90 percent of the market for the next 10 years, thus it would be hard to guarantee not opening agricultural products. Tsai also pointed out that signing the ECFA will have a much greater impact than [being part of] the WTO, because the production structure of Taiwan overlaps that of China. This will be the “largest-scale production-structure adjustment, and reallocation of wealth” in the history of Taiwan. She questioned whether the government is prepared. Ma responded that he has already planned NT$95 billion (approximately US$3.02 billion) to assist disadvantaged industries and laborers and has also prepared plans for 17 possible industries that might be hurt. 

The trade deal is actually worse for both countries

Jonathan Adams 7/8/10 (Jonathan Adams reports on Taiwan for GlobalPost. Adams has covered China and Taiwan since 2002. He began working for Newsweek in 2003 and has been the magazine's Taiwan correspondent since 2004, covering cross-strait relations, economics, technology and culture, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/china/100702/taiwan-trade-economy-ECFA?page=0,0)
Is it a vitamin, or a poison pill? A week after China and Taiwan signed a landmark trade deal binding their economies closer, Taiwanese can't decide if they've been thrown an economic life-line or, as one paper put it, signed a political "suicide note." And that's the experts. The two sides inked the Economic Cooperation Framework agreement (ECFA), on June 29 at a ceremony in Chongqing, China. The deal lowers tariffs on a range of goods. It also provides better market access for services, including banking. All fine and good. Except this is no run-of-the-mill trade deal. Strange to say, it was signed by two countries who don't recognize each other's existence. In fact, they're technically still in a state of hostilities. China covets self-ruled Taiwan and has some 1,300 missiles piled up across from the island as a reminder it shouldn't be naughty (i.e., make a formal, permanent break with the mainland.) China's claim is long-standing. But instead of bellicose threats, Beijing has begun using the honey of economic enticements to catch the fly. ECFA's terms heavily favor Taiwan, with tariff reductions on 539 Taiwanese exports to China versus just 267 Chinese exports to Taiwan. In other words, it's a big, fat dollop of honey. Now, self-ruled Taiwan is wondering whether its fragile young democracy can long endure in the sweaty economic embrace of the hulking suitor next door. "I think we all know why China is making so many concessions," said Taiwanese economist Ma Kai at a forum. "China thinks ECFA is a very important step toward the unification of China. Everyone in Taiwan knows that." "If that is the political price that Taiwan has to pay to get ECFA, this price is too high for many Taiwanese to accept." Polls suggest a majority of Taiwanese backed the trade deal, at about a 62 percent to 37 percent ratio in May, according to survey data compiled by the Election Study Center's Yu Ching-hsin. But only 10 percent support unification with China. Even some of the deal's supporters have voiced anxiety about how Taiwan can fend off Beijing's political advances. And they worry about over-dependence. Already, some 35 percent of Taiwan's exports go to China; after the deal some say that percentage could rise to 45 percent or even 50 percent. "That ratio's too high — it's dangerous," said Hwang Jen-te, an economist at National Chengchi University. "It will endanger Taiwan's economic security; we have to consider this."

The ECFA isn’t enough – public opposition and additional talks which gives them a long timeframe

JapanTimes 7/6/10 (“New era for cross-strait relations”, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/ed20100706a1.html)

The problem is that convincing Taiwanese is difficult. While welcoming the economic boost provided by the trade deal, island residents are deeply divided over the wisdom of closer ties with the mainland. Of course, independence activists, like those in the Democratic Progressive Party (which Mr. Chen used to head) will protest the deal and accuse the government of selling out Taiwan. Tens of thousands turned out to protest the ECFA. More moderate Taiwanese worry about being swallowed by the mainland economy. Success for Beijing depends on winning over moderate Taiwanese. That means China must dampen expectations of what the ECFA can deliver and continue to exercise patience with Taiwan. It must acknowledge the aspirations of the Taiwanese people; they want more respect for their considerable political and economic achievements. Beijing should not try to block Taipei's efforts to conclude other deals with regional trade partners. Chinese red lines are well known, and no government will risk Beijing's anger by crossing them. ECFA is only a first step. Additional talks are supposed to start six months after the agreement is ratified by Taiwan's legislature. Another deal, though, is not likely anytime soon, as Taiwan enters the election season. Local elections will be held later this year, parliamentary elections are scheduled for late 2011 and presidential elections will take place in 2012. Mr. Ma wants a second term and he needs to lead his party to victory in the other ballots to increase his odds of success. 

There is much more work to do for the ECFA

Xiong Qu 6/30/10 (Editor for China Central Televison, CCTV, http://english.cntv.cn/program/bizasia/20100630/102322.shtml, “MOC: Much follow-up work to do after ECFA's signing”

The Chinese mainland and Taiwan have signed the long-awaited Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement, or ECFA. It's a move hailed by many as a milestone in cross-Strait relations. But the Ministry of Commerce says there's still a lot of follow-up work to do. Vice commerce minister Jiang Zengwei says relevant departments on both sides will implement the pact as soon as possible. Jiang Zengwei, Vice Commerce Ministry said "The framework agreement requires negotiations for each single pact to be carried out within six months. I think both the mainland and Taiwan still have some approval work to do.

Low – missiles 

Despite increasing ties, China has increased the amount of missiles aimed at Taiwan

AP 7/19/10 (The Canadian Press online, http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/world/breakingnews/taiwan-defence-report-china-to-increase-missiles-aimed-at-island-to-about-2000-this-year-98733899.html)

A Taiwan Defence Ministry report says China intends to increase the number of missiles targeted at the island to 1,960 this year, despite steadily warming ties between the two sides. A copy of the document obtained by The Associated Press on Monday, described in the summary as an analysis of China's current military deployment against Taiwan, said if the island were attacked by its giant neighbour today, over 90 per cent of its infrastructure would be destroyed. It also said China aims to build a military strong enough to take over Taiwan and block off external interventions — a possible reference to U.S. help for the island — by 2020. China and Taiwan split amid civil war in 1949, but Beijing continues to claim the island as part of its territory. Since Taiwanese President Ma Ying-jeou took office two years ago, he has significantly improved ties to boost the island's economy and reduce cross-strait tensions. He has repeatedly urged China to remove missiles aimed at Taiwan, but to little avail. He wants to maintain a strong military, as well, to protect the island. Defence Ministry spokesman Yu Sy-Tue said the report, published in March, emulated only a possible scenario of a Chinese attack. He said the official Taiwanese count of Chinese missiles aimed at the island stands at 1,300. Yu said the report was one of many conducted by Taiwan's military personnel, and he did not attribute any particular significance to it. Political Scientist Alexander Huang at the Taipei-based Tamkang University Graduate Institute of International Affairs and Strategic Studies said, however, continuing Chinese military buildup would make Taiwanese "more resistant to political dialogues on sensitive issues with the mainland."

Impact – Warming

China-Taiwan relations are key to solving warming

Flor Wang 7/17/10 (Editor for Taiwan News, China Times: Environmental Issues for EFCA”, http://focustaiwan.tw/ShowNews/WebNews_Detail.aspx?ID=201007170010&Type=aOPN)

Most responses from both home and abroad to an economic cooperation framework agreement (ECFA) recently inked by Taiwan and China are positive. Generally speaking, most experts analyzed the pact from economic and political perspectives, but we want to propose the two sides consider a new area for bilateral cooperation -- environmental issues. In the coming decades, Taiwan and China both will face risky challenges in environmental protection. Taiwan has one of the world's highest per-capita carbon emission levels, while China emits as much greenhouse gas as the United States. We contend that the environmental protection authorities from the two sides of the Taiwan Strait should take part in ensuing negotiations on ECFA and explore possible means to cut their carbon emissions. Taiwan's Environmental Protection Administration should more actively cooperate in two-way environmental protection. China recently proposed the establishment of a Western Taiwan Strait Economic Zone between Fujian Province and Taiwan. Taiwan has not responded to the proposal out of political and economic concerns. But casting aside political or industrial development considerations, there is ample room for both to collaborate in environmental protection. This would be a mutually-beneficial development, because it will meet the high aspirations for peace of the people from the two sides and help both win global acclamation. In essence, environmental issues are a topic concerning "common assets," which is a rare issue jointly shared by the two sides. Leaders of Taiwan and China should mull the possibility of forging cooperation in this area, which might create horizons for both

Impact – Taiwan Econ

The trade agreement between Taiwan and China will greatly help the Taiwanese economy

Chinmei Sung and Janet Org 6/29/10 (Janet is a Taiwan reporter for Businessweek, Chinmei is a Taiwan reporter for Businessweek, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-29/china-pulls-taiwan-closer-with-historic-trade-deal-update1-.html)

China will cut duties on fuel oil, copper foil and about 500 other Taiwanese goods, underscoring the success of Taiwan President Ma Ying-jeou’s two-year drive for rapprochement between the civil war foes. While the first trade agreement between the two will bind Taiwan tighter to an economy that is 12 times bigger, some of the island’s top exports were excluded. Makers of polyvinyl chloride, or PVC, such as Formosa Plastics Corp., and AU Optronics Corp., a manufacturer of flat panel displays, will have to wait to get tariff-free access to China, the world’s fastest-growing economy and Taiwan’s No.1 investment destination. Chiang Pin-kung, head of Taiwan’s Straits Exchange Foundation, and Chinese counterpart Chen Yunlin signed the accord today in Chongqing. The Chinese city is the former headquarters of Taiwan’s ruling Kuomintang, where the failure of talks between Chiang Kai-shek and Mao Zedong’s Communist in 1945 led to civil war, and Chiang’s eventual 1949 retreat to Taiwan. “Taiwan will become more dependent on mainland policies, markets and business connections for its economic development,” said James Sung, a political scientist at City University of Hong Kong. “Taiwan, whether it is the KMT or the opposition regime, will have to think about the economic benefits it enjoys when it comes to making political decisions.” China set aside its claim over the island to focus on commercial ties to seal the trade deal. Tensions between the two sides have eased since Ma took office in May 2008, dropping the pro-independence stance of his predecessor and making economic relations with the mainland the priority of his administration. ‘Early Harvest’ The two sides agreed on a so-called early-harvest list of items -- including textiles, machinery, and car parts -- that will be the first to enjoy tariff reductions. China agreed to cut duties on 539 items from Taiwan valued at $13.8 billion, or about 16 percent of imports from the island last year. Taiwan will lower tariffs on 267 items from China worth $2.86 billion, or about 10.5 percent of the country’s shipments to Taiwan in 2009. Tariffs will be cut over two years in three stages to zero. More commerce with Taiwan will help China ensure the island’s leaders don’t declare formal independence. The Beijing government has in the past blocked Taiwan from asserting its international identity, including membership in the United Nations and free-trade agreements. The agreement will “ease the concerns of most of the countries in the world and start to bring Taiwan back to a normal position in establishing FTA relationships with its important trading partner countries,” J.T. Wang, chairman of Acer Inc., the world’s largest notebook computer supplier, said in an e-mailed reply to questions. Stocks Taiwan’s benchmark stock index has risen 16 percent in the past year as Ma pushed for the accord with China. Taiwan companies have invested an estimated $150 billion in the mainland since 1991. “ECFA is good as both sides need a platform so it will be easier to discuss finer details,” said Douglas Hsu, chairman of the Taipei-based Far Eastern Group, with operations including cement, textiles and telephones. China will also open markets in 11 service sectors such as banking, securities, insurance, hospitals and accounting, while Taiwan agreed to offer wider access in seven areas, including banking and movies, the two sides said. They also signed an agreement on intellectual property rights protection. Jobs The trade pact will help create more than 260,000 jobs in Taiwan and boost economic growth by 1.65 to 1.72 percentage points annually, Ma’s administration said, citing research by the Chung-hua Institution for Economic Research. Taiwan plans a 10-year NT$95 billion fund to support industries and workers affected, Premier Wu Den-yih said on Dec. 16. Ma’s administration has been pushing for the agreement with the mainland to avoid export-dependent Taiwan from being disadvantaged after a Chinese deal with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations began this year, lowering tariffs on two-way trade. Similar agreements for China with Japan and South Korea are under discussion. “The success of Ma’s administration is inexorably tied to the success of its efforts to improve cross-strait relations, particularly through deepening economic ties with China,” Nicholas Teo, head of research at CLSA Asia-Pacific said. Exports are equivalent to about two-thirds of Taiwan’s economy. In the first five months of this year, shipments to China and Hong Kong combined made up 43.3 percent of Taiwan’s exports. China’s $4.3 trillion economy dwarfs Taiwan’s, where gross domestic product was $355 billion last year. 

AT: China-Taiwan war
No China-Taiwan war – no one wants it

Minxin Pei ’06 (Senior associate and director of the China program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2/8. “Chen’s Gamble to Stay Relevant.” Straits Times, Carnegie Endowment online)

Not too long ago, the nightmarish scenario of an armed conflict between mainland China and Taiwan captured the attention of East Asia. After winning his re-election to the presidency under controversial circumstances in March 2004, Taiwan's Chen Shui-bian began a high-stakes gamble to test China's bottom line. He not only escalated the rhetoric about making Taiwan a 'normal nation', but also backed up his words with a plan to hold an island-wide referendum on a new Constitution as a legal vehicle to solidify Taiwan's permanent separation from mainland China. Two years later, things could hardly be more different. The spectre of a war across the Taiwan Strait has receded. In the much improved Sino-American relationship, the contentious Taiwan issue no longer dominates the agenda. In fact, Taiwan was largely an afterthought in recent high-level exchanges between Chinese and American leaders. Topping the discussions between Washington and Beijing today are more pressing global and regional security issues: curbing North Korea's nuclear ambition, pressuring Iran to give up its plans for uranium enrichment and, more importantly, searching for a new framework for US-China relations. The reduction of tensions across the Taiwan Strait comes as welcome news to East Asia. In the past year, a combination of developments has turned the tide against the pro-independence Democratic Progressive Party (DPP). The political fortunes of the DPP, which rose to power in 2000 by championing a new Taiwanese identity and recklessly challenged the fragile status quo in the Taiwan Strait, has been waning. Its leadership has lost credibility, both with a majority of Taiwan's voters and with Washington. Indeed, two years before he moves out of the presidential palace in Taipei, Mr Chen is struggling to stay relevant. Broadly speaking, three seismic changes since President Chen's re-election victory two years ago have greatly altered the short- to medium-term political landscape both in Taiwan and across the Taiwan Strait. First, alarmed by Mr Chen's thinly disguised ploy to seek de jure independence through the passage of a new Constitution enacted by a plebiscite, Taiwan's voters decided to end the President's gambit by refusing to give the DPP a majority in the island's legislative chamber (a condition which would be necessary to give a new Constitution any realistic chance of passage) in the watershed election of December 2004. The DPP's electoral nemesis, the so-called pan-blue alliance, consisting of two opposition parties - the Kuomintang and the People First Party – that advocate a moderate approach to mainland China, managed to retain its slim legislative majority. This stunning rebuke by Taiwan's democratic process halted the momentum of the pro-independence movement almost overnight. Constrained by an opposition-controlled legislature and rising public discontent with his poor governing record, President Chen lost his ability to set Taiwan's policy agenda and direction. Of course, things went from bad to worse at the end of last year when the DPP suffered a massive defeat in local elections. Second, China's new leadership adjusted its Taiwan policy in two dramatic directions. On the one hand, Beijing's new leaders concluded that they must make their threat of military action credible. Consequently, the mainland accelerated military preparations for a conflict with Taiwan in light of Mr Chen's vow to pass a new Constitution. Chinese leaders also set in motion a legislative process to obtain pre-authorisation for the use of force - which culminated in the passage of an 'anti-secession law' in March last year. On the other hand, China's President Hu Jintao coupled the threat of the use of force with a charm offensive, inviting the leaders of Taiwan's main opposition parties to visit the mainland and offering a package of economic benefits and goodwill gestures (a pair of pandas) to Taiwan. While wooing the Taiwanese opposition and business community, Beijing also intensified the isolation of Mr Chen, refusing to deal with him unless he accepts the 'one China' principle, which stipulates that the mainland and Taiwan both belong to the same China. Caught offguard by Beijing's 'panda offensive', Mr Chen's government was unable to counter the mainland's new policy initiatives and could offer no reassuring message to a Taiwanese public that had grown increasingly weary of the DPP's divisive ethno-nationalist policies and was interested in returning the cross-strait relationship to a more stable footing. Third, President George W. Bush, perhaps the most pro-Taiwan American president in history, re-adjusted his policy in late 2004. Although the Bush administration approved the largest arms package for sale to Taiwan in 2001 and substantially upgraded ties with Taiwan in the past five years, Washington was greatly alarmed by Mr Chen's apparent strategy of taking advantage of US support and seeking a dangerous confrontation with mainland China. Obviously, the United States has no interest in fighting for Taiwan's de jure independence even though it continues to deter China from seeking reunification through military means. In addition, with its strategic attention focused on Iraq, the war on terrorism, Iran and North Korea, the Bush administration needs China's cooperation on a wide range of issues and wants to prevent a needless conflict between the mainland and Taiwan. Washington has also grown increasingly impatient with Mr Chen, who has surprised the Bush administration on numerous occasions with statements that were viewed as irresponsible, fickle and reckless. Consequently, Washington cooled its support for Taipei and became explicit in its opposition to the so-called 'unilateral change of the status quo', a veiled reference to Mr Chen's plans to alter Taiwan's constitutional and political status. The cumulative effects of these developments significantly undermined Mr Chen's effectiveness and increased his frustrations. Struggling to regain the political initiative after the DPP's disastrous performance in last December's local polls, Mr Chen recently reshuffled his government. He appointed two heavyweight loyalists, Mr Su Tseng-chang and Ms Tsai Ing-wen, as Premier and Vice-Premier respectively. Both are viewed as hardliners on China policy. Defying public expectations that, chastened by his party's electoral losses, he would adopt a more conciliatory tone towards the mainland, the Taiwanese President has apparently decided to escalate tensions with Beijing (and Washington) again. In the past month, Mr Chen has vowed to tighten cross-strait trade and investment, scrap the symbolic National Reunification Council, seek admission to the United Nations under the name 'Taiwan' (not the Republic of China) as well as enact a new Constitution through a plebiscite. All these steps, if carried out, would re-ignite tensions across the Taiwan Strait. Mr Chen conceivably could benefit from the tensions because these acts would energise his base and allow him to dominate Taiwan's policy agenda again. It is too early to tell whether Mr Chen's gamble will pay off. So far, Beijing has reacted coolly to his latest provocations, relying instead on Washington to restrain Taipei. The Bush administration, surprised again by Mr Chen's pronouncements, has made its irritation public and criticised Taipei for trying to change the status quo. But in Taiwan, Mr Chen's confrontational stance has failed to rally the public. For the short term, his gambit has got him enough public attention to show his political relevance.
No escalation – China won’t use nuclear weapons

Pike ’04 (John, Global Security, China’s Options in the Taiwan Confrontation, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/taiwan-prc.htm)
China would almost certainly not contemplate a nuclear strike against Taiwan, nor would Beijing embark on a course of action that posed significant risks of the use of nuclear weapons. The mainland's long term goal is to liberate Taiwan, not to obliterate it, and any use of nuclear weapons by China would run a substantial risk of the use of nuclear weapons by the United States. An inability to control escalation beyond "demonstrative" detonations would cause utterly disproportionate destruction.
**US-NATO**

US-NATO Alliance Resilient

US-NATO alliance is durable- can overcome all their differences.

 Powell 3 (Colin-formal general and chief of staff and secretary of state, founder of The America’s Promise Alliance, Powell Stresses Durability of Trans-Atlantic Alliance- Says differences over Iraq “are behind us now”, http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2003/May/20030508092114ifas0.7209436.html) 

New York -- Emphasizing the importance and durability of the trans-Atlantic Alliance and NATO, Secretary of State Colin Powell said May 7 that differences over the war in Iraq "are behind us now. Now we have to come together again" to help the people of Iraq. Addressing a meeting of the Foreign Policy Association, the secretary highlighted the ties between the United States, the European Union, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization saying they are too important to ever be taken lightly. Powell and Javier Solana, EU high representative for foreign policy, were guests of honor at the organization's gala annual dinner. Powell said that the United States would be presenting a new draft resolution to the U.N. Security Council that would ask the U.N. "to play a vital role" and lift sanctions against the Iraqis "so that they now can engage in normal commerce with the world." "More importantly," he said, "it will be a resolution that can bring us all together to give the Iraqi people a better life and hope for a much brighter future." Secretary Powell said he was confident that Security Council members would not bring up the divisions -- "not fight old battles" -- that prevented the council from supporting military action against Iraq earlier in the year. The United States and the nations of NATO and the EU "have a special role to defend liberty and open opportunity in Iraq, in Afghanistan, and in other areas around the world that are a challenge to the international community," he said. "If many of our allies and friends in Europe took part in the liberation of Iraq and other friends and allies in Europe did not support our efforts, that is all behind us now. Now we have to come together again ... to help the Iraqi people take their place in the world, take their place in the world as a free, stable, self-governing country," Powell said. He described the alliances as "vibrant institutions made up of dynamic democracies" that will not always agree but should be able to overcome their differences to tackle the most challenging issues of the day. "Independent actions and internal pressures are not unheard of within the United States or among the states of Europe," he said. "And so I do not rush to call every contretemps a crisis." Americans and Europeans can work together making different kinds of contributions in different situations, Powell said. "Europe doesn't want to be considered only a checkbook, and the United States doesn't want to be seen as just a juggernaut. We do not have to work together the same way every time," he said. "We can, and do, work together through informal coalitions of the willing, sometimes forged with non-Europeans and American participants as well. Whether it's combating terrorism and proliferation; creating conditions for sustainable development; stemming infectious disease, such as HIV/AIDS, the greatest weapons of mass destruction on the face of the earth today; or promoting good governance, none of us can hope to meet these complex challenges by working alone," said Powell.
NATO resilient. 9-11 makes it virtually indestructible.

Burns 4 (R. Nicholas- US Ambassador to NATO, US and NATO: An Alliance of Purpose, NATO Remains our Essential Alliance http://www.scribd.com/doc/3210680/the-US-and-NATO-an-alliance-of-purpose)
The United States wants NATO to be one of the building blocks for our long-term engagement in this vast region. Recent Alliance consultations in the region have demonstrated some support for an enhanced relationship with NATO. Long-term change in the Middle East will help to attack the foundations of the terrorism crisis and give democracy and civil society a chance to take root. This is a challenge that Europeans and Americans alike must embrace. We can transform NATO’s Mediterranean Dialogue into a true partnership, offering military training and exercises and a closer political relationship, and also launch outreach to other countries in the region with the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative. Our focus should be on practical cooperation with those countries that wish to have a closer relationship with NATO. Our fourth goal is to improve relations between NATO and the European Union (EU), the two great institutions responsible for Europe’s future, particularly in the Balkans. The spring 2004 enlargements of both organizations have advanced our common goal of a Europe whole, free, and at peace. Toward that end, both organizations will remain active in maintaining the hard-won peace and stability in the Balkans. NATO will likely conclude its successful peacekeeping  mission in Bosnia in December 2004, and support a new EU mission under the “Berlin Plus” framework agreed to by the two organizations last March. But NATO should maintain a robust presence and a military headquarters in Sarajevo to help Bosnian authorities bring indicted war criminals to justice. In Kosovo, NATO will continue the KFOR (Kosovo  Force) mission, maintaining the security and stability that Kosovo needs as it works on an internationally- backed plan to expand democratic institutions, protect minority rights, return and reintegrate displaced persons, and open dialogue with Belgrade. If it makes sufficient progress by mid-2005, the international community will then consider beginning to address Kosovo’s future status. Together, NATO  and the EU must continue to support the transition to stable, market-oriented democracies in Kosovo, Bosnia, and Macedonia. Our fifth goal is to elevate NATO’s relations with Russia. Our constructive engagement through the NATO-Russia Council has helped make our citizenry safer and more secure today than at any time in the last 50 years. NATO and Russia will participate in a major civil emergency crisis management exercise in Kaliningrad in June. Yet there is much more NATO can do with Russia — from search and rescue at sea to theater missile defense to greater cooperation in the Black Sea to joint peacekeeping. NATO needs to set its sights on a closer relationship that will put our past rivalry behind us forever. One more obstacle must be overcome if the Alliance is to achieve its goals: the persistent and growing gap in military capabilities between the United States and the rest of its allies. If NATO’s transformation and long-term missions are to be successful, our European allies will need to spend more — and more wisely — on defense. The U.S. will spend $400 billion on defense this year; the 25 other allies combined will spend less than half of that. In addition, there is the “usability gap” — of Europe’s  2.4 million men and women in uniform, only three percent are now deployed in our priority missions in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Forces that are static, untrained, ill equipped, and not deployable make no contribution to NATO or to the larger cause of peace and stability in Europe and beyond. After terrorist attacks in the United States on September 11, and later in Istanbul and Madrid, there is no doubt among NATO allies that our security is indivisible. The most dangerous security threats of our globalized 21st century are themselves global: sophisticated terrorist networks seeking access to weapons of mass destruction. President Harry Truman, who led the United States into NATO, could have been speaking of the present day when he said in 1951, “no nation can find safety behind its own frontiers … the only security lies in collective security.” That is sound advice for the U.S. role in today’s NATO. The United States will remain committed to NATO and to effective multilateralism in our effort to repair transatlantic divisions and rebuild NATO for the future. Allied cooperation on issues of international peace and security helped NATO win the Cold War, and will be indispensable to winning the global war on terror. The new NATO remains our essential alliance for achieving the common European and American vision for a secure, peaceful, democratic, and prosperous future.
The love of democracy and their history will bind the alliance.

Couloumbis et al 9 (Theodire- vice president of the Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy, Bil Ahlstrom- an executive at a US multinational, and Gary Weaver- a professor at American University’s School of Internation Service, NATO: Out of Area, Not Out of Business, http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2009/04/nato_out_of_area_not_out_of_bu_1.html) 
Gradually after the 2004 rupture, and accelerating after the election of Barack Obama, the two pillars of Atlantic democracy are beginning again to coalesce on shared views. The NATO mission in Afghanistan and its planned European augmentation seems to be legitimizing "out of area" activities based on collective security instead of collective defense. For decades the US has complained about "burdensharing," feeling that the Europeans were not contributing enough manpower, equipment and defense expenditures proportionate to their financial capabilities. For their part, the European members of the alliance have consistently called for greater consultation and a genuine share in alliance decision-making. In this light, French President Nicolas Sarkozy's decision to rejoin the NATO military structures is doubly significant. Sixty years on, the North Atlantic Alliance is far from the pungent declaration of its first secretary general, Lord Ismay, that NATO's goal was to "keep the Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans down." Much is made onboth sides of the Atlantic of the shared history and values that bind the Western democracies together.
NATO isn’t on the brink of collapse. It has an inexhaustible capacity for recovery.

Sperling and Webber 09 (James Sperling-Professor of Political Science at the University of Akron, Mark Webber-Professor of International Politics and Head of the Department of Politics, International Relations and European Studies Loughborough University, International Affairs, Volume 85, NATO: from Kosovo to Kabul, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/122368466/PDFSTART)
This view of a NATO apparently perched permanently at the edge of collapse is problematic on at least three counts. First, the narrative of crisis is clouded by imprecision—at what point a crisis becomes terminal and precisely what NATO’s dissolution would look like are rarely, if ever, specified. Second, it falls foul of what might be termed the ‘Peter cried “Wolf!”’ syndrome. NATO has faced imminent collapse so often that it is difficult to take seriously the latest judgement that its days are numbered. Third, and as the list above suggests, NATO seems to possess an inexhaustible capacity for recovery, a characteristic NATO pessimists largely ignore. Of course, mere survival is not enough; what matters equally is how far and how well survival reflects a more thoroughgoing adaptation to new circumstances. NATO’s efforts to do just that, however imperfect or ill-judged, is the real story of the last two decades. The epithets of decline, dissolution and even death are, in this connection, misleading; while they allude to the very real problems NATO has encountered, they usually refer to a single operational experience or historical moment. Longer-term processes of change are, consequently, ignored. In fact, from 1989 to 2009 the alliance has engaged in a ceaseless process of transformation—of structure and organization, of operations, partnerships and membership. Located squarely in the middle of all this activity is OAF. That operation marked a decisive climax to a debate which had simmered throughout the 1990s over NATO’s relevance and purpose. The debate was not resolved in 1999, but OAF and the simultaneous adoption of the NATO Strategic Concept at the 50th anniversary summit in Washington DC marked the most significant shift in NATO’s history towards non-Article 5 missions. It also made manifest deep-seated problems of cohesion, leadership and capabilities. Thus OAF was both the occasion for presentiments of catastrophe yet also a driver of change. Its operational and political implications run all the way to the mission in Afghanistan. Before OAF, NATO had already experienced a decade of turmoil. During the Cold War the alliance had come to function as more than simply a collective defence organization but the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact along with the Soviet Union undoubtedly robbed it of its major rationale. An alliance bound to traditional defence tasks, it was claimed, faced the real ‘danger of dissolution’ if it could not reorient itself to the emerging and fluid circumstances of the post-Cold War World.1 And this was not only the view of leader writers and analysts. NATO’s demise (or at least marginalization) was the leading premise of plans hatched in the West German Foreign Ministry to revamp the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and of French advocacy of the Western European Union (WEU) and, more ambitiously, a European confederation.2 Yet neither these projects nor, indeed, the nascent European Union offered any greater prospect of promoting European stability than did NATO. As the high hopes of 1989 gave way by the early 1990s to the problems of disintegrating communist federations, Balkan instability and uncertainties in Mitteleuropa, NATO came to occupy centre stage in the so-called ‘architectural’ debate on European security institutions. Franco-German preferences notwithstanding, the alliance still offered the most reliable route for American engagement in Europe (a state of affairs desired both by the George H. W. Bush administration and the majority of allies), was the most effective body for joint military operations and had proved an effective forum for political consultations, both among allies and with former adversaries (NATO was the main interlocutor of the Warsaw Pact in the 1990 Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty and had established the North Atlantic Cooperation Council in 1991 to promote dialogue with former communist states). Guided by the US, NATO underwent a process of adaptation.

NATO UP

Cohesion now. US and NATO are closing the rift.

Theiler 2010 (Dr. Olaf- a nationalist specialist in NATO’s Operations Division in the International Staff of NATO, NATO Tensions No Cause for Alarm, Atlatic Community, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/nato-tensions-no-cause-alarm)
Efforts from both sides and changes of Governments have contributed to closing the transatlantic rift. Therefore, NATO should be able to define the current level of solidarity and cohesion much more precisely in the upcoming strategic concept. This could then be the starting point for renewed Alliance cohesion. The unpredictable security environment is in fact helpful in preserving this consensus whereas a new existential threat would probably cause new and even deeper frictions. A new imminent threat would rather inspire the formation of new alliances within or beyond today's NATO as the level of threat (-perception) would differ in terms of diverging interests and geography. So far this could be avoided and, beyond media speculation, there have been no real signs yet of a real breakup of NATO in a near future. A recent Council of Foreign Relations Study stated rightfully that "While the bonds across the Atlantic might be frayed, they are stronger than those tying the United States to other parts of the World". The same is true for all European Nations since NATO enables its members to cooperate with allies in a way that would be practically impossible without formal institutions, in place military structures, and - most importantly - defined rules and procedures for consensus building. However, building consensus was never easy in NATO. The current problems the Alliance has to face in Afghanistan and at its home fronts will not make it easier. The processes described above, though, allow for a considerable amount of optimism that NATO will again be able to overcome these difficulties, reach a new consensus and maintain its cohesion.
NATO strong. Allies are all committed to the alliance.

Rasmussen 2010 (Anders Fogh- general secretary of NATO, “On Alliance Solidarity in the 21st Century”, NATO Institute, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_62699.htm) 
After the Cold War ended, it was Alliance solidarity that was the determining factor in restoring stability to the Balkans. Every member of the Alliance contributed. NATO-led, UN-mandated stabilisation forces in Bosnia and Kosovo were an example of NATO solidarity in action. Alliance solidarity that was strengthened by a range of NATO partners and other countries, which all saw merit in working with NATO to restore peace and stability in South East Europe. Allies continue to demonstrate an unfailing commitment to solidarity today -- every day. By its very nature, the NATO Alliance encourages and promotes solidarity -- through its consensus based decision making, but also through the way it implements those decisions. To illustrate this point, let me give you three specific examples of how the Alliance is delivering solidarity – and hence security --today.  First, we are delivering solidarity through our unflinching commitment to territorial defence. This core task of NATO is embodied in Article 5 of our founding treaty: An attack on one Ally is considered an attack on all. This is the very foundation of our Alliance -- and it is what makes our members feel safe and secure.  To be successful in defending our territories and protecting our populations, we need a number of things. We need the right type of military capabilities. We need modern and mobile armed forces. Armed forces that are not static. Forces that are able to deploy quickly to assist an Ally in need.  We also need a visible presence of NATO across the entire territory of our Alliance. And we see a perfect example here in this region. We have put in place arrangements to police the Baltic airspace. A range of NATO members are actively engaged -- sharing responsibility -- showing solidarity – and demonstrating a capable and credible Alliance that is determined to defend our territory and to protect our populations. We also need to guard against new risks and threats to the security of our nations, such as energy cut-offs or cyber attacks. And here as well, we have a good example right here in Estonia, with the Alliance’s Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence. What we also need is a credible nuclear deterrent. We should work towards a world without nuclear weapons. I share that great vision. But we must retain a nuclear capability as long as there are rogue regimes or terrorist groupings that may pose a nuclear threat to us.  And for this reason, we also need a credible missile defence system, providing coverage for all the Allies. The United States already has a missile defence system. Some European Allies have a capacity to protect deployed forces against missile attacks. But of course we must be able to also protect our populations – all our populations.  If we connect national systems into a NATO wide missile shield to protect all our Allies, that would be a very powerful demonstration of NATO solidarity in the 21st Century. And I hope we can make progress in that direction by the time of the next NATO Summit in Lisbon in November.  Ladies and gentlemen, our security today cannot be viewed only through the narrow perspective of defence at our borders, in the way it used to be in the Cold War. Today, threats can originate a long way from our borders, yet still have the potential to hit us at home. Responding to those threats far away from our borders is the second area where NATO is delivering solidarity today. And nowhere is this strong, common sense of purpose more visible than in Afghanistan.  The terrorists who attacked the United States on “9/11” were trained in and instructed from Afghanistan. The day after – on 12 September – the Allies invoked the Article 5 collective defence clause, for the first time in NATO’s history. That decision was the strongest possible expression of Alliance solidarity. And it was taken swiftly and without hesitation. We all considered the attack on the US an attack against us all. And we all stood by the United States in their hour of need. Today, that same solidarity remains a key feature of our engagement in Afghanistan. Every single Ally, as well as many partners, are actively contributing to our UN-mandated mission. When President Obama last year decided to contribute 30.000 more American troops to Afghanistan, the other Allies stepped up to the plate as well and pledged almost 10,000 extra troops. Despite the difficulties, all the Allies showed a clear commitment to solidarity within the Alliance. 
US-NATO Alliance Weak Now

NATO Alliance is dead. 

Carpenter 8 (Ted Galen- vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the CATO Institute and has written five books on NATO, NATO at 60: A Hollow Alliance, CATO Institute http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa635.pdf)
As the North Atlantic Treaty Organization celebrates its 60th birthday, there are mounting signs of trouble within the alliance and reasons to doubt the organization’s relevance regarding the foreign policy challenges of the 21st century. Several developments contribute to those doubts. Although NATO has added numerous new members during the past decade, most of them possess minuscule military capabilities. Some of them also have murky political systems and contentious relations with neighboring states, including (and most troubling) a nuclear-armed Russia. Thus, NATO’s new members are weak, vulnerable, and provocative—an especially dangerous combination for the United States in its role as NATO’s leader. There are also growing fissures in the alliance about how to deal with Russia. The older, West European powers tend to favor a cautious, conciliatory policy, whereas the Central and East European countries advocate a more confrontational, hard-line approach. The United States is caught in the middle of that intra-alliance squabble. Perhaps most worrisome, the defense spending levels and military capabilities of NATO’s principal European members have plunged in recent years. The decay of those military forces has reached the point that American leaders now worry that joint operations with U.S. forces are becoming difficult, if not impossible. The ineffectiveness of the European militaries is apparent in NATO’s stumbling performance in Afghanistan. NATO has outlived whatever usefulness it had. Superficially, it remains an impressive institution, but it has become a hollow shell—far more a political honor society than a meaningful security organization. Yet, while the alliance exists, it is a vehicle for European countries to free ride on the U.S.military commitment instead of spending adequately on their own defenses and taking responsibility for the security of their own region. American calls for greater burden-sharing are even more futile today than they have been over the past 60 years. Until the United States changes the incentives by withdrawing its troops from Europe and phasing out its NATO commitment, the Europeans will happily continue to evade their responsibilities. Today’s NATO is a bad bargain for the United States. We have security obligations to countries that add little to our own military power. Even worse, some of those countries could easily entangle America in dangerous parochial disputes. It is time to terminate this increasingly dysfunctional alliance.

NATO is irrelevant-fail is Afghanistan proves 
Carpenter 8 (Ted Galen- vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the CATO Institute and has written five books on NATO, NATO at 60: A Hollow Alliance, CATO Institute http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa635.pdf)
Key policy divisions among alliance members and the dubious strategy of adding vulnerable, militarily irrelevant members are not the only indications that NATO has lost its bearings and is becoming irrelevant as a serious security player. Another indicator is the fraying alliance mission in Afghanistan. Western leaders have repeatedly stated that Afghanistan is a key test of NATO’s relevance and effectiveness in the 21st century. If that is true, the alliance is failing that test. Immediately following the terrorist attacks on 9/11, NATO governments invoked Article 5 for the first time in the history of the alliance. U.S. leaders welcomed the European pledges of support, and the U.S.-led military campaign in Afghanistan soon had a key NATO component. Symbolic Military Deployments But early on, doubts began to arise about how serious the European allies were about their military commitments. Indeed, most of the NATO governments seemed to view their troop deployments as personnel for humanitarian relief and nation-building missions rather than for combat operations. The military heavy lifting was, by and large, left to U.S. forces and those of Canada, Britain, and a few other alliance members. In August 2003, NATO formally took command of the International Security Assistance Force, which the UN Security Council had authorized under a peace enforcement mandate. As Cato Institute research fellow Stanley Kober notes, “ISAF has never seen itself as a war-fighting force.” Rather, its goal was to “facilitate the reconstruction of Afghanistan.”37 In fact,with the partial exception of British, Canadian, and Dutch units, most of the NATO troop contributions amount to little more than military symbolism. The NATO governments can argue that they are contributing to the U.S.-led mission, but in reality most of the deployments are militarily irrelevant. That is true even as overall alliance troop levels in Afghanistan have gradually climbed. Most NATO members have placed a variety of caveats on the use of their military personnel. Some forbid them from engaging in night operations (which are inherently more dangerous). Others prohibit their forces from being deployed in certain areas of the country— specifically, those areas where significant combat is taking place and where additional troops might actually prove useful. Germany is one of the worst offenders in that regard. Berlin has kept its troops in the northern regions of Afghanistan, where virtually no fighting is taking place. Despite Washington’s repeated requests, the German government has refused to lift that restriction. That might be just as well. A November 2008 German parliamentary report concluded that the country’s troops in Afghanistan spent most of their time lounging around and drinking beer, and that many were now too fat and out of condition to be of use in combat operations against the Taliban or al Qaeda. As America’s NATO allies have postured and dithered in Afghanistan, the mission in that country has badly frayed. Over the past three to four years, the Taliban and al Qaeda have regained strength and launched ever more lethal attacks against U.S. and Afghan government forces. Both the Bush and Obama administrations have been deeply concerned about those adverse trends and pressed the European allies to commit more troops. The response has been decidedly underwhelming. Although the French parliament voted in September 2008 to keep the country’s 3,500 troops in Afghanistan, Paris has no current plans to increase that contingent. French Defense Minister Hervé Morin stated bluntly in February 2009 that France has “already made a considerable effort” toward stabilizing Afghanistan and that “there’s no question for the moment of sending additional troops.” The Netherlands, which despite its size has been one of the more substantial contributors, not only refuses to increase its military commitment, it has also announced that it will begin drawing down its 1,770 troops in 2010. Germany argues that its military is simply too stretched to commit more troops beyond the 4,500 already in the country. Typically, Berlin insists that a larger deployment of combat troops would be superfluous, since the primary focus of the Afghan mission should be on civilian reconstruction.
NATO is a hollow shell. It’s capabilities are being reduced on every front.

Carpenter 8 (Ted Galen- vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the CATO Institute and has written five books on NATO, NATO at 60: A Hollow Alliance, CATO Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa635.pdf)
Some American policy experts insist that only by spending even more than the vast sums it already spends on the military will Washington have enough meaningful influence to get the European countries to increase their paltry efforts. Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for

International Peace, denounces the possibility that the Obama administration might slow the surge in U.S. military spending that has taken place since 9/11. Such a move, he contends, “would make it harder to press allies to do more. The Obama administration rightly plans to encourage European allies to increase defense capabilities so they can more equitably share the burden of global commitments. This will be a tough sell if the United States is cutting

its own defense budget.” The notion that the European members of NATO are interested in boosting their anemic military budgets—especially to help the United States handle global burdens, most of which would be outside Europe—is naive.55 Moreover, Kagan’s argument is a classic case of the triumph of hope over experience. Washington has been encouraging (indeed, often badgering or even begging) the European allies to engage in greater burden-sharing since NATO’s inception in 1949—without much success.56 That was true even during the height of the Cold War when the United States

and the European powers faced a dangerous common adversary, the Soviet Union. Alan Tonelson, a senior fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council Education Foundation and a long-time analyst of NATO issues, provides a depressing summary of Washington’s frustrations: America’s Cold War burden-sharing efforts failed for many reasons. But the main explanation is that U.S. leaders never gave the Europeans sufficient incentive to assume greater military responsibilities. The incentive was lacking, in turn, because Washington never believed it could afford to walk away from NATO, or even reduce its role, if the allies stood firm. Worse, U.S. leaders repeatedly telegraphed that message to the Europeans—often in the midst of burden-sharing controversies.57 That historical record suggests that Kagan’s thesis turns the role of incentives on its head. The more likely scenario is that if the United States continues to overspend on the military and implicitly subsidize the security of the European allies, they will be perfectly content

to continue that arrangement. Indeed, that is what they have done for nearly six decades. The current economic circumstances may actually increase the tendency to free ride. Given the scope of the European safety nets, domestic political constituencies are likely to pressure their governments to divert even more revenues to welfare programs. There certainly will be few constituencies clamoring to boost military spending—especially when the United

States is obligingly taking care of the continent’s security needs, with American taxpayers footing the bill. If Washington wants to maximize the

prospects that the NATO members will increase their military spending, U.S. officials need to adopt the opposite course: significantly cut spending and implement a phased withdrawal of American troops from Europe. That alters the incentive structure. Especially with Russia beginning to flex its muscles, prudence would dictate that the European powers take security issues more seriously and create at least respectable military capabilities as basic insurance. To do otherwise would be to risk being vulnerable to escalating pressure from Moscow on a variety of issues. Kagan himself implicitly conceded the role

of incentives in 2003, noting that the Europeans “could easily spend twice as much as they are currently spending on defense if they believed it was necessary to do so.” He viewed with skepticism the European arguments that there are certain “structural realities” in their national budgets, “built-in limitations to any increases in defense spending.” If Europe were about to be invaded, Kagan asked, “would its politicians insist that defense budgets could not be raised because this would violate the terms of the EU’s growth and stability pact? If Germans truly felt threatened, would they insist nevertheless that their social welfare programs be left untouched?” But threat perception is only one component of the incentive picture. Equally important is whether the countries in question can free ride on an outside protector, or whether they must instead rely on their own military resources for protection. It is that calculation that existing U.S. defense policy, to say nothing of the smothering policy that Kagan and other supporters of U.S. hegemony advocate,

distorts in an especially corrosive fashion. Washington’s oversized role in NATO short circuits a crucial incentive for the European powers to do more for their own defense. NATO in Its Dotage All of these developments—the growing policy divisions (especially with regard to Russia), the addition of small, weak, and vulnerable new members, the alliance’s inept performance in Afghanistan, and the erosion of the military capabilities of Washington’s traditional European partners—confirm that NATO is fast becoming a parody of its former self. It is increasingly little more than a political fraternity rather than a credible security alliance. That is sad, because the alliance was once a serious and capable military association with an important purpose. That is no longer the case, and there is little prospect that the process of decay can be reversed. Today’s NATO is a hollow shell. The outward appearance is one of an impressive organization—with an abundance of perks for the military brass of member states and a generator of conferences, papers, and studies for a vast network of policymakers and outside experts who benefit from the perpetuation of its venerable bureaucracy. But as Gertrude Stein famously said of Oakland, “there is no there, there.” NATO is no longer an effective or, inmost instances, even a credible security alliance. Certainly, NATO in its current form does not advance the security and well-being of the American republic. It is time to terminate this increasingly dysfunctional alliance—or at the very least extricate the United States from it.
NATO alliance in trouble- US will likely pull out because lack of cooperation.

Millen 8 (Raymond- Lieutenant Colonel and Director of European Security Studies, The Second Berlin Wall, Strategic Studies Institute, 

http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub864.pdf)

The security challenges in Afghanistan have become divisive among coalition states precisely because they expose the old practice of burden shifting and because the United States uncharacteristically has not backed off its insistence for greater military contributions. Transatlantic tensions will very likely become intractable. On the one hand, the old European standbys of claiming overtaxed militaries and implying other allies are not fulfilling their obligations have become threadbare with the United States. But on the other hand, populist attitudes that increased military spending to meet new challenges will threaten cherished social welfare programs appear to have boxed in European governments. The pawns of these national policies are the armed forces, which are deployed into theater as a coalition or Alliance balm and not as a force to render decisive results. Small troop contingents combined with a plethora of national caveats tend to undercut the theoretical advantages of multilateralism. In Afghanistan’s case, the sum appears to be smaller than the whole. 

The real issue at stake is not whether success or failure in Afghanistan will endanger the Alliance; rather it is whether the United States will continue to see utility in NATO’s integrated military structure. NATO as an institution will remain because the United States sees utility in its continuance. However, in the future, the United States will likely revert to bilateral negotiations to build coalitions because of the niggard behavior of too many NATO members. Similar to the first Berlin Wall, today’s metaphorical Berlin Wall symbolizes the enslavement of statesmen to the social welfare state and weak political systems. And while future generations will look back and ask why Europe slept when a challenge grew into a threat, this should be the starting point.
NATO alliance in jeaopardy. Consensus is impossible and it has lost its core mission. 

Kupchan 8 (Charles A- senior fellow for European Studies, Op Ed NATO Divided, CFR, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15978/nato_divided.html?breadcrumb=/bios/68/charles_a_kupchan) 
From Washington’s perspective, Afghanistan is a test of NATO’s ability to remain relevant in the 21st century. Its vision of the alliance is an expansive one: Republicans and Democrats alike talk of turning NATO into a global alliance of democracies, the vehicle of choice for projecting power wherever and whenever common threats arise. From the perspective of many European capitals, NATO has already overreached. Governments across Europeare hard pressed to maintain political support for their current commitments in Afghanistan, not to mention the expanded missions being pushed on them by Washington. For many, NATO is looking less like a vehicle for common defense than one for dragging Europe into distant and unwanted conflicts. This divergence is to some extent to be expected. When faced with a choice between “going out of area or out of business,” NATO chose to depart from its traditional mission of territorial defense, first dispatching forces to the Balkans and then to Afghanistan . But absent the Soviet Union, the allies no longer agree on the imminence or the nature of the threats they confront. The key question for the alliance is not whether such differences can be overcome, but whether they can be tolerated. Like it or not, NATO is growing more unwieldy and a consensus more elusive. The alliance had better make a plan for remaining effective in a world that no longer affords it the comfort of unity.
NATO alliance is nearing its end. It has no adequate military capability or desire.
Melikishvili 9 (Alexander-, Yale Global, NATO’s Double Standards Make for a Hollow Alliance: The Military Alliance is only as strong as its weakest links, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/nato%E2%80%99s-double-standards-make-hollow-alliance )
Nowhere have the growing cleavages within the alliance been as evident as in Afghanistan, where NATO maintains 50,000-strong contingent under the aegis of the UN-sanctioned International Security Assistance Force. Since August 2003, when NATO took command of the ISAF, this out-of-area operation has repeatedly tested the limits of allied military cooperation in addressing the security challenges in Afghanistan. The US increasingly faces difficulty in forging NATO consensus on the most pressing issues concerning security in Afghanistan. What else can explain that it took close to five years for the allies to reach an accord authorizing military attacks on the country’s burgeoning underground opium-heroin industry? For years, regional experts issued dire warnings that profits from poppy cultivation, which according to UN estimates now account for at least half of Afghanistan’s gross domestic product, support the Taliban comeback.  At the October meeting of NATO defense ministers in Budapest, the allies finally hammered out an agreement to authorize military force against Afghan drug lords. However, the NATO members that customarily favor restrictive caveats regarding deployment of their forces, including Germany and Italy, insisted on including a provision that effectively cuts the agreement at its knees. The provision states that attacks on the Afghan narcotics industry will occur only with explicit approval of the respective national governments. In effect, the agreement allows some NATO members to basically opt out of the operations that put their troops in harm’s way.  What’s striking is the apparent lack of realization on the part of some European allies that NATO’s failure in Afghanistan will deal a deadly blow to the alliance and may even spell its demise.  Britain, the staunchest US ally in NATO and the second largest contributor of troops in Afghanistan, went further in criticizing the inexcusable passivity of some European states. Addressing the conference “NATO at 60: Towards a New Strategic Concept” on January 15, British Defense Secretary John Hutton issued the strongest rebuke, openly accusing some NATO nations of “freeloading on the back of U.S. military security.”  Meanwhile, from details leaked to the press by members of the Obama administration, it appears that parameters of new strategy towards Afghanistan will be unveiled at NATO’s 60th anniversary summit in France in early April. Obama plans to capitalize on his popularity in Europe to press allies for increased military and financial contributions, crucial considering Afghanistan’s elections this fall.  The lack of adequate military preparedness is the third factor that makes NATO irrelevant. Russia’s actions in Georgia had direct implications for the European security and underscored the importance of contingency planning on the part of NATO. Since 1995, as a matter of official policy doctrine, NATO has not considered Russia a potential source of military threat. Ironically by bullying Georgia, Russia made its perennial fear of Western military encirclement a self-fulfilling prophecy as NATO is taking steps to ensure the security of its most vulnerable members – the Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. It’s long been an open secret that airspace above these countries is protected by only four fighter jets. NATO planners belatedly scramble to devise plans to defend these countries from possible Russian military incursion.  Unburdened by the toxic legacy of disagreements over the invasion of Iraq, the Obama administration will have an opportunity to reinvigorate Euro-Atlantic ties by launching a comprehensive overhaul of the alliance. Unless NATO undergoes radical internal consolidation, it risks becoming increasingly vulnerable and ultimately extinct. 

NATO is dead. Total collapse is impossible but hollowing is inevitable.

AP 2010 (Associated Press, Washington Times, US, Europe Rethink Role of Cold War Alliance http://www.hindustantimes.com/US-Europe-rethink-role-of-Cold-War-alliance/Article1-533976.aspx) 

US relations with Europe have deteriorated in recent years, in part due to opposition inside the alliance to the US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003. One of Obama's main foreign policy goals upon entering the White House was to repair ties with Europe while "resetting" relations with Russia, which regards NATO expansion as a threat to its influence in the former Soviet Union. There is no serious talk inside NATO of dismantling the alliance but, as analyst Stephen Flanagan of the Center for Strategic and International Studies put it in an interview, "Some are questioning what it's for." The original purpose was framed in purely defensive terms: to protect Western Europe from a potential land invasion by the USSR. Today there is no USSR, and no credible military threat to NATO as a whole. But the Russia-Georgia war served as a reminder to other former Soviet republics that are now NATO members, such as like the Baltic states of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia, that their neighborhood remains dangerous. NATO's Western European members, including Germany, are more likely to view Russia as a major trading partner and a source of natural gas and oil. Central and eastern European members of the alliance view Russia more uneasily because of Moscow's history as an imperial power. The new members of the NATO club tend to see the alliance's nuclear arsenal as a counterbalance to Russia's military might. Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the NATO secretary general, thinks the organization should work more closely with other military alliances far beyond Europe's borders, to include rising powers China and India. He says the Afghan war experience has shown the need for such global linkages. "But some fear NATO stretching itself too thin," he told a University of Chicago audience on April 8. "Others are afraid that NATO wants to rival the U.N. For these reasons among others, there is hesitation about NATO engaging more systematically with countries like India or China."

NATO Alliance is in decline- cant overcome difficulties in Afghanistan and growing tensions between the allies 
Stacey 09 (Dr. Jeffrey- Professor of the Political Science Department at Tulane University, “Explaining a Fraught Relationship: The United States, NATO, and the European Union”, IGIS Research Seminar Series at George Washington University, November 5, http://www.gwu.edu/~igis/assets/docs/Stacey_Paper.pdf) 
The triangular relations between the US, EU, and NATO zre fraught. Formal US commitments to NATO are preventing constructive cooperation between the US and EU that appears to be in their mutual interest. While this scenario has begun to change on the ground, and the old hard lines of alliance commitments are beginning to soften in practice, the much vaunted and long standing Atlantic Alliance is certifiably unstable and may not be able to withstand the centrifugal pressures currently arrayed against it. What explains this paradox? This paper seeks to identify the causes of a fairly suprising set of circumstances an outcome so thoroughly undesired by policymakers they are at present seeking means of transforming it. The NATO alliance has been significantly hampered by difficulties experienced in the Afghan theater, as relations between the US and European allies that grew severely strained under the Bush administration have hardly dissipated with the transition to the current administration. The unwillingness of European allies- who together comprise the core Member States of the EU- to make sufficient troop contributions to ISAF has rankled American leadership past and present. Eight years in the running, the War in Afghanistan continues to suffer from troop shortages in the field and perceived imbalances among the major contributing countries. Indeed, relations among NATO allies are not improving as the Obama Administration finds itself between Scylla and Charydbis in Afghanistan: without additional troop commitments from European allies, the US must choose between the incapacity of current forces to clear and hold outlying areas and the political pitfalls of larger body counts and fiscal deficits. Though NATO is on the record as an alliance in agreement to deploy a larger ISAF force by early 2010, only the UK is sending additional forces to the region. Germany, Netherlands, and Spain are in fact considering scaling back their current troop allotments, and the UK figure involves fewer than 500 additional pairs of boots on the ground. A marquee exhibit of NATO’s current state of instability is the alliance’s Comprehensive Approach. Stemming from the 2008 Bucharest Summit, NATO has formally committed itself to a widened array of foreign policy tools for stabilizing and reconstructing conflict affected states- ranging from the hard tools of kinetic warfare across the spectrum to the soft tools of long term development and everything in-between. The term “comprehensive connotes a horizontal concept that goes from soup to nuts, applying the complete foreign policy toolbox in an attempt to transform war zones into fully functioning states. 

***DEMOCRACY***

**Democracy Good**

Good – Democratic Peace

Democracies don’t go to war . They only fight to win which checks aggression by and against them.
Bueno de Mequista et al 99 (Bruce, Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, Stanford University; James D. Morrow, Senior Research Fellow – Hoover Institution, Stanford University; Randolph Siverson, Professor of Political Science – University of California; Alastair Smith, Assistant Professor of Political Science – Yale University; “An Institutional Explanation of the Democratic Peace”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 93, No. 4, Dec. 1999, p. 804, Jstor)

In our simple model, leaders are assumed to be moti-vated by a desire to keep their job. They allocate resources toward the pursuit of public policies that benefit all citizens and toward private goods that benefit only their key supporters. When a member of the winning coalition defects from the incumbent lead-ership, the defector puts her access to private goods at risk. That risk is assumed to increase as the selectorate increases in size and to decrease as the winning coali-tion increases in size. The institutional arrangements of political systems influence the incentives of leaders to provide different kinds of policies. We examined the link between insti-tutions and policy choices in the context of interna-tional disputes. We demonstrated that democratic leaders, when faced with a war, are more inclined to shift extra resources into the war effort than are autocratic leaders. This follows because, as the winning coalition grows, the prospects of political survival in-creasingly hinge on successful policy performance. The extra effort made by democrats gives them a military advantage over autocrats in war. In addition, demo-cratic leaders only choose to fight when they are confident of military victory. Otherwise, they prefer to negotiate. Democrats make relatively unattractive targets be-cause domestic reselection pressures cause leaders to mobilize resources for the war effort. This makes it harder for other states to target them for aggression. In addition to trying harder than autocrats, democrats are more selective in their choice of targets. Defeat typi-cally leads to domestic replacement for democrats, so they only initiate war when they expect to win. These two factors lead to the interaction between polities that is often termed the democratic peace. Autocrats need a slight expected advantage over other autocratic ad-versaries to initiate conflict, but they need more over-whelming odds against democratic foes. This is because democrats compensate for any initial military disadvan-tage by devoting additional resources to the war effort. In order to initiate war, democrats need overwhelming odds of victory, but that does not mean they are passive. Because democrats use their resources for the war effort rather than reserve them to reward backers, they are generally able, given their selection criteria for fighting, to overwhelm autocracies, which results in short and relatively less costly wars. Yet, democracies find it hard to overwhelm other democracies because they also try hard. In general, democracies make unattractive targets, particularly for other democracies. Hence, democratic states rarely attack one another.
Good – Kant

Democratic states don’t go to war – public opinion, international commerce, and political ties

Chan 97 (Steve, Professor of Political Science at the University of Colorado, “In Search of Democratic Peace: Problems and Promise”, Mershon International Studies Review, Vol. 41, No. 1 (May, 1997), Blackwell Publishing , pp. 74-75, Jstor)
Kant pointed to three factors that could promote peace among republics. (These factors encompass several aspects of the structural and normative explanations that will be discussed below.) First, public opinion constitutes a powerful force against belligerence. As Kant (1957 [1795]:12-13) observed, "if the consent of the citizens is required in order to decide that war should be declared. . . nothing is more natural than that they would be very cautious in commencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war."  Second, a spirit of commerce contributes to peace. Being more developed economically and more active in foreign trade, democracies especially stand to benefit from international commerce and are self-deterred from fighting wars against one another because of the prospective losses that could result from disrupted trade. Dense networks of commercial ties lead to interaction that over time produces the norms of mutual responsiveness and reciprocal adjustment. Through international commerce, Kant (1957 [1795]:28) believed, "a peaceful traffic among nations was established, and thus understanding, conventions, and peaceable relations were established among the most distant peoples."  Third, the creation of a pacific union among democracies restrains war among them. Democracies' shared values and common institutions provide the political foundation for a league of peace in which, over time, norms of reciprocity and expectations concerning a preference for nonviolent procedures develop to regulate interaction. A more contemporary formulation (Deutsch et al. 1957) refers to this integrative process as the formation of a security community in which the idea of resorting to arms as a way of settling disputes becomes unthinkable. Kant (1983 [1795]:117) argued that a league of peace would "eventually include all nations and thus lead to perpetual peace ..." because once a powerful and enlightened people should form a republic (which by its nature must be inclined to seek perpetual peace), it will provide a focal point for a federal association among other nations that will join it in order to guarantee a state of peace among nations that is in accord with the idea of the right of nations, and through several associations of this sort such a federation can extend further and further. 
**Democracy Bad**

A2 DPT – Empirically Denied

Democracies go to war – Civil War and World War I prove. And small sample size means each exception matters.

Layne 94 (Christopher, Ph.D. in Political Science and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, “Kant or Cant: The Myth of the Democratic Peace”, International Security, The MIT Press, Vol. 19, No. 2, Autumn 1994, pp. 40-44, Jstor)

WARS BETWEEN DEMOCRACIES: BIG EXCEPTIONS IN A SMALL-N WORLD. The size of the N is an important question. If the effective universe of cases from which democratic peace theory can be tested is a small N, the importance of exceptions to the rule that democracies do not fight each other is heightened. Here, by their own admissions, democratic peace theorists are on thin ice. For example, referring specifically to the classification of the War of 1812 as one not involving two democracies, Bruce Russett acknowledges that this decision "may seem like a cheap and arbitrary escape" but asserts it is not.119 It is only intellectual suppleness-the continual tinkering with definitions and categories-that allows democratic peace theorists to deny that democratic states have fought each other.120  An important example of this is the War Between the States, which the democratic peace theorists generally rule out on the grounds that it was an internal conflict within a state rather an international conflict between sovereign states.121 Yet the events of 1861-65 seem especially relevant because the theory is based explicitly on the premise that the norms and culture that operate within democracies are externalized by them in their relations with other democratic states.122 Democratic peace theory itself makes relevant the issue of whether democratic norms and culture do, in fact, result in the peaceful resolution of disputes within democracies. The War Between the States cuts to the heart of the democratic peace theory's causal logic: if democratic norms and culture fail to prevent the outbreak of civil war within democracies, what reason is there to believe that they will prevent the outbreak of interstate wars between democracies?  In the case of the Union and the Confederacy, the characteristics at the heart of democratic peace theory-the democratic ethos of respect for other democracies, a political culture that emphasizes the non-violent dispute resolution, the shared benefits of cooperation, the restraining effect of open debate and public opinion-failed conspicuously to assure a peaceful result. Indeed, if a democracy as tightly knit-politically, economically, culturally as the United States was in 1861 could split into two warring successor states, we should have little confidence that democracy will prevent great power conflicts in an anarchic, competitive, self-help realm like international politics.  An even more important example is the issue of whether Wilhelmine Germany was a democracy. Even if World War I were the only example of democracies fighting each other, it would be so glaring an exception to democratic peace theory as to render it invalid. As even Michael Doyle concedes, the question of whether Wilhelmine Germany was a democracy presents a "difficult case."1123 Indeed, it is such a difficult case that, in a footnote, Doyle creates a new category in which to classify Wilhelmine Germany- that of a bifurcated democracy: pre-1914 Germany was, he says, democratic with respect to domestic politics but not in the realm of foreign policy.124 Doyle does not consider Imperial Germany to have been a democracy for foreign policy purposes because the executive was not responsible to the Reichstag and, consequently, the foreign policy making process remained, he argues, autocratic. In fact, however, with respect to foreign policy, Wilhelmine Germany was as democratic as France and Britain. In all three countries, aristocratic or upper-middle-class birth and independent wealth were prerequisites for service in the diplomatic corps and the key political staffs of the foreign office.125 In all three countries, foreign policy was insulated from parliamentary control and criticism because of the prevailing view that external affairs were above politics.  In democratic France, the Foreign Minister enjoyed virtual autonomy from the legislature, and even from other members of the cabinet.126 As Christopher Andrew notes, "On the rare occasions when a minister sought to raise a question of foreign policy during a cabinet meeting, he was accustomed to the remark: 'Don't let us concern ourselves with that, gentlemen, it is the business of the foreign minister and the President of the Republic.'''127 Treaties and similar arrangements were ratified by the president of the Republic (that is, by the cabinet) and the legislature played no role in the treaty making process (although the Senate did have the right to ask to be informed of treaty terms insofar as national security permitted).128 Notwithstanding the formal principle of ministerial responsibility, the French legislature possessed no mechanisms for effectively supervising or reviewing the government's conduct of foreign policy. 129 Even in democratic France, the executive enjoyed unfettered power in the realm of foreign policy. This concentration of foreign policy-making power in the executive had a profound effect on the chain of events leading to World War I. The terms of the Franco-Russian alliance and military convention-the "fateful alliance" that ensured that an Austro-Russian war in the Balkans could not remain localized-were kept secret from the French legislature, public, and press.130  In democratic Britain, too, as in France and Germany, crucial foreign policy decisions were taken without consulting Parliament. Notwithstanding the profound implications of the Anglo-French staff talks, which began in January 1906, Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey and Prime Minister H.H. Asquith did not inform the Cabinet of their existence.131 Grey and Asquith feared (and rightly so) that a Cabinet majority would oppose the staff talks and indeed the very idea of more intimate Anglo-French strategic relations. When questioned in Parliament in 1910, 1911, and 1913 about the Anglo- French military discussions, Grey and Asquith consistently gave false or evasive answers that kept hidden both the nature and the implications of the strategic agreements between London and Paris.132 Even when Grey and Asquith had to account to the Cabinet, after it learned in November 1911 of the existence of staff talks, they left their colleagues with the incorrect impression that London had undertaken no binding obligations to France.133 Notwithstanding Grey's and Asquith's constant reiteration (to the French, to Cabinet, and to Parliament) that London retained unimpaired freedom of maneuver, they had, in fact, undertaken a portentous commitment through a constitutionally doubtful process. In the Cabinet's debates about whether Britain should go to war in August 1914, Grey's argument that the Entente, and the concomitant military and naval agreements, had morally obligated Britain to support France proved decisive.134  It is apparent that before World War I, the most important and consequential grand strategic decisions made by both Paris (on the Russian alliance) and London (on the entente and military arrangements with France) were made without any legislative control or oversight, notwithstanding both countries' democratic credentials. Form should not be confused with substance. In the realm of foreign policy, France and Britain were no more and no less democratic than the Second Reich.135 The case of Wilhelmine Germany suggests that democratic great powers indeed have gone to war against one another (and could do so again in the future). Yet the prevailing view that the Second Reich was not a democracy has powerfully influenced the international relations-theory debate both on the broad question of how domestic political structure affects international outcomes and the specific issue of whether there is a "democratic peace."  However, the received wisdom about pre-World War I Germany has been badly distorted by a combination of factors: the liberal bias of most Anglo- American accounts of German history between 1860-1914; the ideologically tinged nature of post-1960 German studies of the Wilhelmine era; and the residual effects of Allied propaganda in World War I, which demonized Germany.136 The question of whether Wilhelmine Germany should be classified as a democracy is an important one and it deserves to be studied afresh.
A2 DPT – Realism

Realism better explains all situations where democracy could be the cause of peace.

Layne 94 (Christopher, Ph.D. in Political Science and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, “Kant or Cant: The Myth of the Democratic Peace”, International Security, The MIT Press, Vol. 19, No. 2, Autumn 1994, p. 38, Jstor)

 Proponents have made sweeping theoretical claims for, and have drawn important policy conclusions from, democratic peace theory. These claims rest on a shaky foundation, however. The case studies presented above subject both democratic peace theory and realism to a robust test. It is striking that in each of these four cases realism, not democratic peace theory, provides the more compelling explanation of why war was avoided. Indeed, the democratic peace theory indicators appear not to have played any discernible role in the outcome of these crises.  In each of these crises, at least one of the democratic states involved was prepared to go to war (or, in the case of France in 1923, to use military force coercively) because it believed it had vital strategic or reputational interests at stake. In each of these crises, war was avoided only because one side elected to pull back from the brink. In each of the four crises, war was avoided not because of the "live and let live" spirit of peaceful dispute resolution at democratic peace theory's core, but because of realist factors. Adverse distributions of military capabilities explain why France did not fight over Fashoda, and why Germany resisted the French occupation of the Ruhr passively rather than forcibly. Concerns that others would take advantage of the fight (the "waterbirds dilemma") explain why Britain backed down in the Venezuela crisis, and the Union submitted to Britain's ultimatum in the Trent affair. When one actually looks beyond the result of these four crises ("democracies do not fight democracies") and attempts to understand why these crises turned out as they did, it becomes clear that democratic peace theory's causal logic has only minimal explanatory power.

A2 DPT – Statistics

The sample of POSSIBLE wars is small. Thus each instance of democratic war is significant.

Layne 94 (Christopher, Ph.D. in Political Science and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, “Kant or Cant: The Myth of the Democratic Peace”, International Security, The MIT Press, Vol. 19, No. 2, Autumn 1994, p. 39, Jstor)

Democratic peace theory purports to be validated by a large number ("N") of cases. A large N is achieved by aggregating the number of possible democratic dyads. Thus Switzerland and Sweden, or Austria and Israel, count as democratic dyads validating democratic peace theory. The result is the appearance of a large number of interactions with little or no conflict between democracies. Notwithstanding the theory's claim, however, the universe of supporting cases is small. There are three reasons why this is so. First, between 1815 and 1945 there were very few democracies (and the N would shrink further if only dyads involving democratic great powers are considered). Second, the possibility of any dyad (whether democratic, mixed, or non-democratic) becoming involved in a war is small, because wars are a relatively rare occurrence. States, even great powers, do not spend most of their time at war. 117 As David Spiro points out, if all nations are unlikely to fight wars, the claim that democracies do not fight each other loses much of its power. He states that if nations are rarely at war, and liberal dyads are a small proportion of all possible pairings of nation-states, then perhaps we should be surprised if democracies ever do go to war, but not at the absence of wars among democracies.118  Third, not all dyads are created equal. For the purposes of testing democratic peace theory, a dyad is significant only if it represents a case where there is a real possibility of two states going to war. To fight, states need both the opportunity (that is, the ability to actually project their power to reach an opponent) and a reason to do so. Only dyads meeting these preconditions are part of the appropriate universe of cases from which democratic peace theory can be tested.

Bad – Public Opinion

Public pressure increases democratic belligerence. Global democratization increases hyper-nationalism and conflict.

Chan 97 (Steve, Professor of Political Science at the University of Colorado, “In Search of Democratic Peace: Problems and Promise”, Mershon International Studies Review, Vol. 41, No. 1 (May, 1997), Blackwell Publishing , pp. 75-76, Jstor)
Extant research offers different degrees of support for Kant's three causal hypotheses, subjecting them to important qualifications. Russett (1990) has summarized the influence of public opinion in shaping the foreign policies of democracies. Although this influence cannot be denied, public opinion is usually quite "permissive" and often only reacts to policies (Hughes 1978). Its tendency to under- or overreact led Walter Lippman to remark that in their foreign affairs, democracies are likely "to be too late with too little, or too long with too much, too pacific in peace and too bellicose in war, too neutralist or appeasing or too transparent" (quoted in S0rensen 1993:96). This characterization is especially apt in describing democracies' relations with nondemocracies.  Public opinion in democracies can be quite belligerent toward nondemocracies and even, at times, toward fellow democracies (see, for example, Ray 1995:193). Regarding other democracies, public opinion seems to exercise an effective restraint only against the outright application of open and massive military violence because established democracies have been known to undertake covert subversions and armed interventions against their peers (Forsythe 1992; Joyner 1992; Russett 1993a; Stedman 1993; Rosas 1994; Cohen 1995; Kegley and Hermann 1995a). The influence public opinion has on policymaking also varies considerably among the established democracies. It is quite dependent on each country's institutional arrangements, with some governments-like that in the United States-being rather open to its influence and other governments-like that in France-being insulated from its effect (Risse-Kappen 1991). In several recent democracies in Eastern Europe, public opinion has reflected racial demagoguery, ethnic mobilization, and hypernationalism. Similarly, religious fundamentalism has enjoyed significant mass support in the Middle East, where liberalism, populism, and electoral accountability do not necessarily coincide.  In the context of two-level games (Putnam 1988; Evans, Jacobson, and Putnam 1993), democratization can reduce the bargaining space for international negotiators faced with the problem of domestic ratification. Greater public influence may hinder rather than promote international agreements. One recent study (Kozhemiakin 1994) has found that its more assertive public impeded Ukraine's compliance with the nuclear nonproliferation regime whereas, unconstrained by popular sentiment, authoritarian Kazakhstan was able to be more responsive to this regime. Another case study (Lehman and McCoy 1992), focusing on Brazil's debt problems, concluded that under conditions of severe internal constraints, fragile democracies may be more prone to engage in diplomatic brinkmanship and risk the collapse of international negotiations than their authoritarian counterparts- who are probably both more willing and more able to impose internationally dictated concessions on their domestic constituents.
A2: Common Values 

Democracies don’t trust other democracies . Common values don’t prevent them from attacking one another.
Rosato 03 (Sebastian, Ph.D. in Political Science and Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Notre Dame, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (Nov., 2003), pp. 580-591, Jstor)

The available evidence suggests that democracies do not have a powerful inclination to treat each other with trust and respect when their interests clash. Instead, they tend to act like any other pair of states, bargaining hard, issuing threats, and, if they believe it is warranted, using military force.  Cold War Interventions. American interventions to destabilize fellow democracies in the developing world provide good evidence that democracies do not always treat each other with trust and respect when they have a conflict of interest. In each case, Washington's commitment to containing the spread of communism overwhelmed any respect for fellow democracies. Although none of the target states had turned to communism or joined the communist bloc, and were led by what were at most left-leaning democratically elected governments, American officials chose neither to trust nor to respect them, preferring to destabilize them by force and replace them with autocratic (but anticommunist) regimes rather than negotiate with them in good faith or secure their support by diplomatic means (Table 2). Three features of these cases deserve emphasis. First, all the regimes that the United States sought to undermine were democratic. In the cases of Guatemala, British Guyana, Brazil, and Chile democratic processes were fairly well established. Iran, Indonesia, and Nicaragua were fledgling democracies but Mossadeq, Sukarno, and the Sandinistas could legitimately claim to be the first proponents of democracy in their respective countries. Every government with the exception of the Sandinistas was replaced by a succession of American-backed dictatorial regimes.  Second, in each case the clash of interests between Washington and the target governments was not particularly severe. These should, then, be easy cases for democratic peace theory since trust and respect are most likely to be determinative when the dispute is minor. None of the target governments were communist, and although some of them pursued leftist policies there was no indication that they intended to impose a communist model or that they were actively courting the Soviet Union. In spite of the limited scope of disagreement, respect for democratic forms of government was consistently subordinated to an expanded conception of national security.  Third, there is good evidence that support for democracy was often sacrificed in the name of American economic interests. At least some of the impetus for intervention in Iran came in response to the nationalization of the oil industry, the United Fruit Company pressed for action in Guatemala, International Telephone and Telegraph urged successive administrations to intervene in Brazil and Chile, and Allende's efforts to nationalize the copper industry fueled demands that the Nixon administration destabilize his government. In sum, the record of American interventions in the developing world suggests that democratic trust and respect has often been subordinated to security and economic interests.
Cold war interventions prove no inherent cooperation between democracies.

Rosato 03 (Sebastian, Ph.D. in Political Science and Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Notre Dame, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (Nov., 2003), pp. 589-590, Jstor)

Democratic peace theorists generally agree that these interventions are examples of a democracy using force against other democracies, but they offer two reasons why covert interventions should not count against the normative logic. The first reason is that the target states were not democratic enough to be trusted and respected (Forsythe 1992; Russett 1993, 120-24). This claim is not entirely convincing. Although the target states may not have been fully democratic, they were more democratic than the regimes that preceded and succeeded them and were democratizing further. Indeed, in every case American action brought more autocratic regimes to power.  The second reason is that these interventions were covert, a fact believed by democratic peace theorists to reveal the strength of their normative argument. It was precisely because these states were democratic that successive administrations had to act covertly rather than openly initiate military operations. Knowing that their actions were illegitimate, and fearing a public backlash, American officials decided on covert action (Forsythe 1992; Russett 1993, 120-24). This defense fails to address some important issues. To begin with, it ignores the fact that American public officials, that is, the individuals that democratic peace theory claims are most likely to abide by liberal norms, showed no respect for fellow democracies. Democratic peace theorists will respond that the logic holds, however, because these officials were restrained from using open and massive force by the liberal attitudes of the mass public. This is a debatable assertion; after all, officials may have opted for covert and limited force for a variety of reasons other than public opinion, such as operational costs and the expected international reaction. Simply because the use of force was covert and limited, this does not mean that its nature was determined by public opinion.  But even if it is true that officials adopted a covert policy to shield themselves from a potential public backlash, the logic still has a crucial weakness: The fact remains that the United States did not treat fellow democracies with trust or respect. Ultimately, the logic stands or falls by its predictive power, that is, whether democracies treat each other with respect. If they do, it is powerful; if they do not, it is weakened. It does not matter why they do not treat each other with respect, nor does it matter if some or all of the population wants to treat the other state with respect; all that matters is whether respect is extended. To put it another way, we can come up with several reasons to explain why respect is not extended, and we can always find social groups that oppose the use of military force against another democracy, but whenever we find several examples of a democracy using military force against other democracies, the trust and respect mechanism, and therefore the normative logic, fails an important test.6
Democracies resolve disputes as violent as non-democracies. No mutual respect or common values.

Rosato 03 (Sebastian, Ph.D. in Political Science and Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Notre Dame, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (Nov., 2003), pp. 589-590, Jstor)

Great Powers. Layne (1994) and Rock (1997) have found further evidence that democracies do not treat each other with trust and respect in their analyses of diplomatic crises involving Britain, France, Germany, and the United States. Layne examines four prominent cases in which rival democracies almost went to war with one another and asks whether the crises were resolved because of mutual trust and respect. His conclusion offers scant support for the normative logic: "In each of these crises, at least one of the democratic states involved was prepared to go to war..... In each of the four crises, war was avoided not because of the 'live and let live' spirit of peaceful dispute resolution at democratic peace theory's core, but because of realist factors" (Layne 1994, 38).7  Similarly, Rock finds little evidence that shared liberal values helped resolve any of the crises between Britain and the United States in the nineteenth century. In addition, his analyses of the turn-of-the-century "great rapprochement" and naval arms control during the 1920s show that even in cases where liberal states resolved potentially divisive issues in a spirit of accommodation, shared liberal values had only a limited effect. In both cases peace was overdetermined and "liberal values and democratic institutions were not the only factors inclining Britain and the United States toward peace, and perhaps not even the dominant ones" (Rock 1997, 146).8  In sum, the trust and respect mechanism does not appear to work as specified. Shared democratic values provide no guarantee that states will both trust and respect one another. Instead, and contrary to the normative logic's claims, when serious conflicts of interest arise between democracies there is little evidence that they will be inclined to accommodate each other's demands or refrain from engaging in hard line policies.

Bad – A2 Trust Other Democracies

Democratic states can’t trust other democratic states – little agreement on foreign democratic status.

Rosato 03 (Sebastian, Ph.D. in Political Science and Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Notre Dame, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (Nov., 2003), p. 592, Jstor)

Elusive Consensus. There is rarely agreement, even among well-informed policymakers, about the democratic status of a foreign power and we are, therefore, unlikely to be able to predict how democracies will classify other states' regime type with a high level of confidence.9 Owen (1997) has examined the views of liberal elites in 10 war-threatening crises involving the United States and another state between 1794 and 1898. In six of the cases, the major political parties in the United States disagreed about the liberal status of France, Britain, Chile, and Spain. In three other cases, these disagreements extended both across and within parties. In only one case, the Spanish American Crisis, was there a consensus within the American elite regarding the liberal status of the foreign power (Table 3).  In sum, the evidence from Owen's cases suggests that we are unlikely to be able to predict how states will perceive one another's regime type: Opinion is almost always divided, even for cases that look easy to outside observers. This being the case, the repaired normative logic can only tell us if liberal states will view each other as such after the fact: If they treat each other with trust and respect, then they must have viewed each other as liberal; if they do not, then they must have viewed each other as illiberal.

Democratic trust fails – states get others’ regime type wrong.

Rosato 03 (Sebastian, Ph.D. in Political Science and Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Notre Dame, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (Nov., 2003), pp. 592-593, Jstor)

Inaccurate Assessment. Democracies will also often simply get another state's regime type wrong, thereby lessening our confidence that objectively democratic states will not fight one another. In five of the nine cases where Owen evaluates how other states perceived America, foreign liberal elites either classified the United States as illiberal or were unsure as to its status. In 1873, Spanish liberals, most of whom identified with the Spanish Republican party, disagreed over the status of the United States. All Chilean elites and all Spanish elites, regardless of their party affiliation, regarded the United States as illiberal in the 1890s.  Finally, British opinion leaders, who had agreed that the United States was liberal for over a century, were divided over its liberal status in 1895-96. The paradigmatic liberal state was, then, often perceived as anything but. Even more surprising is the fact that as the nineteenth century wore on, and the United States became more liberal by most objective standards, other states increasingly viewed it as illiberal.

Democracies deliberately misinterpret opponents regime type to justify conflict.

Rosato 03 (Sebastian, Ph.D. in Political Science and Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Notre Dame, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (Nov., 2003), p. 593, Jstor)

Regime Type Redefined Not only are perceptions of other regimes often contested or inaccurate, but they are also subject to redefinition, and this redefinition does not always reflect the actual democratic attributes of those states. Oren (1995) conducts an in depth study of the United States' changing relationship with Imperial Germany prior to World War I and finds that American opinion leaders stopped defining Germany as a democracy as the two countries' strategic relationship began to deteriorate. This observation leads him to conclude that democracy is not a determinant as much as it is a product of America's foreign relations: "The reason we do not to fight 'our kind' is not that 'likeness' has a great effect on war propensity, but rather that we from time to time subtly redefine our kind to keep our self image consistent with our friends' attributes and inconsistent with those of our adversaries" (Oren 1995, 147). In other words, contrary to the expectations of the normative logic, perception of regime type is an outcome rather than a causal factor.  Liberal states appear especially prone to this practice of reinterpreting who should be trusted and respected. In the nineteenth century, non-European peoples could be put under autocratic imperial rule for their own good. In the early twentieth century, as Oren has noted, the bar was raised higher and Imperial Germany was judged worthy of neither trust nor respect. By the end of the century, even liberal democratic Japan could not count on unquestioning American friendship. In each case, prestige, security concerns, or economic interests shaped perceptions of regime type.10  These examples raise serious problems for any causal logic based on perceptions. Discerning whether perceptions matter inevitably becomes a question of sifting through the statements of policymakers and opinion leaders during a crisis or war. At the same time, public figures will try to distinguish their own state from the enemy in these situations, both for their own cognitive consistency and to rally the public. Since people in the modern world generally identify themselves as members of a nation state, these distinctions will tend to focus on political structures. Scholars will therefore always be able to find "evidence" that the other state was not perceived to be sufficiently "democratic" as leaders go about demonizing the enemy. I am not arguing that this represents a misreading of the evidenceperceptions of another state are bound to change in crisis situations-I am only suggesting that these perceptions are caused by factors other than the objective nature of foreign regimes.
Bad – A2 Conflict Resolution Norms

Democracies don’t create peace. They don’t use pacific means to resolve disputes, even when available. 

Rosato 03 (Sebastian, Ph.D. in Political Science and Assistant Professor of Political Science – University of Notre Dame, “The Flawed Logic of Democratic Peace Theory”, The American Political Science Review, American Political Science Association, Vol. 97, No. 4 (Nov., 2003), pp. 588-589, Jstor)

The historical record indicates that democracies have often failed to adopt their internal norms of conflict resolution in an international context. This claim rests, first, on determining what democratic norms say about the international use of force and, second, on establishing whether democracies have generally adhered to these prescriptions.  Liberal democratic norms narrowly circumscribe the range of situations in which democracies can justify the use of force. As Doyle (1997, 25) notes, "Liberal wars are only fought for popular, liberal purposes." This does not mean that they will go to war less often than other kinds of states; it only means that there are fewer reasons available to them for waging war.  Democracies are certainly justified in fighting wars of self-defense. Locke ([1690] 1988), for example, argues that states, like men in the state of nature, have a right to destroy those who violate their rights to life, liberty, and property (269-72). There is considerable disagreement among liberal theorists regarding precisely what kinds of action constitute self-defense, but repulsing an invasion, preempting an impending military attack, and fighting in the face of unreasonable demands all plausibly fall under this heading. Waging war when the other party has not engaged in threatening behavior does not. In short, democracies should only go to war when "their safety and security are seriously endangered by the expansionist policies of outlaw states" (Rawls 1999, 90-91).  Another justification for the use of force is intervention in the affairs of other states or peoples, either to prevent blatant human rights violations or to bring about conditions in which liberal values can take root. For Rawls (1999, 81), as for many liberals, human rights violators are "to be condemned and in grave cases may be subjected to forceful sanctions and even to intervention" (see also Doyle 1997, 31-32, and Owen 1997, 34-35). Mill ([1859] (1984)) extends the scope of intervention, arguing that "barbarous" nations can be conquered to civilize them for their own benefit (see also Mehta 1990). However, if external rule does not ensure freedom and equality, it will be as illiberal as the system it seeks to replace. Consequently, intervention can only be justified if it is likely to "promote the development of conditions in which appropriate principles of justice can be satisfied" (Beitz 1979, 90).  The imperialism of Europe's great powers between 1815 and 1975 provides good evidence that liberal democracies have often waged war for reasons other than self-defense and the inculcation of liberal values. Although there were only a handful of liberal democracies in the international system during this period, they were involved in 66 of the 108 wars listed in the Correlates of War (COW) dataset of extrasystemic wars (Singer and Small 1994). Of these 66 wars, 33 were "imperial," fought against previously independent peoples, and 33 were "colonial," waged against existing colonies.  It is hard to justify the "imperial" wars in terms of self-defense. Several cases are clear-cut: The democracy faced no immediate threat and conquered simply for profit or to expand its sphere of influence. A second set of cases includes wars waged as a result of imperial competition: Liberal democracies conquered non-European peoples in order to create buffer states against other empires or to establish control over them before another imperial power could move in. Thus Britain tried to conquer Afghanistan (1838) in order to create a buffer state against Russia, and France invaded Tunisia (1881) for fear of an eventual Italian occupation. Some commentators describe these wars as defensive because they aimed to secure sources of overseas wealth, thereby enhancing national power at the expense of other European powers. There are three reasons to dispute this assessment. First, these wars were often preventive rather than defensive: Russia had made no move to occupy Afghanistan and Italy had taken no action in Tunisia. A war designed to avert possible action in the future, but for which there is no current evidence, is not defensive. Second, there was frequently a liberal alternative to war. Rather than impose authoritarian rule, liberal great powers could have offered non-European peoples military assistance in case of attack or simply deterred other imperial powers. Finally, a substantial number of the preventive occupations were a product of competition between Britain and France, two liberal democracies that should have trusted one another and negotiated in good faith without compromising the rights of non-Europeans if democratic peace theory is correct.  A third set of cases includes wars waged directly against non-Europeans whose territory bordered the European empires. Because non-Europeans sometimes initiated these wars contemporaries tended to justify them as defensive wars of "pacification" to protect existing imperial possessions. Again, there are good reasons to doubt the claim that such wars were defensive. In the first place, non-Europeans often attacked to prevent further encroachment on their lands; it was they and not the Europeans that were fighting in self-defense. Moreover, there is considerable evidence that the imperial powers often provoked the attacks or acted preventively and exploited local instabilities as a pretext for imposing control on the periphery of their empires (Table 1).  Nor were any of the extrasystemic wars fought to prevent egregious abuses of human rights or with the express purpose of replacing autocratic rule with a more liberal alternative. The "colonial" wars, by definition, were conflicts in which imperial powers sought to perpetuate or reimpose autocratic rule. The "imperial" wars simply replaced illiberal indigenous government with authoritarian rule. When imperial rule was not imposed directly, the European powers supported local elites but retained strict control over their actions, thereby underwriting unjust political systems and effectively implementing external rule. In short, despite protestations that they were bearing the "white man's burden," there is little evidence that liberal states' use of force was motivated by respect for human rights or that imperial conquest enhanced the rights of non- Europeans.s  There are, then, several examples of liberal states violating liberal norms in their conduct of foreign policy and therefore the claim that liberal states generally externalize their internal norms of conflict resolution is open to question.
Bad – A2 Trade Solves

Trade doesn’t solve conflict. Depends on external variables and the direction of causation is unclear.

Chan 97 (Steve, Professor of Political Science at the University of Colorado, “In Search of Democratic Peace: Problems and Promise”, Mershon International Studies Review, Vol. 41, No. 1 (May, 1997), Blackwell Publishing , p. 76, Jstor)
Research on Kant's second reason for democratic peace indicates that countries with extensive trade ties are, indeed, less likely to go to war (see, for example, Polachek 1980; Gasiorowski and Polachek 1982; Domke 1988; Brawley 1993; Dixon and Moon 1993; Gowa and Mansfield 1993; Gowa 1994; Mansfield 1994; Oneal et al. 1996; Oneal and Russett 1996). The cause-effect relationship is not entirely clear, however: do countries trade more because they are already on peaceful terms, or are their peaceful relations caused by extensive trade (Pollins 1989a, 1989b)? Naturally, economic interdependence produces not only incentives for cooperation, but also problems of mutual vulnerability (see, for example, Keohane and Nye 1977). It is a double-edged sword with beneficial as well as costly aspects, and the relationship between interdependence and conflict tends toward nonlinearity (Gasiorowski 1986; de Vries 1990; Barbieri 1996a, 1996b). Interdependence can lead to greater cooperation or more conflict depending on which aspects dominate. Except under certain limiting conditions, international trade does not in itself assure peace (Gowa 1995). Wars have occurred among countries with close economic ties. Thus, Kahler (1979/80:393) has argued that in 1914 an international system "characterized by high economic interdependence, unparalleled prosperity, and relative openness still went to war."

**Transitions**

Transitions Bad – 1NC

Democratic transitions are empirically proven to cause wars – nationalist populace and elite remnants.

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 6-7, Jstor)

The contemporary era shows that incipient or partial democratization can be an occasion for the rise of belligerent nationalism and war.3 Two pairs of states-Serbia and Croatia, and Armenia and Azerbaijan-have found them- selves at war while experimenting with varying degrees of partial electoral democracy. Russia's poorly institutionalized, partial democracy has tense rela- tionships with many of its neighbors and has used military force brutally to reassert control in Chechnya; its electorate cast nearly a quarter of its votes for the party of radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky.   This contemporary connection between democratization and conflict is no coincidence. Using the same databases that are typically used to study the democratic peace, we find considerable statistical evidence that democratizing states are more likely to fight wars than are mature democracies or stable autocracies. States like contemporary Russia that make the biggest leap in democratization-from total autocracy to extensive mass democracy-are about twice as likely to fight wars in the decade after democratization as are states that remain autocracies. However, reversing the process of democratiza- tion, once it has begun, will not reduce this risk. Regimes that are changing toward autocracy, including states that revert to autocracy after failed experi- ments with democracy, are also more likely to fight wars than are states whose regime is unchanging.  Moreover, virtually every great power has gone on the warpath during the initial phase of its entry into the era of mass politics. Mid-Victorian Britain, poised between the partial democracy of the First Reform Bill of 1832 and the full-fledged democracy of the later Gladstone era, was carried into the Crimean War by a groundswell of belligerent public opinion. Napoleon III's France, drifting from plebiscitary toward parliamentary rule, fought a series of wars designed to establish its credentials as a liberal, popular, nationalist type of empire. The ruling elite of Wilhelmine Germany, facing universal suffrage but limited governmental accountability, was pushed toward World War I by its escalating competition with middle-class mass groups for the mantle of Ger- man nationalism. Japan's "Taisho democracy" of the 1920s brought an era of mass politics that led the Japanese army to devise and sell an imperial ideology with broad-based appeal.4 In each case, the combination of incipient democra- tization and the material resources of a great power produced nationalism, truculence abroad, and major war.  Why should democratizing states be so belligerent? The pattern of the de- mocratizing great powers suggests that the problem lies in the nature of domestic political competition after the breakup of the autocratic regime. Elite groups left over from the ruling circles of the old regime, many of whom have a particular interest in war and empire, vie for power and survival with each other and with new elites representing rising democratic forces. Both old and new elites use all the resources they can muster to mobilize mass allies, often through nationalist appeals, to defend their threatened positions and to stake out new ones. However, like the sorcerer's apprentice, these elites typically find that their mass allies, once mobilized, are difficult to control. When this hap- pens, war can result from nationalist prestige strategies that hard-pressed leaders use to stay astride their unmanageable political coalitions.  The problem is not that mass public opinion in democratizing states dem- onstrates an unvarnished, persistent preference for military adventure. On the contrary, public opinion often starts off highly averse to war. Rather, elites exploit their power in the imperfect institutions of partial democracies to create faits accomplis, control political agendas, and shape the content of information media in ways that promote belligerent pressure-group lobbies or upwellings of militancy in the populace as a whole. Once this ideological connection between militant elites and their mass constituents is forged, the state may jettison electoral democracy while retain- ing nationalistic, populist rhetoric. As in the failure of Weimar and Taisho democracy, the adverse effects of democratization on war-proneness may even heighten after democracy collapses. Thus, the aftershock of failed democrati- zation is at least one of the factors explaining the link between autocratization and war.
Transitions Bad – Elite Takeover

Democratic transitions cause war – elite use nationalism to mobilize the masses.

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 28-30, Jstor)

COMPETITIVE MASS MOBILIZATION. In a period of democratization, threat- ened elite groups have an overwhelming incentive to mobilize allies among the mass of people, but only on their own terms, using whatever special resources they still retain. These have included monopolies of information (e.g., the German Navy's unique "expertise" in making strategic assessments); propaganda assets (the Japanese Army's public relations blitz justifying the invasion of Manchuria); patronage (British Foreign Secretary Palmerston's gifts of foreign service postings to the sons of cooperative journalists); wealth (Krupp steel's bankrolling of mass nationalist and militarist leagues); organiza- tional skills and networks (the Japanese army's exploitation of rural reservist organizations to build a social base); and the ability to use the control of traditional political institutions to shape the political agenda and structure the terms of political bargains (the Wilhelmine ruling elite's deal with the Center Party, eliminating anti-Catholic legislation in exchange for support in the Reich- stag on the naval budget).48 This elite mobilization of mass groups takes place in a highly competitive setting. Elite groups mobilize mass support to neutralize mass threats (e.g., patriotic leagues to counter workers' movements) and to counter other elite groups' successful efforts at mass mobilization (e.g., the German Navy League, as a political counterweight to the Junker-backed Agrarian League). Thus, the elites' resources allow them to influence the direction of mass political partici- pation, but the imperative to compete for mass favor makes it difficult for a single elite group to control the outcome of this process. For example, mass groups that gain access to politics through elite-supported nationalist organi- zations often try to outbid their erstwhile elite sponsors. By 1911, German popular nationalist lobbies were in a position to claim that if Germany's foreign foes were really as threatening as the ruling elites had portrayed them, then the government had sold out German interests in reaching a compromise settlement of the Moroccan dispute with France.49 In this way, the process of elite mobilization of the masses adds to the ungovernability and political impasse of democratizing states. Ideology takes on particular significance in the competition for mass support. New participants in the political process may be uncertain of where their political interests lie, because they lack established habits and good informa- tion, and are thus fertile ground for ideological appeals. Ideology can yield particularly big payoffs, moreover, when there is no efficient free marketplace of ideas to counter false claims with reliable facts. Elites try out all sorts of ideological appeals, depending on the social position that they need to defend, the nature of the mass group that they want to recruit, and the type of appeals that seem plausible in the given political setting. A nearly universal element in these ideological appeals is nationalism, which has the advantage of positing a community of interest that unites elites and masses, thus distracting attention from class cleavages. Nationalist appeals have often succeeded even though the average voter was not consistently pro-war or pro-empire. For example, the French public was not keen to enter the Crimean War when it began in January 1854, and after sustaining 100,000 war-related deaths by 1855, the public's war-weariness led Napoleon to make concessions to Russia at the bargaining table. Likewise, the French public was initially opposed to participation in the Italian and Austro- Prussian Wars, fearing a disruption of the economy 50 Mass opinion was simi- larly pacifist and anti-imperial in Britain during the high tide of Richard Cobden's Anti-Corn Law League, which succeeded in linking foreign military intervention and military budgets to the popular issues of free trade and democracy 51 In Japan, too, the Naval Arms Limitation Treaty of 1930 was initially popular with the public.52 And even in Germany, where public opinion was more consistently bellicose, the two largest mass parties, the Social Demo- crats and the Catholic Center Party, had no interest in imperialism. Though the German leaders' strategy is often called "social" imperialism, its appeal was almost entirely to the middle classes, not the workers. And Catholics backed the fleet not out of conviction, but to get side-payments on domestic issues.53 Since mass opinion was typically mobilized into politics by elite interest groups rather than by broad-based parties competing for the median voter, mass voices tended to reinforce the pattern of elite interests, rather than to check them: in Germany, the Agrarian League clamored for grain tariffs, the Navy League for a fleet, the imperial groups for settler colonies abroad, and the Pan-German League for a bigger army. In cases where mass opinion has been articulated through different channels, such as the institutionalized two- party competition in twentieth century Britain and the United States, its impact on foreign policy has been very different. 
Transitions Bad – Integrates Opposites

Democratizing states inevitably enter conflicts . Pressure to cobble coalitions leads to antagonistic foreign policy.
Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 32-33, Jstor)

 SQUARING THE CIRCLE, OR INTEGRATING OPPOSITES. Since democratizing states typically comprise such a broad spectrum of social interests, would-be ruling coalitions must often be cobbled together from diverse or even contra- dictory bases of support. For this reason, one of the characteristic problems of the leadership of transitional, democratizing states is explaining away the self-contradictory aspects of a coalition or policy that must integrate antithetical elements. In foreign affairs, this often means sweeping tough trade-offs under the rug, pretending that contradictory policies actually make sense or cannot be avoided. As a consequence, the foreign policies of democratizing states are often overcommitted, provoking too many enemies at the same time, while claiming that the resulting conflicts are due to the others' inherent hostility For example, Wilhelmine iron-and-rye policies leading to a hostile encirclement of Germany were explained away in two ways: first, that the hostility was inher- ent in the nature of Germany's opponents, and that German policy had done nothing to provoke it; and second, that the way to break apart the hostile coalition was to issue threats, rather than to make concessions that would have jeopardized the policies of the iron-and-rye coalition.58 Palmerston and Louis Napoleon faced a somewhat different problem of in- tegrating opposites. Their strategies required winning over substantial middle- class backers to a strategy of social conservatism to safeguard the interests of old elites in an era of mass politics. In part, the rise of the working-class threat made this alliance possible. But in order to win converts from middle-class radicalism, Palmerston and Napoleon both had to show that their conservative policies were somehow actually liberal. The simplest way to do this was to back liberal goals abroad, such as national self-determination and the expan- sion of commercial opportunities, while fighting a rear-guard action against them at home. This was convenient because liberal goals abroad could easily be made to dovetail with geopolitical goals that Palmerston and Napoleon wanted to pursue anyway59 However, liberals were not completely passive dupes of this strategy In Britain, for example, they used the Crimean War to force an opening of the administration of the war office to middle-class ration- alizers, a move that Palmerston could hardly prevent in light of the way he had justified his foreign policy.60 In Russia today, foreign policy is likewise providing glue for an emerging "red-brown" coalition of nationalists and neo-communists. The Soviet system created organized vested interests in a particular pattern of industrial invest- ment, a large military establishment, a working class protected from market forces, a local elite that served as a substitute for the market in administering the economy, and a division of labor on an imperial scale. The collapse of the Marxist-Leninist state took away the ideological underpinnings of this collec- tion of interests, but many of these interests remain in place. The doctrines of nationalism and of the distinctiveness of Russia from the liberal West provide natural ideological justification for reasserting imperial control and retaining at least some of the strong-state, limited-market tendencies from Russia's past. It may also help to justify a truncated approach to democratization, which would help secure these traditional elite interests

Transitions Bad – Logrolling

Democratization leads to war – military quid pro quos

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 31-32, Jstor)

LOGROLLING. In these democratizing states, the power of elite groups was strengthened relative to the weakened autocratic center, yet the power of mass groups was not yet institutionalized as in a mature democracy. This created the incentive to make policy by logrolling among elite interest groups. Elite log- rolling often yielded policies of war, military preparation, and imperial expan- sion, in part because many of the interest groups created in the process of weakening and breaking up the autocratic state were its military-feudal detri- tus: the army, the navy, and the aristocratic elites that staffed them. Similar military interest groups also figure in some of the post-communist cases, especially Yugoslavia and Russia. Militaries do not necessarily favor war, es- pecially when they feel unprepared to win quickly and decisively. However, because of militaries' typically zero-sum view of security, they often recom- mend offensive military strategies that inadvertently lead the state down the path toward war.56 Moreover, logrolling works by giving each group what it wants most, so that even if only some of the groups in the coalition favored policies leading to war and expansion, that would be enough to make their adoption likely. The classic example is the Wilhelmine iron-and-rye logroll, where the navy and heavy industry insisted on a fleet that alienated Britain, the Junkers got grain tariffs that sowed discord with Russia, and the army got the offensive Schlieffen Plan, which threatened all of Germany's neighbors. Another instance is the logroll between the Japanese imperial army and navy, which overtaxed the economy and embroiled Japan with enemies on all azimuths.57
Transitions Bad – National Prestige

Democratizating states look for war – national prestige

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 6-7, Jstor)

PRESTIGE STRATEGIES. One of the simplest but most risky strategies for a hard-pressed regime in a democratizing country is to shore up its prestige at home by seeking victories abroad. Johannes Miquel, who revitalized the iron- rye coalition at the turn of the century, argued that "successes in foreign policy would make a good impression in the Reichstag debates, and political divisions would thus be moderated.",61 The domestic targets of such strategies often share this view. Cobden, for example, argued that military victories abroad would confer enough prestige on the military-feudal landed elite to allow them to raise food tariffs and snuff out democracy: "Let John Bull have a great military triumph, and we shall have to take off our hats as we pass the Horse Guards for the rest of our lives."62 Prestige strategies make the country hypersensitive to slights to its reputa- tion. As the kaiser found out in the First and Second Moroccan Crises, stiff foreign resistance can produce not cheap victories but embarrassing defeats, which further complicate domestic governance. In another instance, Napoleon III was easily goaded into a fateful declaration of war in 1870 by Bismarck's insulting editorial work on a leaked telegram from the kaiser.63 If the public itself is wary of war, the prestige-enhancing venture may have to be mounted in the face of initial domestic opposition. Nonetheless, the gamble may be worth it. The Crimean victory created the conditions for what is acknowledged to be the high point of Napoleon III's rule, despite the popular reluctance and war-weariness that accompanied it.64 Napoleon learned this lesson well, and tried to recapitulate his success when he saw his popularity waning in January 1859. On the eve of French military intervention in the Italian struggle with Austria, Napoleon told his cabinet, "On the domestic front, the war will at first awaken great fears; traders and speculators of every stripe will shriek, but national sentiment will [banish] this domestic fright; the nation will be put to the test once more in a struggle that will stir many a heart, recall the memory of heroic times and bring together under the mantle of glory the parties that are steadily drifting away from one another day after day "65 Napoleon was trying to lead public opinion to become bellicose, not just to follow opinion, but in order to stir a national feeling that would enhance the state's ability to govern a split and stalemated political arena.

Transitions Bad – Weak Central Authority

Democratic transitions cause war – weak central authority causes appeal to violent nationalism.

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 30-31, Jstor)

THE WEAKENING OF CENTRAL AUTHORITY. The political impasse and reckless- ness of democratizing states is exacerbated further by the weakening of the state's authority Autocratic power is in decline vis-a'-vis both the elite interest groups and mass groups, but democratic institutions lack the strength to integrate these contending interests and views. Parties are weak and lack mass loyalty. Elections are rigged or intermittent. Institutions of public political participation are distrusted, because they are subject to manipulation by elites and to arbitrary constraints imposed by the state, which fears the outcome of unfettered competition. In each of the historical great-power cases, the problem was not excessive authoritarian power at the center, but the opposite. The Aberdeen coalition that brought Britain into the Crimean War was a makeshift cabinet headed by a weak leader with no substantial constituency Likewise, on the eve of the Franco-Prussian War, Napoleon III's regime was in the process of caving in to its liberal opponents, who dominated the parliament elected in 1869. As Europe's armies prepared to hurtle from their starting gates in late July 1914, Austrian leaders, perplexed by the contradictions between the German Chan- cellor's policy and that of the German military, asked "Who rules in Berlin?" The 1931 Manchurian Incident was a fait accompli by the local Japanese military; Tokyo was not even informed.54 Today, the return to imperial thinking in Moscow is the result of Yeltsin's weakness, not his strength. As Sergei Kara- ganov has recently argued, the breakdown of the Leninist state "has created an environment where elite interests influence [foreign] policy directly"55 In each of these cases, the weak central political leadership resorts to the same strategies as do the more parochial elite interests, using nationalist ideological appeals and special-interest payoffs to maintain their short-run viability, de- spite the potential long-run risks associated with these strategies.
AT: DPT – new democracies aren’t

Rising democracies have under-developed institutions – can’t garner benefits of democratic states

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 22-24, Jstor)

However, these happy solutions typically emerge only in the very long run. In the initial stages of expanding political participation, strong barriers prevent the emergence of full-fledged democratic processes and the foreign policy outcomes associated with them. The two main barriers are the weakness of democratic institutions and the resistance of social groups who would be the losers in a process of full-fledged democratization. Popular inputs into the policymaking process can have wildly different effects, depending on the way that political institutions structure and aggregate those inputs.29 It is a staple of political science that different institutional rules -for example, proportional representation versus single-member districts, or congressional versus executive authority over tariffs-can produce different political outcomes, even holding constant the preferences of individual voters. In newly democratizing states, the institutions that structure political outcomes may allow for popular participation in the policy process, but the way they channel that input is often a parody of full-fledged democracy. As Samuel Huntington has put it, the typical problem of political development is the gap between high levels of political participation and weak integrative institutions to reconcile the multiplicity of contending claims.30 In newly democratizing states without strong parties, independent courts, a free press, and untainted electoral procedures, there is no reason to expect that mass politics will produce the same impact on foreign policy as it does in mature democracies. In all of the democratizing great powers, public inputs were shaped and aggregated in ways that differed from those of mature democracies. In mid- Victorian Britain, rural areas had greater representation than urban areas, the ballot was not secret, and only propertied classes could vote.31 In rural France under Napoleon III, the local prefect, appointed in Paris, stood at the ballot box and exercised control over voters' choices.32 In Wilhelmine Germany, the parties that won the elections could not name governmental ministers; rather, they had to use their limited powers over the budget to bargain over policy with ministers named by the kaiser.33 In Taisho Japan, the electoral franchise was widened, but the choice of who would govern was left to the oligarchs who had founded the Meiji state. 34 And in Russia today almost none of the major institutions of representative government work in a reliable way: consti- tutional rules change to fit the needs of the moment; constitutional courts take sides on transparently political grounds; elections are postponed or announced on short notice; and political parties are transitory elite cliques, not stable organizations for mobilizing a mass coalition. Moreover, in all of these cases, the political press was to some degree bribed or censored by the government or had not yet institutionalized the objectivity, knowledge, and professionalism needed to create a full and fair public debate.35 As a result of these institutional deformations, ruling circles in these democ- ratizing great powers were only haphazardly accountable to the electorate. Typically, elite groups reached out intermittently and selectively for mass support but were able to buffer themselves from systematic accountability through the ballot box. In Britain both the Whig and Tory parties were still dominated by landed oligarchs, who refused to entertain the notion of anything more than issue-specific alignments with the parliamentary representatives of middle-class radical opinion. Similarly, in Wilhelmine Germany the ruling elite bargained with mass groups like the Catholic Center Party over specific horse- trades, for example, exchanging support on the naval budget for concessions on Catholic rights. The Center Party was not, however, offered ministerial portfolios. As a consequence, public groups in all of these polities tended to organize as narrow pressure groups or single-issue lobbies, such as the Anti-Corn Law League in Britain in the 1840s, or the Navy and Agrarian Leagues in pre-1914 Germany These groups often worked outside the electoral system, making direct demands on public authorities, since the democratic path to power was rigged against them. This tendency toward direct action in the streets or in smoke-filled back rooms rather than through the ballot box is typical of what Huntington calls the "praetorian society," where pressures for participation are strong but institutions for effective participation are weak.3 To some extent this weakness of democratic institutions simply reflects the difficulty of building effective structures from scratch. Well-developed organi- zations, skilled cadres to staff them, and habits of democratic action are not acquired overnight by journalists, parliamentarians, judicial officials, and party politicians. Nor is trust in the efficacy and objectivity of such institutions easily acquired. As rational-choice analysts of the creation of institutional structures have convincingly and repeatedly shown, "transaction costs" and dilemmas of collective action hinder the emergence of institutions to facilitate bargaining that would make everyone better off.37
New democracies gain none of the pacific benefits of established ones. Militaries and autocratic elements maintain power in the transition.

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 24-26, Jstor)

Of course, the development of efficient democratic institutions is hindered further by the fact that everyone is not made better off by effective democratic reforms. Many social groups, including many powerful ones, are likely to be losers from the strengthening of democratic institutions.38 These include the autocratic rulers themselves, state bureaucrats of the old regime who might fear that their function would lose its importance in a transformed polity, social and economic elites whose privileges might diminish in a more open system, or even mass special interest groups who would lose from reforms that the average voter might find attractive. In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, constituencies having an interest in holding back full democratiza- tion typically included kings, nobles, landowners, owners of industrial capital, militaries that were closely tied to old elites or the old regime, and artisans and other middle-class groups that benefited from the guild-type economic restric- tions backed by the old regime.39 In contemporary post-communist states, the analogous cast of characters has, in one place or another, included national and local former Communist party officials, the military, ministries or firms con- trolling obsolete industrial capital, workers in such sectors, and people living and working in the regions where such sectors predominate. The strength of these groups' incentives to hold back democratic change depends in large part on the mobility of their assets and skills. British land- owners were comparatively relaxed about the expansion of democratic rights: the relative mobility of their substantial commercial investments allowed many of them to accept the end of agricultural protection and to profit from a liberalizing, free-trading political alliance with the commercial middle classes. In contrast, Germany's Junker landowning elite, who largely staffed the Prus- sian state, had very few attractive economic prospects outside of their relatively inefficient agricultural holdings, and thus had a larger stake in using state- backed protectionism and political repression to maintain their social posi- tion.40 In Russia today, some former Communist elites have shown agility in adapting to a privatized economy, where they have devised ways to maintain control over or profit from the disposal of many of the elite's economic assets. However, the military has suffered greatly in status and organizational cohe- sion from the opening of the political system. And even the elites who are doing well in the transition have a stake in making the transition a controlled, partial one, where profiteering is not too fettered by democratic scrutiny or rule of law. Both in the nineteenth century cases and in the contemporary post-commu- nist ones, it is striking that many of the groups with an interest in retarding democratization are also those with a parochial interest in war, military prepa- ration, empire, and protectionism. This is not accidental. Most of the benefits of war, military preparations, imperial conquest, and protectionism-e.g., in career advancement or in protection from foreign economic competition-are disproportionately concentrated in specific groups.41 Any special interest group, including the military, that derives parochial benefits from a public policy has to feel wary about opening up its affairs to the scrutiny and veto of the average voter, who pays for subsidies to special interests. Whenever the costs of a program are distributed widely, but the benefits are concentrated in a few hands, democratization may put the program at risk. When autocratic states start to democratize, many of the interests threatened by democratization are military in nature. As Charles Tilly says, "war made the state and the state made war."42 In early modern Europe, military organi- zations occupied a privileged position in the state, which was built to serve their needs. Moreover, ruling aristocracies were intertwined with military in-stitutions, so democratization inherently challenged the vested social, eco- nomic, and bureaucratic interests of an old elite that was at its core a military elite. Joseph Schumpeter constructed a whole theory of imperialism on the atavistic interests of the military-feudal aristocracy.43 It is true that middle-class reformers sometimes wanted to build up the state's military power: this was a rallying cry of English radicals in the Crimean War, and of German middle- class officers before 1914. However, they wanted to replace aristocratic dead- wood with middle-class rationalizers. Democratization led by proponents of military power was thus nearly as much of a threat to the old army as democratization led by pacifists like Richard Cobden.44
AT: Authoritarian Worse

Transition to democracy is comparatively riskier. Backsliding is less of a war risk.

Mansfield and Snyder 95 (Edward, Chair of the Political Science Department, and Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics – University of Pennsylvania, Jack, PhD in political science and  Professor of Political Scienc/Director of the Institute of War and Peace Studies – Columbia University, “Democratization and the Danger of War” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995), The MIT Press, pp. 18-19, Jstor)

Although democratization increases the probability of war, autocratization is also dangerous. Autocratizing states were more likely to go to war than coun- tries experiencing no regime change, based on the results of 16 out of 24 tests, which are presented in Figures 1 and 2. However, autocratization tends to be a somewhat less combustible process than democratization. States in the proc- ess of democratization are more likely to go to war than those in the process of autocratization, based on the results of 17 out of 24 tests that we conducted. Like the effects of democratization on war, the effects of autocratization vary across the different indices and periods of time that we analyzed. For example, on average, autocratization yields about a 35 percent greater likelihood of war than does the absence of regime change, when we focus on a state's competi- tiveness of participation, and about a 25 percent increase in the probability of war, when we focus on a polity's constraints on its executive. In contrast, autocratization decreases the likelihood of war in many cases compared to a country that experienced no regime change, based on the composite index and on the openness of executive recruitment. Our findings also indicate that autocratization is less likely to lead to war over the short run than in the long run. Regardless of whether all wars or interstate wars are analyzed, autocratization occurring over a one-year period substantially decreases the probability of war compared to states experiencing no regime change, based on every measure except the competitiveness of participation. In contrast, as the results in Table 1 show, autocratization over a ten-year period yields a marked percentage increase in the probability of war in every instance.
***MIDDLE EAST STABILITY***

**Generic**

Middle east Stable

Israel and Palestine heading towards a new friendship which improves Middle East stability

Layalina Review 10 ( a bi-weekley publication that monitors developments in the spheres of public diplomacy and Arab media, “Middle East Peace Negotiation: A Light at the End of the Tunnel?”, Vol. VI NO. 14, 7/2-7/15, http://www.layalina.tv/publications/review/PR_VI.14/article7.html/MZ)  
Stressing the weight the US holds in the Middle East peacemaking equation as a financial and military force, Hanania suggests that President Abbas "should recognize that the battle is not in the Gaza Strip but in the mind-set of the American public, where the future of Palestine, two states and Middle East peace will be decided." He encouraged the Palestinian President to engage the American public directly, especially at a time when he has a "friend at the White House." However, engaging the American public seemed to be a priority on the Palestinian President's agenda when he visited President Obama on June 9th, in advance of Netanyahu's visit. "The most important aspect of the Palestinian visit was the striking demonstration of Palestinian forth coming on peace, especially from Abbas personally," writes Hussein Ibish for The American Task Force on Palestine. While Abbas' visit coincided with the devastating flotilla attack, the president firmly pointed out that while the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) denounced Israel's offensive actions, refusing to continue the diplomacy talks would pointlessly damage the Palestinian national interests. Presenting themselves as a real diplomatic and political partner in peace to the US administration, the Palestinians demonstrated a constructive position in relation to direct peace talks with Israel. They agreed to resume direct negotiations once the US establishes a more "diplomatic and political groundwork" for the proximity talks with the Israeli government regarding basic borders and security issues. In another successful public diplomacy attempts during the visit, President Abbas had an unprecedented dinner with 30 key Jewish American leaders, answering questions and reflecting on Jewish and Palestinian historic ties. Abbas also attended to questions at a discussion at The Brookings Institute, moderated by Martin Indyk, the Brookings' Vice President. Indyk notes in an article for The Washington Post that Abbas' outreach to the Obama administration and Netanyahu's halt on housing in the West Bank have helped "create the most conducive environment for peace negotiations since the outbreak of the second intifada in 2000."

Middle East stabilizing as Israel and Palestine relations are increasing- other Arab countries will follow suit 
America.gov 10 (US department of State, “Obama Urges Confidence-Building Measures in the Middle East”, 7/6, http://www.America.gov/st/mena-english/2010/July/20100706171630esnam fuak4.339236e-02.html/MZ)
Washington — President Obama urged Israel, the Palestinians and neighboring Arab states to undertake confidence-building measures to improve the climate in the region for peace, and said he believes that Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu is willing to take risks for a peace settlement. Speaking with Netanyahu at the White House July 6, Obama said there are measures available to all sides that would improve the prospect of successful peace negotiations, and that he had discussed them with both the Israeli leader and with Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas during the Palestinian leader’s June 9 visit to Washington. “There are going to need to be a whole set of confidence-building measures to make sure that people are serious and that we're sending a signal to the region that this isn't just more talk and more process without action,” Obama said. The president welcomed Israel’s announcement of new measures to ease its blockade of Gaza, and said continued progress to build confidence among the Palestinians would help them “see in very concrete terms what peace can bring that rhetoric and violence cannot bring.” Commending Netanyahu for allowing more goods into Gaza, Obama said Israel’s new policy has “moved more quickly and more effectively than many people anticipated,” and that the United States believes “there is a way to make sure that the people of Gaza are able to prosper economically while Israel is able to maintain its legitimate security needs in not allowing missiles and weapons to get to Hamas.” Obama also said President Abbas has been working with Palestinian Prime Minister Salam Fayyad to do “very significant things” to improve security, and said it would be very meaningful to the Palestinian people if the scope of their responsibilities in the West Bank could be expanded. The president also urged Arab states to support peace efforts, which he said cannot succeed without “a greater investment in the process than we've seen so far” by others in the region. Obama says he hopes direct talks between Israel and the Palestinians will begin prior to the September expiration of Israel’s six-month settlement moratorium. Obama added that he hopes such discussions “will create a climate in which everybody feels a greater investment and success,” and will generate more trust so that “not every action, by one party or the other, is taken as a reason for not engaging in talks.” 

Israel’s new policies are key to sustaining Middle East stability


America.gov 10 (US department of State, “Obama Urges Confidence-Building Measures in the Middle East”, 7/6, http://www.America.gov/st/mena-english/2010/July/20100706171630esnam fuak4.339236e-02.html/MZ) 
At the State Department, press office director Mark Toner described Israel’s decision to ease the blockade against Gaza as “a great step forward,” and said it is helping to “improve the quality of life for the people of Gaza while addressing Israel's legitimate security concerns.” Israel published a list of goods that are banned from Gaza on July 5. The list includes weapons and materials that can be used to make them. The list expands the range of merchandise that is being allowed into the territory, which has been under the control of Hamas since 2007. Speaking to reporters July 6, Toner said the list will increase the flow of goods and material into Gaza and significantly improve the access that Gazans have to those items. “We've worked closely with the Israel government as it developed the list,” Toner said, adding the United State will continue to work with Israel, the Palestinians, Egypt and others in the international community to help ensure that the new policies are implemented.
US and Israel relations sustain the stability in the Middle East and Israel won’t strike Iran- no tech and they prefer sanctions

World tribune 10 (Intelligence Briefing, special to world tribune, “Obama expects ‘no surprises’: Israel won’t strike without U.S. permission”, http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/ss _israel0634_07_09.asp/MZ) 

The president, who has pursued a reconciliation policy with Teheran, said the strategic relationship between Israel and the United States would not allow for a unilateral Israeli strike, Middle East Newsline reported. "I think the relationship between Israel and the U.S. is sufficiently strong that neither of us try to surprise each other," Obama said. In 2010, the Obama administration, including Vice President Joseph Biden, warned Israel not to attack Iran. Netanyahu, who has urged the international community to intensify sanctions, has repeatedly assured that Israel was not planning an imminent strike on Iran. Since 2007, officials said, the United States has withheld military systems that could facilitate an Israeli air strike on Iran. The banned systems were said to have included air refueling, advanced reconnaissance and buster-bunker bombs, long requested by Israel. Obama also said Israel and the PA could reach a full settlement by the end of his first term in 2013. The president did not respond to a question of whether he was pressing Israel to extend its 10-month ban on Jewish construction in the West Bank and most of Jerusalem."I think [Netanyahu] understands we've got a fairly narrow window of opportunity," Obama said. "We probably won’t have a better opportunity than we have right now. And that has to be seized. It’s going to be difficult." "But we try to coordinate on issues of mutual concern," Obama said. 

Middle east unstable

Iran/Israel war is inevitable and will spillover leading to global and regional instability

Lutz 10 ( “Middle East: Threatened Israeli strike on Iran would lead to regional war, report says”, 7/14, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/Babylon beyond/ 2010/07/middle-east-israel-preparing-to-strike-iran-report-says-1.html

The ultimate nightmare scenario could soon become a reality: Israeli strike aircraft cross into Iranian airspace and hit the nuclear facilities at Natanz, Esfahan and Qom, as well as the laboratories of the University of Tehran, killing one of Iran's leading nuclear scientists along with dozens of researchers and a janitor. Iran retaliates by hitting Tel Aviv with long-range missiles and fanning the insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan, engulfing the Middle East in a protracted regional war and triggering a global economic crisis over oil prices. This terrifying outcome is increasingly likely if Israel carries out a reportedly impending military strike against Iranian nuclear facilities, according to a new study by the Oxford Research Group, a leading security think tank. The paper, titled "Military Action Against Iran: Impact and Effects," was released Thursday following ominous statements by Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to the Fox News channel in which he called Iran "the ultimate terrorist threat today." "We should not allow irrational regimes like Iran to have nuclear weapons," Netanyahu said. Although Netanyahu declined to outline a specific plan of action or a deadline, he reiterated his country's willingness to use force to stop Tehran from developing its nuclear capabilities, which Iran insists are for peaceful purposes. "There's only been one time that Iran actually stopped the [nuclear] program, and that was when it feared U.S. military action," the prime minister said. Watch the interview here. But according to the paper released Thursday, the consequences of such a military action against Iran "are so serious that they should not be encouraged in any shape or form.” The report predicts such an attack would have the exact opposite of the desired effect by uniting Iranians against a common enemy, thus bolstering Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's hard-line regime, which would retaliate against Israeli and U.S. interests in the region. The report points to Israel's recently improved strike capabilities and the bellicose rhetoric of its politicians and concludes that the Jewish state is preparing to take out not only known Iranian nuclear facilities but also factories, research centers, and university laboratories with the intention of destroying Iran's technical capabilities and killing its leading technocrats. Iran would likely respond by attacking Israel directly, withdrawing from negotiations over its nuclear program, supporting insurgent activity against Western interests in Iraq and Afghanistan, and facilitating attacks against Western oil facilities in the Persian gulf.“There would be many civilian casualties, both directly among people working on Iran’s nuclear and missile programs, but also their families as their living quarters were hit, and secretaries, cleaners, labourers and other staff in factories, research stations and university departments,” says the report, which was authored by Paul Rogers of the University of Bradford.“An Israeli attack on Iranian nuclear facilities would almost certainly be the beginning of a long-term process of regular Israeli airstrikes to further prevent the development of nuclear weapons and medium-range missiles," it continues. "Iranian responses would also be long-term, ushering in a lengthy war with global as well as regional implications." 

The potential for war between Iran and Israel has increased and it would affect the price of oil and exacerbate instability within the region

Jansen 10 (Michael is an author and veteran journalist who specializes in coverage of the Middle East and has followed this issue for more than 30 years,” Warning of long war if Israel attacks Iran”, 7/16, http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/world/2010/0716/122427481 9332.html/MZ) 

AN ISRAELI attack on Iran’s nuclear facilities could launch a protracted regional war and encourage Tehran to build nuclear weapons. This is the conclusion of a 14-page briefing paper, Military Action Against Iran: Impact and Effects, issued yesterday by the Oxford Research Group, which promotes peaceful resolution of conflicts. The report, written by Paul Rogers, professor of peace studies at Bradford University, points out that Israel’s “potential for action against Iran” has been increased by domestic support and enhanced capabilities, including long-range bombers acquired from the US, drones, tanker aircraft for refuelling, and the establishment by the US, Israel’s ally, of “support facilities” in northern Iraq and Azerbaijan which could be used as staging areas. The report says that a strike could not be carried out without US “tacit support”, thereby implicating Washington and risking Iranian attacks on US interests, troops, and allies in the Middle East. Israeli air action would “target a wide range of nuclear and missile facilities” as well as “factories, research centres and university facilities that would underpin the rebuilding of [destroyed nuclear] facilities”. Since such targets are located in or near Iran’s cities, there would be “significant civilian casualties”, states the report. If attacked, it argues, Iranians would unite behind their government which would withdraw from the Non-Proliferation Treaty and prioritise development of weapons programmes at underground sites, leading to further Israeli strikes. This would result in “prolonged conflict” during which Iran could take action that would “affect world oil markets” and exacerbate instability in Iraq and Afghanistan.“Prospects for regional stability and global security would be very seriously damaged.”

There are many factors that contribute to the Palestine and Israeli conflict – media proves

Glick 10 (Caroline B. served as Coordinator of Negotiations with the PLO in the office of the Coordinator of Government Activities in Judea, Samaria and Gaza. She was a core member of Israel's negotiating team with the Palestinians. Deputy Managing Editor of The Jerusalem Post and a senior fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Center for Security Policy in Washington, DC, “Column One: Fit for ‘The New York Times’”, 7/9, http://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Columnists/Article .aspx?Id =180887/MZ) 

Since 1994 scores of Arabs have been killed in both judicial and extrajudicial executions for selling land to Jews. This open move to hide the fact that since 1994 the PA has dispatched death squads to murder both Palestinians and Israeli Arabs suspected of selling land to Jews is a shocking miscarriage of journalistic standards. Whereas the Times required five reporters to work for weeks to come up with exactly nothing illegal in the operations of US charitable groups that support Jewish communities the Times wishes to destroy, the Times would have needed to invest no resources whatsoever to discover that the PA kills any Arab who sells land to Jews. The PA has made no effort to hide this policy. It is in the public sphere for anyone willing to look at reality. AND THAT is of course the real issue here. The entire Times “investigation” of American charitable groups that support Jewish communities and neighborhoods in Judea, Samaria and Jerusalem is a blatant attempt by a major newspaper to hide the real issues prolonging the Palestinian conflict with Israel. Those issues – exposed by Abbas’s praise for a terrorist mass murderer, Erekat’s denial that Abbas has any interest in compromising with Israel, as well as by the PA’s policy of killing all Arabs who sell land to Jews – do not serve the Times’ purpose of blaming the absence of peace on Israel generally and on the Israeli Right and its supporters in the US in particular. And so it is that 17 years after the start of the so-called peace process between Israel and the PLO, and 10 years after the PLO destroyed that process by launching a terror war against Israel, and four and a half years after the Palestinians elected Hamas to lead them, we are still stuck in a distorted, irrelevant discourse about the Middle East. We are stuck in a rut because politically and ideologically motivated media organs operate hand in globe with radical groups seeking to undermine Israel’s national sovereignty and end its alliance with the US. Together they manufacture news that bears no relation to reality or the true challenges facing those who seek peace in the Middle East. But obviously for The New York Times, that is what makes it fit to print.

The International community is key to prevent the growth of Middle East instability and further movement of the Palestine/Israel conflict

Salama 10 (Samir is associate editor for the gulf news, “A call to correct history’s mistakes”, 7/16, http://gulfnews.com/news/region/palestinian-territories/a-call-to-correct-history-s-mistakes-1.653818/MZ) 

Rashid Al Khalidi, professor of Arab studies at Columbia University and a leading Palestinian-American scholar and advocate for Palestinian rights, says the international community, which supported Zionism and decided to give most of Palestine to a Jewish state and did not do anything when the Palestinian state was destroyed and Palestinians were driven out of their homes, has to wake up and take it upon itself to correct the errors it made in acting in an unjust fashion towards the Palestinian people. "The world community created by its decisions a source of unending instability in the region. Maybe somebody is going to wake up and realize that the people who played a large part in this instability can take it upon themselves — whether it is the United States or other actors in the international community — to resolve this," Al Khalidi told Weekend Review in an exclusive interview. Al Khalidi said he did not expect that to happen soon. "But it will be part of the settlement — the responsible correction by the world community of the errors it committed in this part of the world." Al Khalidi said the two-state solution is very difficult for reasons including the half million Israelis living in the occupied Arab territories after 1967, the decade-old matrix of control over four million Palestinians, divisions among the Palestinians and ineffective Arab and Muslim stand. While stressing the two-state solution might take long years to realize, Al Khalidi added that "there are also flaws in the alternative, grouped under the rubric of the one-state solution. The Palestinian people want freedom in their sovereign state."
Palestine is too weak to establish a resolution with a powerful Israel state that crushes and occupies the Palestinians  

Salama 10 (Samir is a associate editor for the gulf news, “A call to correct history’s mistakes”, 7/16, http://gulfnews.com/news/region/palestinian-territories/a-call-to-correct-history-s-mistakes-1.653818/MZ) 

I would argue that an Israeli government that is the most racist, the most extreme, the most expansionist, the most colonizer-dominated government in Israel's history, and with the Palestinian national movement, as your question said, at its weakest point in years, it is not the best moment for resolution. There are some factors, [such as] when the president and military leadership in the US appear to understand the extremely negative effect of America's continued and unlimited support for Israel on American interest in the region. Another is the beginning of a change in American public opinion towards Israel and in the opinion of the American Jewish community. It is a beginning — maybe a process that could be aborted or will take a long time to have a positive impact on the political process in the US, because the political process in America has not been affected by these changes. And if you look at the leadership in the American Jewish community, it is farther to the Right — more pro-(colony), more pro-occupation than anytime since 1976. If you look at the Congress, the Senate, they passed the same resolutions that are basically drafted for them by America's pro-Israel lobby AIPAC. So the political situation in the US is not better though the president and leadership understand the problem. But you do have shifts in public opinion. Israel no longer enjoys the kind of support that it used to. This was evident during Gaza and the 2006 war and the negative effect of American public opinion on the second Intifada, which had a very negative effect because of suicide attacks on Israeli civilians. Those effects have diminished and people now see the reality much more — a powerful Israeli state that crushes, represses and occupies the Palestinians.
There is no peace process occurring between Palestine and Israel therefore the Middle East will not be stable

Collings 10 (Tony is a cnn correspondent for sixteen years, covering the Middle East, he is a lecturer in communication studies at the University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. “Mideast: no peace, no process”, 7/8, http://seminal.firedoglake.com/diary/58938 /MZ) 

Headlines from twenty-three years ago speak of "Hope for Peace Talks" but it’s now clear that there never was any hope by anyone informed of the true situation. And can journalists really use the term "peace process" to describe the fruitless attempts at meaningful talks that have taken place decade after decade in the Middle East? There ought to be a more realistic, truthful term to describe the situation. "Peace process" has a nice sound to it, and serves as a reminder what the desired goal ought to be, but there’s no peace and no process, just a seemingly endless series of fits and starts. A cynic might wonder whether U.S. politicians ever really cared about peace in the Middle East. One problem is that even if American officials wanted to do something meaningful, they can never get very far without running up against political reality. A first-term president is thinking about re-election and usually the main issue is the economy, not the Middle East. A second-term president is often a lame duck, and the politicians who are candidates to replace him do not place the Middle East at the top of their agenda because that’s not what wins them the votes they need. Unless the Israeli-Palestinian situation is on the front burner, it won’t receive much American attention. 

Peace will not be established with Israel demolishing Palestine

Amayreh 10 (Khalid is a Palestinian journalist, went to the University of Oklahoma and then the university of Southern Illinois, “Israeli settlement expansion continues to make a mockery of efforts to reach a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict”, 7/19, http://palestinefreevoice.blogspot.com/MZ) 

Tufakji said Israel was also planning to expand the borders of the city in all directions to the point where the Arab population wouldn't exceed 12 per cent, whereas the Jewish population would reach an unprecedented 88 per cent. The realization of this daring plan will take the form of a campaign of ethnic cleansing of Arab demography in Jerusalem. "Their tactic is designed to confine as much as possible Arab inhabitants into the smallest amount of land. In addition, they will dramatically step up demolitions of Arab homes and withdraw residency rights from as many East Jerusalemites as possible in order to empty the city of its Arab residents and consequently obliterate its Arab-Muslim identity." Israel has already withdrawn residency rights from as many as 70,000 Arab residents, citing a host of concocted pretexts and justifications, such as travelling abroad or involvement in vague security violations. Since 1994, Israel has demolished nearly 1000 large buildings in East Jerusalem. Tufakji pointed out that unmitigated Israeli pressure, coupled with Israeli policy of narrowing Arab horizons, has caused the size of the Arab population within the walled town to dwindle to 175,000 while the Jewish population skyrocketed to 200,000 plus. The Weekly asked Tufakji if he thought that the Palestinian Authority was playing on borrowed time as far as saving Jerusalem was concerned. "Unfortunately, it is too late for Jerusalem for the time being. Others might say the same thing with regards to the West Bank as well. In the final analysis, we are talking about objective facts on the ground. To simplify things for your readers, I can say that Israel has killed the possibility of a true Palestinian state. And if anyone tells you that Jerusalem will become the capital of a prospective Palestinian state, don't believe him."

Israel/Palestine conflict is inevitable- peace will not be established only aggression will increase

Haetzni 10 (Elyakim a lawyer and former Knesset member who resides in Kiryat Arba, “The peace paradox”, 7/19, http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3921907,00.html/MZ)

It’s unpleasant to be considered the aggressor, especially when you do not hold any belligerent intensions. Yet the fact of life is that precisely this “slander” deterred the Arabs from attacking us, because one always seeks to stay away from aggressors. And so, as long as they thought they were curbing our own aggressive intentions, they felt absolved of the duty to attack us. However, our peace efforts eroded this achievement. Only after the Arab started to believe our desire for peace was genuine, our security was faced with grave danger. A peace-seeking Israel was perceived as weak and as such invited aggression. Hence, a clearly leftist government was forced to conduct two wars, in Lebanon and in the Gaza Strip, with no other objective except for displaying our power and ability to hurt others, because the government’s willingness to make concessions conveyed a sense of helplessness. In our region, being perceived as a peace-seeker is a mortal danger.

Peace process prevents US-Iran war

Middle East conflict is progressing and the peace process is key to prevent a conflict between the US and Iran

Daily Star 10 ( Lebanon/Middle East news, “Peace Progress is an illusion”, 7/19, http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=1&article_id=117179&categ_id=17/MZ) 
With the leaders of both Israel and the Palestinians meeting separately with Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak in Cairo on Sunday, and with both US envoy George Mitchell and the European Union’s foreign policy chief Catherine Ashton also in the region, it might appear to a casual observer that progress is being made. The reality is in fact quite different. While it is true that the right people are talking – indirectly as the case may be – the negotiations represent a repetitive game of musical chairs, a series of photo opportunities rather than a concerted effort to actually negotiate for peace. As the so-called peace process continues at a snail’s pace, other conflicts and disputes in the region deteriorate as a result. The crisis between Iran and the West regarding its nuclear program gains momentum every day. For so much effort to be put into containing Iran without the same gumption being brought to the Israel-Palestine conflict, ignores the interconnected nature of the region, and goes some way to explaining why Iran has thus far not been deterred from abandoning nuclear enrichment. Elsewhere in the region, other threats to peace linger in the background, all-suffering from lack of progress in the peace process. Iraq’s political leaders have hitherto been unable to agree upon a coalition government to begin addressing the myriad problems it faces, not least the impending withdrawal of US forces. Tensions on our own border in the south of Lebanon, a war of words between Iran and Saudi Arabia, a resurgence in clashes between Hamas and Israel – all contribute to the threat of conflict in the region. And yet while these problems move closer toward conflict, the peace process paces along listlessly. By all indications, the Iranian problem, along with many others in the region, cannot be solved until a serious effort is made on finding a solution to the Israel-Palestine conflict. Despite the pessimism most of us have gained through experience, it would not be entirely mad to suggest that these meetings have the potential to surprise. The leaders who met in Cairo on Sunday do not need to look far for the answers to solving the conflict, all are aware of the conditions needed for peace and the parameters have been discussed many times. The only thing missing is the will of the various political groups involved. The question that then arises is whether Barack Obama is tough enough to pressure Israel into accepting the conditions that form the international consensus on solving the conflict – a return to the 1967 borders with a just resolution for Palestinian refugees. Without this kind of achievement, or at least some progress toward it, the US may find itself facing an uphill battle in trying to contain Iran, and in turn the two will continue to move further toward conflict with each other
**Afghan Stability**
Stability high

Instability high – death toll increasing

NewsTime 7/17 (7/17/10, " Clinton off to Afghanistan to define the conflict ", http://www.newstime.co.za/WorldNews/Clinton_off_to_Afghanistan_to_define_the_conflict/7828/)

Britain under new Prime Minister David Cameron has targeted the Afghan War as its international priority while the U.S. have relieved their commander and replaced him with General David Petreaus who oversaw a turnaround in Iraq. This however must be seen amid growing concerns about the war in Afghanistan in light of June proving to be the deadliest month since the conflict began. On Saturday a roadside bomb killed two NATO troops in the volatile south bringing July's death toll to 49 with 103 killed in June. Kabul, where the Afghan government will outline plans to bolster deteriorating security conditions, reintegrate militants into society and crack down on corruption. In addition Clinton will also visit Pakistan to push greater cooperation between Islamabad and Kabul. It has become common cause that a failure to control the border between the two could extend the war indefinitely. U.S. lawmakers are increasingly questioning the course of the war in Afghanistan as the death toll of U.S. and international forces rises and expressing greater concerns about corruption in the Afghan government.

Instability rising – Taliban surge

NYT 7/2 (Richard A. Oppel, 7/2/10, " Afghan Bombers Storm US Aid Office ", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/03/world/asia/03afghan.html?src=me)

KABUL, Afghanistan — Six militants armed with suicide bombs stormed the compound of an American contractor working for the United States Agency for International Development in the northern city of Kunduz on Friday, killing four security officers in an assault that left all the attackers dead, according to Afghan officials and the aid contractor. The Usaid compound in Kunduz after an attack by six suicide bombers. The security officers killed included one Briton, one German and two Afghans who worked for Edinburgh International, the firm guarding the Kunduz compound of D.A.I., a consulting company that contracts with the American development aid agency to help bolster governance, development and economic growth in other countries. The Kunduz assault was the latest in a string of Taliban attacks on foreign workers and compounds, especially those doing development work, in what has seemed to be a response to American and NATO forces increasing the pace of their military operations throughout the country. Many of these attacks have come in Kandahar, the hub of southern Afghanistan, where militants have been killing political leaders, foreign workers and their Afghan colleagues, including a young Afghan woman who worked for D.A.I. who was gunned down in April just a few hundred yards from her office as she drove home in a motorized rickshaw. Kunduz, one the country's major northern cities, is less volatile than Kandahar. But Kunduz Province has become increasingly contested over the past year as Taliban leaders have tried to consolidate their control of areas that until recently had been considered relatively safe. The Taliban quickly took credit for the attack, which began around 3 a.m. when the first bomber exploded his car at the gate of the compound. Five other suicide bombers raced inside the building, where they began firing rifles, said the governor of Kunduz Province, Mohammed Omar. He said at least 23 people were wounded, including police officers, guards and civilians. D.A.I. said several Edinburgh International and D.A.I. employees were wounded. The five other attackers all eventually died inside the building, according to the governor, but he did not make it clear whether they had been shot during a six-hour firefight or had blown themselves up. “The building has been destroyed,” Mr. Omar said. He also said six American employees trapped inside along with four security guards had been rescued by Afghan forces. There were unconfirmed reports that some employees fled to the roof of the building during the battle. The chief executive of D.A.I., James Boomgard, issued a statement praising Edinburgh International's defense of the compound as “nothing short of heroic.” The attack came before Gen. David H. Petraeus, the new American military commander in Afghanistan, arrived in Kabul on Friday evening along with Mark Sedwill, the former British ambassador to Afghanistan who now serves as the senior NATO civilian official in the country. General Petraeus, who led American troops in Iraq during the so-called surge in Iraq and had been the commander of the United States Central Command, was picked by President Obama last week to assume command in Kabul. The move followed the abrupt firing of Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal after a Rolling Stone magazine article in which the general or members of his staff criticized Obama administration officials. German troops have been the major Western military force in the Kunduz region, but new American troops have been arriving in northern Afghanistan to bolster the NATO presence in Kunduz and other northern provinces. A NATO statement said the Kunduz attack “was an attempt to intimidate Afghans and members of the international community trying to improve the lives of all Afghans.” It said NATO troops were helping Afghan forces at the site and treating injured civilians at a nearby military base. 
Stability increasing – British financial help

BBC news 6/18/10 (“Troops to stay in Afghanistan until 2014 says minister”, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-10678623)

Leaked documents to a Sunday newspaper suggested a timetable for a phased transition to Afghan forces could begin within months. But Defence Secretary Dr Liam Fox said 2014 remained the target for the handover of security control to Afghan forces. Earlier, it was revealed that aid to the country is to be increased by 40%. During and interview on the Andrew Marr Show, the defence secretary refused to comment on the Independent on Sunday's report on an accelerated timetable for troop withdrawals. "It has always been our aim to be successful in the mission, and the mission has always said that the Afghan national security forces would be able to deal with their own security by 2014," he said. Blueprint for withdrawal But he said only combat troops would be expected to be withdrawn at that time, with a continued presence likely for training. Mr Cameron's aim of 2015 was "quite conservative by comparison", he said. Dr Fox went on: "As you would expect I would not comment on any leaked document but a leaked draft document for a potential communique of a conference that hasn't yet happened is, I think, quite a leak." It has been reported that Afghan President Hamid Karzai will use a forthcoming international conference to publish a blueprint for the withdrawal of international troops by 2014. Meanwhile, International Development Secretary Andrew Mitchell outlined plans to increase spending on aid projects in Afghanistan by 40%. He told the Politics Show the government had been looking "very carefully" at the way money was being spent in Afghanistan. "We've found some additional funding from less good programmes, so in principle we have an additional 40% money going into the development budget," he said. Andrew Mitchell: "We will not balance the books on the backs of the poorest people in the world" It is believed the money for Afghanistan would be used to stabilise the most insecure areas, with more policing, emergency food and medicine, and thousands of job and training opportunities. Shadow International Development Secretary Douglas Alexander called on the minister to clarify exactly how the aid money would be spent. He said: "Thanks to the efforts of the last government, the UK was already the second-largest donor to Afghanistan and Helmand is already amongst the most heavily aided regions on earth. "The primary challenge in those areas affected by the insurgency has not been a lack of money but a lack of security." BBC deputy political editor James Landale said the government is "using foreign aid, not just to help people around the world but also to further British foreign policy". "That's quite a change. It's also an answer, perhaps, to MPs who ask why aid budgets are being protected when so many others are being cut," said our correspondent. The UK death toll in Afghanistan since operations began in 2001 now stands at 322, with four British serviceman dying since Friday. At least three people were killed on Sunday by a suicide bomber in the Afghan capital Kabul. The bombing came despite heightened security across Kabul ahead of the international conference of foreign ministers on Tuesday. Foreign Secretary William Hague, US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and UN Secretary General Ban Ki-Moon are among those scheduled to attend. 

Instability high

Afghanistan remains unstable

Press TV 7/15 (7/15/10, " Biden: Too soon to assess Afghan war ", http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=135308&sectionid=351020403)

"We don't even have all the troops of the so-called surge in place yet. That won't happen until August," Biden said in an interview with ABC television's This Week, on Sunday. Some 140,000 US and NATO troops are currently stationed in Afghanistan. A further 10,000 are expected to be deployed there in the coming weeks. Biden described US president Barack Obama's timeline to begin withdrawing from Afghanistan in July 2011 as the "beginning of a transition" in the war-torn nation. "All of this is just beginning. And we knew it was going to be a tough slog," he said adding that the United States was expecting a rise in the number of casualties during the summer. "And now we're engaging them more and there are more deaths." Biden's remarks come as foreign forces are experiencing some of their bloodiest days in Afghanistan since the US-led invasion of the country in 2001. The invasion of Afghanistan was launched with the official objective of curbing militancy and bringing peace and stability to the country. Nine years on, however, Afghanistan remains largely unstable with innocent civilians continuing to pay the heaviest price. 

Death toll and instability increasing in Afghanistan

Los Angeles Times 7/18 (Laura King, 7/18/10, "Afghanistan suicide bombing kills at least 3", http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/la-fg-afghan-violence-20100719,0,2976832.story)

Amid sharply heightened security before a major international conference, a suicide bomber on Sunday killed at least three Afghan civilians and injured dozens of others on Kabul's eastern edge, Afghan officials said. The bombing came two days before a gathering of donor countries, expected to be the largest of its kind to take place in Afghanistan since the 1970s. The conference is due to bring together senior diplomats including U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon and officials from at least 60 nations. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton is representing the U.S. Get dispatches from Times correspondents around the globe delivered to your inbox with our daily World newsletter. Sign up » Sensitive issues on the agenda include efforts to woo Taliban foot soldiers away from the battlefield, and the disbursement of foreign aid by Afghan government ministries, some of which are honeycombed with corruption. The target of Sunday's bombing in the district of Macroyan, which took place close to a large hospital, was unclear. Western military officials said there was no military convoy or security checkpoint in the immediate vicinity. It is not unusual for suicide attackers to make their way into the city and seek out targets of opportunity, such as Western convoys. One such attack in May in Kabul killed several high-ranking military officers from the United States and Canada. Civilians often bear the brunt of attacks aimed at Western and Afghan security forces, or at government installations. In addition to the deaths in Kabul on Sunday, a mob attacked a police patrol in the southern city of Kandahar, killing two police officers and a civilian passerby. Any public event is also a tempting target. The Taliban attempted to strike the last large-scale political gathering held in Kabul, a "peace jirga" convened in June by the government of President Hamid Karzai, which brought together tribal leaders and other domestic dignitaries. Insurgents fired rockets at the conference venue while Karzai was speaking. Taliban fighters were expected to make some kind of move against Tuesday's conference as well, a meeting much more high-profile than the one in June. Afghan and Western officials on Saturday reported that they had mounted a raid the previous night that netted an insurgent commander suspected of masterminding a planned attack. Sunday's bombing in Kabul came hours after a brazen jailbreak in western Afghanistan. Authorities in Farah province said attackers apparently managed to smuggle an explosive device into the prison, which housed both captured insurgents and common criminals. Twenty-three prisoners escaped in the wake of the bombing, which destroyed the prison's outer gate shortly after 2 a.m., said Younus Rasouli, Farah's deputy governor. Eleven remained at large after eight of the escapees were captured and four wounded in a gunfight with security forces. One of the prisoners later died of his injuries, as did a prison guard. The Taliban claimed responsibility for the jailbreak, which echoed previous assaults on prisons, including a spectacular attack in June 2008 in Kandahar that freed hundreds of insurgents. Taliban spokesman Qari Yousef Ahmadi said nearly 300 prisoners had escaped in Sunday's jailbreak, but highly exaggerated claims by the movement are not unusual. The Western military on Sunday also reported the death of an American service member in a roadside bombing in southern Afghanistan. June was the deadliest month of the war for North Atlantic Treaty Organization forces, with more than 100 troops killed, and July appears on track to equal or surpass that toll. Roadside bombs account for the majority of Western battlefield casualties, and most of those deaths and injuries take place in the volatile south. Violence is likely to worsen in coming months. NATO's International Security Assistance Force said it had intercepted an order from the Taliban's supreme commander, Mullah Mohammed Omar, instructing fighters to try to procure heavy weapons, and to step up a campaign of assassinations of Afghans who work with the government or with foreign forces. Meanwhile, Vice President Joe Biden, in an appearance on ABC's "This Week," said Sunday that it is too soon to determine whether an increase in American troops has been a successful strategy. He also said that the Obama administration plans to hold to its strategy to draw down troops next July. "It could be as few as a couple thousand troops. It could be more. But there will be a transition," Biden told ABC.
***MULTILATERALISM***

Yes Multilateralism

Obama solves multilat 

Ozhan 6/3/10 – Director General of the SETA Foundation (Taha, “Multilateralism in foreign policy and nuclear swap deal,” http://mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/03/multilateralism_in_foreign_policy_and_nuclear_swap_deal, WRW)

Since September 11, 2001, America's foreign policy and the future of the global system have occupied a central place in current international affairs debates. The neocon arguments became increasingly influential during the last years of the Clinton administration and found resonance in the Bush administration. In the aftermath of the 9/11 events, both the ideological arguments and the excuses were in place for the realization of the neocon project. This period witnessed the deterioration of already weakened international institutions and the "global order." The end results were, among other things, the invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan as well as the tacit support for the Israeli attacks on Lebanon and Gaza. The overall political cost of all these policies was roundly criticized by many and analyzed as the paramount example of American "unilateralism." The United States has entered into six different wars since the fall of the Berlin Wall. Its involvement in wars in Panama, Somalia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq (twice) has shown that the US has become more of a force causing frictions than fostering mutual understanding appropriate for the nature of the post-Cold War global system. Towards the end of the second term of the Bush administration, similar criticisms and perspectives began to be offered by prominent American thinkers, politicians, and in military circles that centered around three major issues: 1) multi-polarity and multilateralism; 2) emerging powers; and 3) post-America. These discussions were further encouraged by Obama's election to the American presidency, which appeared as an influential and inspiring factor for the establishment of a new and different approach to the changing global order. Obama came to power strongly utilizing the rhetoric of change. There was an expectation, both domestically and internationally, that he was going to follow a very different route from that of the Bush administration. Although he started off his administration having to be a spectator to the Israeli attack on Gaza, Obama underlined that his administration's attitude in dealing with global problems was going to involve more dialogue and a more democratic approach. Especially on the issues of Iran, Afghanistan, and Iraq, he pledged that he was going to stay away from the previous administration's approach and policies. However, he first had to take a step backwards on the Afghanistan issue, and then, he let the Iraq issue take on an unclear course. The Obama administration's approach to the Iran issue is now swinging in the opposite direction after Iran accepted the IAEA's October 2009 offer on a fuel-swap through the recent diplomatic efforts of Brazil and Turkey.

Multilat high – NPT meetings

Feaver 6/1/10 – professor of political science and public policy and Bass Fellow at Duke University, and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies and the Duke Program in American Grand Strategy (Peter, “Assessing a benchmark in Obama’s 'yes, but' strategy,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/01/assessing_a_benchmark_in_obama_s_yes_but_strategy, WRW)

The end of the NonProliferation Treaty Review conference provides an opportunity to assess how well President Obama's "Yes, But" strategy is working. My provisional assessment: not as well as I might have hoped. Recall that Obama's foreign policy efforts of the past 16 months can be summarized as one long effort to neutralize the talking points of countries unwilling to partner more vigorously with the United States on urgent international security priorities (like countering the Iranian regime's nuclear weapons program). Despite a determined and focused effort at forging effective multilateralism, the Bush administration enjoyed only mixed success on the thorniest problems. The Obama team came in believing that more could have been achieved if the United States had made more concessions up front to address the talking points of complaints/excuses would-be partners offered as rationalizations for not doing more. Yes, Iran's pursuit of a nuclear weapon is a problem, but what about Israel's? The Bush administration tended to view these talking points skeptically as a distraction and was not willing to pay much of a price in order to buy a rhetorical marker to offer in rebuttal. By contrast, the Obama Administration embraced them and devoted themselves to buying markers to deploy in response: Yes, but we have gone further than any other U.S. administration effort to publicly delegitimize the nuclear program of our ally Israel, so what about it, why don't you do more to help us on Iran? The just completed NPT Review conference was in some sense the ultimate benchmark for assessing the "Yes, But" strategy. The last review conference in 2005 collapsed in mutual recriminations with states unwilling to accept the Bush administration's prioritization of nonproliferation threats and responses. The Obama administration was determined to do better and by one measure they did: instead of diplomats storming out of the room, the 2010 NPT Review conference produced a document the states were willing to sign. This allowed the administration to boast, "We've got the NPT back on track." But in exchange for this, the United States endorsed an action plan that contains provisions Obama's National Security Advisor Jim Jones has characterized as "deplorable." As the Post describes it: "The United States got few of the specific goals it sought at the conference, such as penalties for nations that secretly develop nuclear weapons, then quit the pact (think North Korea). Language calling on countries to allow tougher nuclear inspections was greatly watered down." It is an action plan that singles out Israel by name for criticism but does not criticize Iran. The hypocrisy in the action plan was so great that apparently many countries were surprised when Obama's negotiators swallowed it. Obama's surprise last-minute concession temporarily wrong-footed the Iranian delegation. I do not know whether this compromise is the best that could have been negotiated in 2010. I do suspect, however, that something like it was achievable in 2005 -- meaning that if the Bush Administration had been willing to sign a "deplorable" compromise it could have done so in 2005. If I am right about that, then perhaps the "Yes, But" strategy failed. As the Post story put it: "Still, U.S. officials appeared frustrated that the Obama administration did not get more credit for its record. It has signed a new arms-reduction treaty with Russia, hosted a 47-nation summit on nuclear security and lessened the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. defense policy. "The disarmament stuff Obama did, they just pocketed," said David Albright, president of the Institute for Science and International Security. Non-nuclear countries, he said, "didn't give anything back."" The "Yes, But" strategy was supposed to elicit better cooperation and more effective multilateralism -- what Obama's NSS has called "An international order advanced by U.S. leadership that promotes peace, security, and opportunity through stronger cooperation to meet global challenges." This benchmark would be met if the preliminary concessions sealed deals at lower prices. But if even after all the preliminary concessions our would-be partners still demand top dollar for their grudging acquiescence, it is hard to see what the "Yes, But" strategy won us.

No Multilateralism

Obama doesn’t solve – American foreign policy hasn’t changed

Brenner 6/28/10 – Senior Fellow, the Center for Transatlantic Relations (Michael, “Lonely Are the Foolish,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-brenner/lonely-are-the-foolish_b_627982.html, WRW)

Everybody talks about multilateralism, but nobody does anything about it. That holds true for American presidents from John Kennedy to Barack Obama -- with the exception of George Bush the Younger, whose administration didn't pretend it wanted the counsel of lesser states. Today, the case for a cultivated set of diplomatic as well as military alliances is compelling. Cardinal features of the world environment point clearly in that direction: the nature of the problems (regional stability; global system maintenance); the growing self confidence and capacity of new actors (China, Brazil, India, Turkey); and the evident limits of America's capacities for enlightened leadership in every respect -- including intelligent strategy and skillful diplomacy. Yet Washington shows no inclination to change its commanding ways, for understandable, if not persuasive, reasons. The United States was born with a sense of superiority as well as exceptionalism. Many Americans feel that the country was born in a state of "original virtue." Our belief in that virtue underpins a deeply ingrained conviction that we are destined to be the trail guide to a global Promised Land... The nation's manifest might over the past seventy years has confirmed it, as has the deference of allies. The Cold War success sealed it. A culture of domination and subordination suffuses our dealings with them. Modes of interaction conform to that culture. As a practical matter, American officials find it unnatural to address others as equals, even selectively on problems in their neighborhood that affect their interests more acutely than they affect ours. We instinctively take command and are unbending when we make up our mind, which usually is a strictly internal process (e.g. the Afghan 'surge"). To date, the painful failures of unilateralism have not dented our insular mentality. Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, Palestine, international monetary reform, the Missile Shield -- they share the same methods of American policy-making and execution. Cumulatively, these serial errors have cost us greatly. How can this change? That would demand both an inescapably agonizing reappraisal of who we are and what we can accomplish, and pressure from allies, e.g. Turkey and Brazil on the Iranian nuclear issue. The latter will grow -- albeit slowly, especially among our truest on most psychological dependent allies in Europe. The United States' disposition to undertake the former is invisible. I refer not only to the arrogance of the Obama people. I refer as well to the discourse within the foreign affairs community more broadly. Frankly, it is replete with "they shoulds" and "they musts" -- whether the "they" is France, Pakistan, Germany, Brazil, the Iraqis, Russia or whomever. A New York Times editorial used the former expression four times and the latter expression eight times in one editorial directed at Vladimir Putin during the Southern Ossetia affair. That broke the informal record of three and seven used in an editorial lecturing General Musharraf. One surmises that the same language is used at the upper echelons of the Obama administration, as evident in every insider account of high-level Washington deliberations. Stanley McChrystal may have been cruder in his remarks about allied countries, but the attitude is predominant. The language is unimportant; the mindset that it conveys is. Obama is well-spoken and polite; but "they" remain "they." All his rhetoric about alliance dialogue and multilateralism has had no tangible meaning. That will continue to be the case unless and until he wakes up to the concrete costs to American interests registering now, and the enormous opportunity costs from failure to see what future world stability requires.

Multilat low – we need to hit up that DOHA

Krueger 6/23/10 – Herald L. and Caroline L. Ritch Professor in Humanities and Sciences at Stanford University, Director of the Center for Research on Economic Development and Policy Reform, and a Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution, at Stanford University (Anne O., “Obama's Lack Of Leadership On Trade,” http://www.forbes.com/2010/06/23/obama-trade-economy-business-opinion-gatt.html, WRW)

At a time when growth prospects for the world economy appear limited, it is astonishing that the Obama administration has not seized an opportunity for accelerating that growth with virtually no fiscal cost. That opportunity: Obama ought to provide U.S. leadership to complete the Doha Round of multilateral trade negotiations in the World Trade Organization (WTO). Successful completion would spur trade, which in turn would accelerate world growth. International trade has been a major engine of growth. Total world trade has grown at about twice the rate of world real income, spurring productivity growth, the ultimate source of higher living standards, and technical change.The most recent round of trade negotiations, the Doha Round, was started in November 2001. While barriers to manufactured trade had been greatly reduced, there were still some high tariffs on some manufactured goods, and distortions to trade in agriculture and services remained. Reduction or removal of those obstacles presented, and presents, an opportunity for accelerated growth of the world economy. Yet the Doha Round of trade negotiations has languished. Final agreement was close in July 2008, but when it was not reached, American trading partners naturally awaited a new administration to signal its commitment to successful conclusion of the round. Despite President Obama's stated commitment to multilateralism and expanding U.S. exports dramatically by 2015, the administration has not taken significant action nor signaled its intent to bring the round to conclusion.

US multilateralism low – foreign aid funds

Kharas 6/25/10 – Senior Fellow, Global Economy and Development, Wolfensohn Center for Development, The Brookings Institution (Homi, “A New U.S. Multilateralism in Development?” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0625_development_kharas.aspx, WRW)

This is especially true of U.S. foreign assistance. Since 2000, U.S. official development assistance has increased significantly by almost 10 percent per year in real terms (see chart). But U.S. aid channeled through the multilateral system has stagnated. All the increase in U.S. assistance has been through new bilateral programs like PEPFAR and the MCC. As a result, the share of U.S. foreign assistance channeled through the multilateral system has fallen to 11 percent today, less than one-half of its level in 2000. Compare that to the United Kingdom that gives one-third of its foreign assistance through multilateral organizations. Other indicators reveal the same problem. Only 12 percent of U.S. aid missions are coordinated with other donors, according to the Development Assistance Committee. Only one-third of U.S. analytical work on development problems is done jointly. This decline in U.S. multilateralism is linked to a loss of its leadership on the aid front. Until 2005, the U.S. had systematically been the largest donor to every multilateral development fund. But it lost this spot in the IDA 14 replenishment to the U.K., and became the fourth largest donor to the African Development Fund’s tenth replenishment, after the U.K., France and Germany.

Can’t solve multilateralism – there’s no such thing as a ‘reset button’. If Bush screwed up, it stays that way

Aznar 6/22/10 – former prime minister of Spain (Jose Maria, “There's No Such Thing as a 'Reset' Button,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/22/there_s_no_such_thing_as_a_reset_button, WRW)

Washington's foreign-policy circles clearly find it fashionable to talk about pressing the "reset" button on international relations. The impulse is understandable. Every new leader dreams of shaping a new era in his own image. But the technological metaphors miss their mark. The world isn't a PC, much less a sleek and trendy iPad. America's search for a simple restart is destined to fail. The legacy of history resists being abandoned as easily as a software application is "exited." Only the naive can manage to think otherwise for very long. Meanwhile, the world is waiting for Washington to acknowledge its strategic responsibilities. America's liberal and democratic ideals are the foundation of today's international order. Since World War II, the United States has been the world's defining ideological, economic, scientific, strategic, and cultural force.

Heg – on the brink
Heg is on the brink now – collapse causes unstable multipolarity and prevents global economic recovery

Aznar 6/22/10 – former prime minister of Spain (Jose Maria, “There's No Such Thing as a 'Reset' Button,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/22/there_s_no_such_thing_as_a_reset_button, WRW)

Washington's foreign-policy circles clearly find it fashionable to talk about pressing the "reset" button on international relations. The impulse is understandable. Every new leader dreams of shaping a new era in his own image. But the technological metaphors miss their mark. The world isn't a PC, much less a sleek and trendy iPad. America's search for a simple restart is destined to fail. The legacy of history resists being abandoned as easily as a software application is "exited." Only the naive can manage to think otherwise for very long. Meanwhile, the world is waiting for Washington to acknowledge its strategic responsibilities. America's liberal and democratic ideals are the foundation of today's international order. Since World War II, the United States has been the world's defining ideological, economic, scientific, strategic, and cultural force. Today, that order is under attack. First, there are the populist voices that have risen against our free market economy since the start of the current economic crisis. Their agenda is to alter our economic system -- they want to alter the consensus from limited state presence and individual risk-taking, to greater state intervention, more public authority, and less individual freedom. The second threats are the rising nations that feel that the current distribution of world power is unjust. They respond by undermining the policies of those they consider to be their rivals. I'm referring primarily to Russia and China, but also to populist regimes like Hugo Chávez's Venezuela. Third, there are the states and stateless forces that are trying to provoke a revolutionary change to the international system. Here, we can include nations like Iran and groups like al Qaeda. The United States and its allies have all the tools at their disposal to defeat our shared enemies. Success will depend on three basic commitments: American leadership, a stronger Europe, and a common transatlantic vision. Unfortunately, we have recently been witnessing the opposite: an internationally reluctant American president, a Europe which is mired in its own problems, and an eroded Atlantic bond. It begins with the man in the Oval Office. When Barack Obama was elected, much of the world imagined that a change in attitude in the White House would translate into a closer and deeper relationship with Europe. Indeed, 80 percent of Europeans had said they would have voted for Obama had they been able to do so. Those Europeans have watched as Obama has given special attention to Moscow and only a lukewarm reception to his closest allies. Today, the growing perception among European elites is that the U.S. president is not interested in Europe at all. Many of those elites instead believe that, as president, Obama is mainly concerned with improving America's image in the Muslim world. Europe is concerned because America's new foreign policy seems to suggest a casual disregard of America's closest traditional allies. Europeans have closely been following America's friction -- if not yet open dispute -- with Israel, its staunchest ally in the Middle East. It's not that Europeans have suddenly become pro-Israel. It's because we feel it fits a larger pattern -- a pattern that is especially unsettling when seen in light of Washington's efforts to reach out to dubious regimes like Iran. Of course, Europeans wouldn't be so concerned about Obama if they enjoyed stronger political leadership themselves. Unfortunately, Europe's material achievements of the past half-century have not translated into a greater ability to shoulder global responsibilities. In light of the economic crisis, that's not likely to change anytime soon. Europe will again be involved with solving its own parochial problems. The persistent transatlantic tension has no doubt affected our common projects. Take Afghanistan, for instance. The European public has had a difficult time coping with the presence of European NATO troops, especially as the fight has intensified in recent years. European leaders should make a clearer case for the necessity of the fight against al Qaeda. But public doubts are also fueled by the fact that the United States is itself seemingly getting ready to leave. American exhaustion is understandable. But it's still a mistake. Nobody is prepared to take America's place as leader of the free world. Those who defend the virtues of a multipolar world, in which the United States is just another country, will soon find themselves in a nonpolar universe that is spinning out of control. Russia will happily reclaim its sphere of influence in Eastern Europe; a nuclear Iran will become the new hegemon in the Persian Gulf; global jihadists will be emboldened. Meanwhile, a more economically reticent (or protectionist) America will endanger any short-term recovery of the global economy and give new impetus to the anti-capitalist axis that stretches from Beijing to Tehran to Caracas.

***MILITARY***

Yes – recruitment

Recruitment and retention is sky high

Volsky 7/14/10 (Igor, “In the midst of efforts to repeal DADT, military retention and recruitment are thriving,” http://thinkprogress.org/2010/07/14/military-retention-dadt/, WRW)

LezGetReal points out that despite clear congressional intent to end Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell, military retention and recruiting continues to thrive: The Army National Guard met 94% of its recruiting goal and the Air National Guard met 99% of its recruiting goal. The eight other branches or components of the Defense Department met or exceeded their recruiting goals for the month of June 2010….According to the Defense Department, “The services also are at or above their fiscal year-to-date retention goals for the first nine months of fiscal 2010.” That means the DoD is keeping in service the numbers of personnel it needs and with the exception of the two National Guard components mentioned, they are bringing in new personnel at or above the required numbers for overall force strength.

Recruitment up now – it’ll be fine for the next few years

Casanova 6/26/10 (Amanda, The Houston Chronicle, “Ex-ROTC commander sees an upswing in recruiting,” http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/7082328.html, WRW)

Q: What kind of trend do you see with enlistment in the wake of the current economic troubles? A: Since the recession hit, we've had our best recruiting in 26 years. When the financial crisis hit here in Houston, we had more than double the number of Air Force cadets. We're continuing to see an upswing in recruiting. It's been a very good summer so far, and we're seeing a lot of high-quality people coming in. Q: What is the most important quality potential recruits need, and why? A: We don't want any young person being pressured to join the military by their parents. We want them to be of good character, the kind of people we can rely on and who have a sense of what they want to do for the rest of their lives. They don't necessarily have to be in the top of their high school class, but they do have to have a certain (grade point average). Also, when young people come in to see us, we encourage them to come in with their parents because we want to explain the whole program to them. We're very up-front that there's a war going on and what's to be expected in that. Q: Where do you expect military recruitment to be in another 10 years? A: From the Air Force perspective, I think it's going to depend on the economy. I think the economy is improving slowly, but very slowly. I don't think recruiting will be a challenge in the near term. Here in Houston we're in an ideal area. We're very military friendly. We're very, very supportive of ROTC. It's a great environment to recruit from. Q: How can Americans become more involved and more informed when it comes to military operations? A: It's a combination of a number of things. There's great support for the military today. I think the military needs to continue visiting schools. Community organizations and schools need to continue inviting us to speak. I see a great opportunity for courses in leadership like we've done at the University of Houston. It's an issue of developing more partnerships between the military and civilians. Q: Why is it so important that civilians and the military continue efforts to work together? A: I'll paraphrase Secretary of Defense (Robert) Gates. He said many times that "we're not going to shoot our way out of the war on terror." The only way we're going to keep the upper hand in the longest war in American history is to use all elements of national power. In a crisis management exercise, we had 10 civilian students and ROTC seniors working together as a seamless interagency task force. It was great because what we found was that cadets brought a high level of leadership to the exercise, while civilians brought a different perspective. When those two groups combined, they had a tremendous synergy from each other. Q: What does the firing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal say about military leadership? A: One of our biggest emphases here at ROTC Houston is professionalism in wartime operations. We're training students to be not future veterans, but future combat veterans because this war is going to take awhile to win. Part of being professional is being respectful of the people you work for and being careful about who you criticize and to whom you express that criticism.

No – readiness 

Military readiness low – wind farms and outdated radar tech

Gage 7/2/10 (Deborah, SmartPlanet, “Do wind farms lower military readiness?” http://www.smartplanet.com/technology/blog/thinking-tech/do-wind-farms-interfere-with-us-military-readiness/4637/, WRW)

Members of a House Armed Services sub-committee this week listened to complaints  from both the FAA and the DOD about the spinning blades of wind turbines and how they interfere with radar signals that detect flying aircraft — a problem if these aircraft are flying by a wind farm, and an even bigger problem if the wind farm is located near a military base. The radar may detect spinning wind turbine blades as a 747, and the signals from smaller planes are drowned out. The FAA also complained that wind turbines confuse next-generation weather radar, which interprets the spinning blades as storms and makes it harder for air traffic controllers to tell pilots what to expect if they’re flying near a wind farm. Emotions on wind farms and radar ran especially high in March, according to Dr. Dorothy Robyn of the DOD, when the FAA halted construction on the Shepherd’s Flat wind farm in Oregon — projected to be the largest land-based wind farm in the world — even though the project was already more than five years old and new wind turbines were about to go up. NORAD and the U.S. Northern Command feared that the turbines would interfere with their long-range surveillance radar, Robyn said — and hence, the defense of the U.S. homeland. Shepherd’s Flat’s backers — General Electric and Caithness Energy — which had already spent hundreds of millions of dollars on the project, were not pleased. On April 30, after intense discussions, the defense agencies withdrew their objections. They decided the new turbines’ impact on their radar wouldn’t be as bad as they thought. But they’re also expecting scientists at MIT’s Lincoln Lab to come up with new ways to handle radar interference before the new turbines are up, 18 months from now. The real problem here, according to wind turbine manufacturers, who are also talking to Congress, is that 80 percent of U.S. radar is badly outdated. It’s 30 to 60 years old, and it needs to be upgraded or replaced. The U.S. is also behind on technology to capture wind, they say — stealth composite blades, for instance, which absorb radar signals, are used in Europe but are not validated for use in the U.S. Other technology can help reduce environmental noise so radar can read objects more accurately.

No – morale

Morale low – Afghanistan 

Davis 7/15/10 – lawyer at Lanny J. Davis & Associates, Former member of President Bush’s Privacy and Civil Liberties 

Oversight Board in 2006-07 (Lanny, “Time to Get Troops Out of Afghanistan-Now,” http://dailycaller.com/2010/07/15/time-to-get-ground-troops-out-of-afghanistan-now/)

It feels like 1975. That was the year when left and right came together and we got our kids out of harm’s way in Vietnam … forever. Back then, we all heard intimidating rhetoric against critics of continuing U.S. involvement in Vietnam — i.e., that it was “dangerous” or even “unpatriotic” to criticize war policy when there were “GIs at risk during wartime”; or, worse, that it was unpatriotic to “cut and run,” which would mean “50,000 had died in vain.” Those ugly charges didn’t work then, and they won’t work now. Americans were smart enough then to realize that we could honor every one of those GIs and still not want a single additional life lost in a war that both the left and right had decided was no longer worth fighting, albeit for different reasons. The left saw the war as wrong and immoral. The right saw handcuffs on the military due to political and diplomatic considerations and thus, it said, “If we can’t win, get out.” So in 1975, a Republican president (Gerald Ford), facing legislation forced through by Democratic members of Congress cutting off all funding for continued U.S. military involvement in Vietnam, finally ordered all U.S. ground forces out of the country. Doesn’t this feel very familiar? Just recently, more than 100 liberal House Democrats voted to cut funds to pay for U.S. ground forces in Afghanistan. Conservatives like Joe Scarborough and Pat Buchanan on “Morning Joe” have questioned why we are still spending billions and losing American lives to “nation-build” in a country where there are few al Qaeda terrorists. And the spokesman for the Democratic National Committee — of all people — came very close to questioning the patriotism of Michael Steele, chairman of the Republican National Committee, claiming Steele was undermining U.S. troops’ morale when he described the Afghan war as President Obama’s “war of choice.” I believe we may now, as in 1975, be approaching a critical mass of American public opinion that, after nine years in Afghanistan, there is no apparent mission that can justify a single additional U.S. life or casualty.

No – recruitment

Military recruitment will decrease in the future – kids are eating unhealthily, dropping out, and getting arrested

Huff 7/19/10 (Ethan A., NaturalNews, “US military says school lunches are a threat to national security,” http://www.naturalnews.com/029226_school_lunches_national_security.html, WRW)

(NaturalNews) A group of retired military officials recently expressed concern that school lunches are a threat to national security. According to them, the food being fed to children at public schools is making them "too fat to fight", leaving a potentially considerable gap in military recruitment. "Mission: Readiness", the non-profit group of over 130 retired military leaders that is calling for healthier federal food for children, is expressing support for new legislation that would outlaw junk food from schools so that more children will qualify to enroll in the military. The group believes that "national security" is America's top priority, so it is doing everything it can to increase military enrollment, even if that means supporting and passing federal food restriction legislation. According to the group's report, roughly 75 percent of all young Americans between the ages of 17 and 24 do not qualify for military service because they do not finish high school, have criminal records, or they are not physically fit enough to serve. 

***DEFENSE SPENDING***

Spending high – defense

Obama is increasing spending even while reducing our nuclear arsenals 

LA Times 7/15/10 (“U.S. plans to increase nuclear spending”, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-nuke-report-20100715,0,1912167.story)

Reporting from Washington —Even as it touts U.S. efforts to sharply reduce its number of nuclear warheads, the Obama administration plans to increase spending on the aging nuclear weapons infrastructure to levels reminiscent of the Cold War, a new budget document shows. A 20-year spending plan from the agency that manages the nuclear arsenal shows that the administration wants to hike nuclear weapons spending to an average of more than $8 billion a year, compared with recent spending levels of $6 billion to $7 billion a year.
Republicans are voting for more defense spending 

Booman Tribune 7/15/10 (“Your Income Taxes Fund More Defense Spending Than the Next 15 Countries Combined”, http://blogs.alternet.org/speakeasy/2010/07/15/your-income-taxes-fund-more-defense-spending-than-the-next-15-countries-combined/)

However you slice it, your income taxes fund more defense spending than the next 15 countries in the world combined (and yes, that includes China and Russia). Which means of course that as a Responsible Republican you can only propose that we must extend the Bush tax cuts, cut off unemployment benefits and raise the the retirement age to 70 for Social Security. A few of them also want to repeal Health Care Reform. What would be the effect on the deficit if the Republicans get their way on repealing the Bush tax cuts? Well we know that in 2005 alone those tax cuts helped add add $539 BILLION to the deficit. Here’s what the CBO said at the time regarding the Bush tax cuts: In 2005, the cost of tax cuts enacted over the past four years will be over three times the cost of all domestic program increases enacted over this period.The new CBO data show that changes in law enacted since January 2001 increased the deficit by $539 billion in 2005. In the absence of such legislation, the nation would have a surplus this year. Tax cuts account for nearly half — 48 percent — of this $539 billion in increased costs. [1] Increases in program spending make up the other 52 percent and have been primarily concentrated in defense, homeland security, and international affairs. Got that? By 2005, Bush’s tax cuts and uncreased defense spending (much of it for his unnecessary war in Iraq) was responsible for turning what would have beebn a Federal Budget surplus into a $539 Billion deficit. Now the Republicans want to make those tax cuts which are about to expire permanent. And here’s what the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget are saying about the cost of extending the Bush tax cuts. Between the years 2011 and 2018, extending the the Bush tax cuts of 2001 and 2003 would add $3.28 TRILLION DOLLARS to the Federal deficit. That is simply a staggering amount of money that republicans are willing to forego while voting for more Defense spending and refusing to extend unemployment benefits to people like this woman: Yet, Republican Senator John Kyl said that deficits be damned, these tax cuts are too important to not extend them regardless of their effect on the deficit. Senator Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R) backed Kyl up by making the statement that cutting taxes increases tax revenues, despite all the evidence in the Bush years that they had no such effect. Rachel Maddow last night pointed out that even George Bush’s economic team never made the claim that tax cuts increase tax revenues. Indeed, here is what Greg Mankiw, Chair of the Bush Administration’s Council on Economic Advisers recently stated regarding the revenue generating fantasy of the Bush tax cuts:

U.S. military spending is on the rise 

Global Issues 7/7/10 (“World Military Spending”, http://www.globalissues.org/article/75/world-military-spending#USMilitarySpending)

The United States has unquestionably been the most formidable military power in recent years. Its spending levels, as noted earlier, is the principle determinant of world military spending and is therefore worth looking at further. Generally, US military spending has been on the rise. Recent increases are attributed to the so-called War on Terror and the Afghanistan and Iraq invasions, but it had also been rising before that. For example, Christopher Hellman, an expert on military budget analysis notes in The Runaway Military Budget: An Analysis , (Friends Committee on National Legislation, March 2006, no. 705, p. 3) that military spending had been rising since at least 1998, if not earlier. Travis Sharp, from the Center for Arms Control provides spending figures from 2000 to the requested figures for 2010 shown here:The decline seen in recent years above are due to a number of factors: Iraq war reduction and redeployment to Afghanistan 2011 figures are preliminary as of writing, not including nuclear weapons programs Why are the numbers quoted above for US spending so much higher than what has been announced as the budget for the Department of Defense? Unfortunately, the budget numbers can be a bit confusing. For example, the Fiscal Year budget requests for US military spending do not include combat figures (which are supplemental requests that Congress approves separately). The budget for nuclear weapons falls under the Department of Energy, and for the 2010 request, was about $25 billion. The cost of war (Iraq and Afghanistan) has been very significant during George Bush’s presidency. Christopher Hellman and Travis Sharp also discuss the US fiscal year 2009 Pentagon spending request and note that “Congress has already approved nearly $700 billion in supplemental funding for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and an additional $126 billion in FY'08 war funding is still pending before the House and Senate.” Furthermore, other costs such as care for veterans, health care, military training/aid, secret operations, may fall under other departments or be counted separately.

Spending low – general 

Senate is cutting budgets- specifically defense 

Marine Corps Times 7/16/10 (“Senate panel votes to cut $8B from defense”, http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/07/military_defense_budgetcut_071610w/) 

A key Senate committee decided Thursday to show some fiscal discipline, cutting $14 billion from the Obama administration’s 2011 budget — including $8 billion from the Defense Department. The 17-12 vote in the Senate Appropriations Committee came on a procedural motion that divided up money among the 12 subcommittees responsible for discretionary funding of federal programs. This was a party-line vote, with Democrats voting for it and Republicans opposing the reduction. Initially, Sen. Daniel Inouye, D-Hawaii, the committee chairman, talked about cutting only defense, without the cuts in other federal spending. Singling out defense for cuts did not sit well with some committee members, so additional reductions were added. The cut leaves the 2011 federal budget for discretionary, non-emergency, non-entitlement programs at $1.1 trillion. Inouye said the budget he proposes is “austere” but “will allow the federal government to invest in the programs critical to sustaining this economic recovery, provide essential services to the American people and safeguard our national security.” The defense subcommittee receives $522.8 billion under the allocation, $8.1 billion less than the administration’s request. It is too soon so say how the committee will shave that much money off the 2011 defense budget, but it will not necessarily cause a lot of pain. The committee has made similar, although smaller, reductions in the defense budget in the past, but then made up for most of the reduction by shifting expenses into the off-budget war supplemental, where it doesn’t count against spending caps.

Cuts coming now

AP 7/16/10 (“Senate Democrats propose $14 billion budget cut”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gFdIlaWtlL7WSKSP-4uliTtBu-lwD9GVOCU81)

WASHINGTON — President Barack Obama's allies in the Senate stepped forward with a plan Thursday to cut $14 billion from his budget for the upcoming fiscal year. That's double the $7 billion cut sought by House Democrats. But Republicans on the Appropriations Committee said the cuts didn't go far enough and opposed the idea — along with three appropriations bills for the budget year that begins in October. The panel approved the Democratic proposal on a party-line vote. The differences between the parties are tiny when compared to the $1.14 trillion overall pot available to lawmakers writing the Cabinet agency budgets passed each year by Congress. But Republicans had staked out a position earlier this week demanding an additional $6 billion cut — a difference between the parties of just one half of 1 percent. The GOP-proposed cuts are drawn from a bipartisan proposal by Sens. Jeff Sessions, R-Ala., and Claire McCaskill, D-Mo., that has attracted as many as 59 votes in the Senate this year. Democrats supported the cap when voting on the budget last year.


Spending low – defense

Opposition to overspending is causing cuts in the defense budget 

Global Issues 7/7/10 (“World Military Spending”, http://www.globalissues.org/article/75/world-military-spending#USMilitarySpending) 

With the change in presidency from George Bush to Barack Obama, the US has signaled a desire to reform future spending and already indicated significant changes for the FY 2010 defense budget. For example, the US has indicated that it will cut some high-tech weapons that are deemed as unnecessary or wasteful, and spend more on troops and reform contracting practices and improve support for personnel, families and veterans. There is predictable opposition from some quarters arguing it will threaten jobs and weaken national security, even though spending has been far more than necessary for over a decade. The Friends Committee on National Legislation argues that the job loss argument is weak: “It is true that discontinuing weapons systems will cause job loss in the short term, but unnecessary weapons manufacturing should not be considered a jobs program (that would be like spending billions of dollars digging holes), and research shows that these jobs can be successfully transferred to other sectors.” In other words, this is unnecessary and wasted labor (as well as wasted capital and wasted resources).

***OIL PRICES***

Oil prices high

Highest oil prices in 2 months are a result of increase in demand 
CNN 7/14/10 (“Oil hits 2-month high as stocks finish with little change”, http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2010/07/14/oil-hits-2-month-high-as-stocks-finish-with-little-change/)

Oil prices hit highest level in 2 months, near $80. Oil prices continue to swing in the mid- to upper-$70s this week as investors digest the first wave of quarterly corporate results, and mixed economic and supply data. A strong outlook for global crude demand pushed prices up three percent Tuesday, and oil continued to climb slightly higher Wednesday following a better-than-expected weekly government inventory report. Prices have been trading between $70 and $80 a barrel since May. Last week, they posted their biggest weekly gain since May, jumping 5.5 percent to hit $76.09. But on Monday prices retreated ahead of the start of earnings season and the release of a slew of economic reports. However, prices spiked again on Tuesday and Wednesday, pushing them back to two-month highs.

Oil is overpriced 

Business Week 7/16/10 (“Oil May Fall on Signs of Slowing Economic Growth, Survey Shows”, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-16/oil-may-fall-on-signs-of-slowing-economic-growth-survey-shows.html) 

Thirteen of 33 analysts, or 39 percent, forecast crude oil will decline through July 23. Twelve respondents, or 36 percent, predicted that futures will be little changed and eight saw an increase. Last week 53 percent of analysts forecast a rise. The Federal Reserve said yesterday that U.S. factory output fell 0.4 percent in June, the biggest decline in a year. Other reports showed factories pulled back in the New York and Philadelphia regions in July. “There’s nothing good in today’s economic reports that you can point to,” Michael Fitzpatrick, vice president of energy at MF Global in New York, said yesterday. “Oil is overpriced given where the economy is.” The Federal Reserve Bank of New York reported that its general economic index fell to 5.1 in July from 19.6 the prior month. The Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia’s general economic index declined to 5.1 this month, the lowest level since August 2009, from 8 in June. Crude oil for August delivery has increased 53 cents, or 0.7 percent, to $76.62 a barrel so far this week on the New York Mercantile Exchange. Prices are up 25 percent from a year ago.

Oil prices low

As natural gas prices soar, oil sinks lower 

Market Watch 7/15/10 (“Natural gas soars 6.5%; oil ends below $77”, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/oil-tops-77-a-barrel-as-dollar-weakens-2010-07-15?reflink=MW_news_stmp)

SAN FRANCISCO (MarketWatch) -- Crude futures ended lower on Thursday after fresh signs of a slowdown in the United States and as stocks fell, while natural-gas futures soared 6.5%, their biggest one-day rise since December. Natural-gas prices bucked the trend thanks to a government inventories report that showed an increase in stockpiles, but one on the lower end of expectations. Crude for August delivery lost 42 cents, or 0.6%, to $76.62 a barrel. But the star of the day was natural gas, with the August contract rallying 6.5%, adding 28 cents to $4.59 per million British thermal units. Oil posted steeper declines after the Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank said manufacturing in the Philadelphia region grew at a slower pace in July. The Philly Fed index fell to 5.1 in July from 8.1 in June. Economists had expected an increase of 10. That turned the tide for markets. Until then, most asset classes had seesawed between gains or losses or had posted small losses, with traders viewing Thursday's barrage of macroeconomic reports as painting a mixed view of the U.S. economy. "The markets definitely zeroed in the most bearish items," said Jim Ritterbusch, president of Ritterbusch & Associates in Galena, Ill. "It doesn't take much." Oil has been trending lower for the best part of two months. In recent action, it has been stuck between $70 and $80 a barrel, a range likely to remain in place for the remainder of the summer, Ritterbusch said.

Unstable economy is making oil cheaper 

WSJ 7/16/10 (“Oil Futures: Nymex Crude Slides On Dimming Economic Outlook”, http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100716-706238.html) 

NEW YORK (Dow Jones)--Crude oil futures edged lower Friday, as buyers remained scarce following a slew of data indicating a slowing of economic growth earlier in the week. Light, sweet crude for August delivery traded 48 cents, or 0.6%, lower at $76.14 a barrel on the New York Mercantile Exchange. Brent crude on the ICE futures exchange traded 56 cents, or 0.7%, lower at $75.53 a barrel. On Thursday, reports showed U.S. industrial production and New York-area manufacturing expanding at an anemic pace, while China's second-quarter gross domestic product increased at a slower rate from a year earlier than in the first quarter. While both economies are still expanding, the data did little to counter the prevailing feeling in the market that the two biggest oil consuming nations are more likely to meet--or fall short--of growth expectations. Earlier in the year, oil prices reached as high as $87.15 a barrel when it appeared that major economies were emerging from last year's downturn faster than anticipated. "The choice of the oil market soundtrack has clearly become a bit extreme, clinging on to the events of the past, and haunted by the mere notion of slowdown," wrote analysts with Barclays Capital. In the last 10 days, a mix of positive and negative indicators have caused oil prices to test the high and low ends of the $70 to $80 a barrel trading range that has constrained prices for much of 2010. But after two volatile weeks, futures have gravitated toward the center of the range after testing both extremes. "A difficult trading environment lies ahead, one in which prices may well show little change from current levels at the end of the summer," wrote Jim Ritterbusch, president of the trading advisory firm Ritterbusch and Associates, in a note to clients. Equities represent the best hope for oil prices to break out of the range one way or the other, Ritterbusch wrote. Investors are raising and lowering their exposure to riskier assets, including stocks and commodities, depending on trends in the global economy. However, equities trading has focused on corporate earnings this week, and U.S. stock futures are expected to open lower after Citigroup and Bank of America reported lower-than-expected revenue. The weak U.S. economy is also weighing on the dollar, making oil cheaper to buy using other currencies. The euro was recently at $1.2991, just below a two-month high hit earlier Friday. Front-month August reformulated gasoline blendstock, or RBOB, recently traded 1.31 cents, or 0.6%, lower at $2.0476 a gallon. August heating oil traded 0.78 cent, or 0.4%, lower at $2.0105 a gallon.

Lack of consumer confidence contributes to a fall in oil prices 

Xinhua 7/17/10 (“Crude prices fall on weak U.S. consumer confidence”, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/business/2010-07/17/c_13401584.htm)

NEW YORK, July 16 (Xinhua) -- Crude traded lower on Friday as weaker U.S. consumer confidence dragged down the equity markets. The University of Michigan and Reuters said in a twice-monthly survey that the index of consumer sentiment compiled from the survey fell to 66.5 in early July from 76. Citigroup Inc. and Bank of America worried investors by reporting declines in trading revenue. Bank of America, the nation 's largest lender by assets, disappointed investors with its lackluster performance across nearly all business lines. Light, sweet crude for August delivery was down 61 cents to 76. 01 U.S. dollars a barrel on the New York Mercantile Exchange. In London, Brent crude fell 16 cents to 75.37 dollars a barrel on the ICE Futures exchange.
***WARMING***

No Warming – generic

The Global Warming phenomenon is dead
Mead 10 – the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations and one of the country's leading students of American foreign policy  (Walter Russel Mead: “The Death of Global Warming” at: http://blogs.the-american-interest.com/wrm/2010/02/01/the-death-of-global-warming/ RC)

The global warming movement as we have known it is dead.  Its health had been in steady decline during the last year as the once robust hopes for a strong and legally binding treaty to be agreed upon at the Copenhagen Summit faded away.  By the time that summit opened, campaigners were reduced to hoping for a ‘politically binding’ agreement to be agreed that would set the stage for the rapid adoption of the legally binding treaty.  After the failure of the summit to agree to even that much, the movement went into a rapid decline. The movement died from two causes: bad science and bad politics. After years in which global warming activists had lectured everyone about the overwhelming nature of the scientific evidence, it turned out that the most prestigious agencies in the global warming movement were breaking laws, hiding data, and making inflated, bogus claims resting on, in some cases, no scientific basis at all. This latest story in the London Times is yet another shocker; the IPCC’s claims that the rainforests were going to disappear as a result of global warming are as bogus and fraudulent as its claims that the Himalayan glaciers would melt by 2035.  It seems as if a scare story could grab a headline, the IPCC simply didn’t care about whether it was reality-based. With this in mind, ‘climategate’ — the scandal over hacked emails by prominent climate scientists — looks sinister rather than just unsavory.  The British government has concluded that University of East Anglia, home of the research institute that provides the global warming with much of its key data, had violated Britain’s Freedom of Information Act when scientists refused to hand over data so that critics could check their calculations and methods.  Breaking the law to hide key pieces of data isn’t just ‘science as usual,’ as the global warming movement’s embattled defenders gamely tried to argue.  A cover-up like that suggests that you indeed have something to conceal. The urge to make the data better than it was didn’t just come out of nowhere.  The global warmists were trapped into the necessity of hyping the threat by their realization that the actual evidence they had — which, let me emphasize, all hype aside, is serious, troubling and establishes in my mind the need for intensive additional research and investigation, as well as some prudential steps that would reduce CO2 emissions by enhancing fuel use efficiency and promoting alternative energy sources — was not sufficient to get the world’s governments to do what they thought needed to be done. Hyping the threat increasingly doesn’t look like an accident: it looks like it was a conscious political strategy. Now it has failed.  Not everything that has come out of the IPCC and the East Anglia Climate Unit is false, but enough of their product is sufficiently tainted that these institutions can best serve the cause of fighting climate change by stepping out of the picture.  New leadership might help, but everything these two agencies have done will now have to be re-checked by independent and objective sources. The global warming campaigners got into this mess because they had a deeply flawed political strategy.  They were never able to develop a pragmatic approach that could reach its goals in the context of the existing international system.  The global warming movement proposed a complex set of international agreements involving vast transfers of funds, intrusive regulations in national economies, and substantial changes to the domestic political economies of most countries on the planet.  As it happened, the movement never got to the first step — it never got the world’s countries to agree to the necessary set of treaties, transfers and policies that would constitute, at least on paper, a program for achieving its key goals. 

Climate studies are wrong – we have had many ice ages and warm periods – and nature is he biggest factor

Donelson 7/19/10 (Tom, chairman of Americas PAC, Climate science: Lies and Cover ups, http://www.texasgopvote.com/blog/climate-science-lies-and-cover-ups-07191)
Americans have been bombarded with bad science on this issue and for now, many Americans are becoming less trusting of the science so heavily politicized. Here is the reality of climate change. Climate change will happen because it has happened in the past. Just in the past 20,000 years, we have seen ice ages and warmer periods. Since the time of Christ birth and death, we have seen warmer climates and cooler climates that had nothing to do with man’s impact. Maybe man has a role in climate change but as the past has shown, nature has played a significant if not the dominant role in signficant climate change. The extremest of the climate change advocates have treated climate as if the world was set on a thermostat and could easily be maintained at the “perfect temperature” as if we know what is the ideal temperature for the planet. It is not that simple and the complications of climate change science have descended into a political battle becoming more and more independent of science.
No Warming – multiple factors

There are multiple factors that are not taken into account with climate science – experts agree 

Ball 07/15/2010 – renowned climatology professor at the University of Winnipeg and advisor to the International Climate Science Coalition (Tim Ball: Global Warming Theory: False in Parts, False in Totality at: http://canadafreepress.com/index.php/article/25387 RC) 
There are so many variables ignored, underreported or simply not understood in climate science and especially in the computer models that purport to simulate global climate, that they destroy any pretence we know or understand weather and climate. But don’t take my word for it. Consider the comments from proponents of anthropogenic global warming including the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). In the 2001 report they said, “In climate research and modeling, we should recognize that we are dealing with a coupled non-linear chaotic system, and therefore that long-term prediction of future climate state is not possible.” James Lovelock, Gaia hypothesis speculator said, “It’s almost naive, scientifically speaking, to think that we can give relatively accurate predictions for future climate. There are so many unknowns that it’s wrong to do it.”  Kevin Trenberth, IPCC author and CRU associate said, “It’s very clear we do not have a climate observing system… This may be a shock to many people who assume that we do know adequately what’s going on with the climate, but we don’t.” Many reports exist on the inadequacy of temperature data. Ross McKitrick asks whether a global temperature exists at all. Anthony Watts shows the serious problems with the weather stations in the US and these are supposedly the best in the world. We also know how the record is ‘adjusted’ to support the warming theory. However, measurement of other variables is worse simply because of the complexity of measurements. Instruments to accurately measure precipitation, especially snowfall, have always been a great challenge. Perhaps the most forgotten variable, yet critical to weather and climate, is wind speed. Ancient Greeks knew the importance of wind direction and how it determined the pattern of weather in a region. They even built a Tower of the Winds in Athens honoring the eight wind deities (Figure 1). Direction was critical for sailing as well, so mariners developed the ability to read the wind to 32 points of the compass. Speed was a different matter. Early attempts had a flat board on a spring with a pointer attached that was set against a scale. Wind pushed the board and the pointer indicated the force. The big change came with the wind cup or anemometer in 1846. While this provides an accurate measure, recording the information is important because the work the wind does requires detailed almost continuous data.
No Warming – long term 

Global Warming can’t be solved in the short term – we still have 16 million years to go 

Farquhar 07/14/2010 –  staff writer and technology editor at News.au.com (Peter Farquah: “Life on Earth wiped out every 27 million years - and it's not the fault of Nemesis” at: 

http://www.news.com.au/technology/life-on-earth-wiped-out-every-27-billion-years-and-its-not-the-fault-of-nemesis/story-e6frfro0-1225891466185#ixzz0trtd3Ok8) 

FIRST the bad news - scientists are now 99 per cent certain mass extinction events on Earth are as regular as clockwork. The good news? There's still 16 million years to go until the next one.
That's the finding from scientists from the University of Kansas and the Smithsonian Institute in the US, where they've mapped out all Earth's extinction events from the past 600 million years.

According to what they've seen, life on Earth is wiped out every 27 million years. It's not going to be global warming that finishes us all off, either. Unfortunately for our planet, it passes through a shower of comets every 27 million years, and it very rarely escapes unscathed. Of the last 20 times we made a galactic run for our lives through the comet shower, Earth only escaped with most of its biological organisms intact six times. The most widely publicised one was 65 million years ago, when a 15km wide asteroid hit the Earth in Mexico with the force of a billion atomic bombs and wiped out the dinosaurs. There's also more bad news - the extinction scenario rate is not strictly accurate. Sometimes the asteroids ambush all life on Earth up to 10 million years earlier than they should. The good news is all on the side of our Sun's dark twin Nemesis, which until now received an unfairly large proportion of bad press, being considered responsible for the bombardment. The theory used to be that Nemesis passed through a huge - even by universal standards - belt of dust and ice called the Oort cloud every 27 million years, sending the comets our way.  Now scientists say that because the extinction scenarios happen so regularly, Nemesis couldn't be responsible, as its orbit would have changed over such a long time. Which isn't to say the Sun's evil twin - which lies about one light year away from it - is not still spraying Oort cloud comets all over our galaxy, just that they're hitting other planets these days. Which still leaves the question as to why we've drawn the short straw and what we're going to do about it. The last one occurred 11 million years ago, so at least Doomsday cult members can now set their clocks for the year 16,002,010, rather than the fashionably Hollywood mark of 2012.Which gives us all a little breathing space - if you don't believe in global warming.

No Warming – exaggerate

Global Warming claims are completely over-exaggerate and flawed 

Chatterjee 09 – staff writer for the Dartmouth Independent (Neera Chaterjee: “Prof. says climate change exaggerated” 02/24/2009 at: http://thedartmouth.com/2009/02/24/news/climate RC) 

Claims about the allegedly dire effects of global warming may be exaggerated, Patrick Michaels, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, a libertarian think tank, said during a Thursday lecture at the Rockefeller Center. Michaels, who is also a state climatologist and professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia, discussed the research published in his new book, "Climate of Extremes: Global Warming Science They Don't Want You to Know." "The discussion surrounding global warming has become wildly extreme," he told a packed auditorium. "You either believe it's the end of the world unless we do something about it right now, or you're a denier." Michaels criticized scientists' widespread acceptance of the computer climate change models, saying that the models have projected higher temperatures than have actually occurred in recent years. "[There is a] systematic failure of computer models," he said. "What warming there is, is at or below the lower limits of computer models." Prevalent claims that global warming is occurring at an ever increasing rate are troubling, Michaels said. Charts of recent temperatures show constant, linear warming, he said. Scientific literature, which Michaels said 

should present an equal distribution of positive and negative conclusions about climate change trends, is overwhelmingly pessimistic, Michaels said. This phenomenon can be partially attributed to the "small inbred community" of scientists who peer review global warming research, he said. There is also evidence that individuals, societies and economies can adapt to warmer temperatures, Michaels said. Agricultural adaptations may allow corn to grow at higher temperatures, he said, while crops like soybeans and sugar cane thrive in a hotter climate. When heat waves occur with higher and higher frequency, there are fewer deaths during subsequent bouts of high temperature, he added. Current means of addressing warming may exacerbate the extent of the climate problem, Michaels said. Cap-and-trade systems and energy taxes take money out of the hands of investors and drain capital from companies that could produce innovative technologies, he said.

No Warming – exaggerate

The media plays a major role in exaggerating climate change – there is no existential theat

Weingart, Engels and Pansegrau 00’ - *Peter Weingart: Professor of Sociology and former director of the Center for Interdisciplinary Studies, **Anita Engels: assistant professor of sociology, Centre for Globalization and Governance and ***Petra Pansegrau: from the Institute of Science and Technology Studies (IWT), University of Bielefeld – (“Risks of communication: discourses on climate change in science, politics, and the mass media at: http://pus.sagepub.com/content/9/3/261.abstract RC) 

However, scientists, policy makers, and journalists have all experienced the problems and complexities resulting from this “success” story. Communications about climate change have abounded in mutual accusations of downplaying or exaggerating risk, of sensationalism, “bad” science, inciting public hysteria, and even conspiracy.1 In many cases, the media have been accused of exaggerating scientific claims for the sake of the story. In Germany, the picture of the half-submerged Cologne cathedral has become the icon of the threat of global climate change, and similar catastrophic visions have been dramatized in TV docudramas: one depicting the scorched earth of the dried-up Rhine Valley, another portraying a huge chunk of the Greenland ice cap breaking off and creating an immense tidal wave, which buries large portions of the North German plains. While some skeptics claimed that they had proof that climate change was no more than media hype, climate scientists themselves were accused of publishing exaggerated predictions to attract public attention and thereby facilitate the acquisition of research funds. There is some evidence that the skeptics’ counter-movement against the global warming alarm has been much stronger in the U.S. than in Germany.2 In the U.S., this backlash has had serious repercussions and heated the climate change debate further. Accusations about self-interested climate scientists were countered by news stories about “skeptical” scientists paid directly by the oil industry to call into question the credibility of the global warming hypothesis.3 Finally, scientists from all over the world who were involved in writing and reviewing reports for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) experienced the vagaries of all these scientific assessments in a highly politicized field.4 It is evident that neither the seriousness of the issue nor its global scope caused its communication among science, politics, and the media to be unproblematic and unequivocal. Instead, it appears that the problem is perceived, and these perceptions are communicated, with great variance in the three spheres. This variance, as we will discuss later, leads to specific risks of communication.

A leading scientist in the Global Warming Movement has admitted to making over exaggerated claims – the impacts are minimal. 

Rose 01/24/10 – (David Rose: writer and investigative journalist. “Glacier Scientist: I knew data hadn’t been verified” at: http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1245636/Glacier-scientists-says-knew-data-verified.html#ixzz0dUoPiTkG RC)

The scientist behind the bogus claim in a Nobel Prize-winning UN report that Himalayan glaciers will have melted by 2035 last night admitted it was included purely to put political pressure on world leaders. Dr Murari Lal also said he was well aware the statement, in the 2007 report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), did not rest on peer-reviewed scientific research. In an interview with The Mail on Sunday, Dr Lal, the co-ordinating lead author of the report’s chapter on Asia, said: ‘It related to several countries in this region and their water sources. We thought that if we can highlight it, it will impact policy-makers and politicians and encourage them to take some concrete action. ‘It had importance for the region, so we thought we should put it in.’ Dr Lal’s admission will only add to the mounting furore over the melting glaciers assertion, which the IPCC was last week forced to withdraw because it has no scientific foundation. According to the IPCC’s statement of principles, its role is ‘to assess on a comprehensive, objective, open and transparent basis, scientific, technical and socio-economic information – IPCC reports should be neutral with respect to policy’. The claim that Himalayan glaciers are set to disappear by 2035 rests on two 1999 magazine interviews with glaciologist Syed Hasnain, which were then recycled without any further investigation in a 2005 report by the environmental campaign group WWF. It was this report that Dr Lal and his team cited as their source. The WWF article also contained a basic error in its arithmetic. A claim that one glacier was retreating at the alarming rate of 134 metres a year should in fact have said 23 metres – the authors had divided the total loss measured over 121 years by 21, not 121. Last Friday, the WWF website posted a humiliating statement recognising the claim as ‘unsound’, and saying it ‘regrets any confusion caused’. Dr Lal said: ‘We knew the WWF report with the 2035 date was “grey literature” [material not published in a peer-reviewed journal]. But it was never picked up by any of the authors in our working group, nor by any of the more than 500 external reviewers, by the governments to which it was sent, or by the final IPCC review editors.’ In fact, the 2035 melting date seems to have been plucked from thin air. Professor Graham Cogley, a glacier expert at Trent University in Canada, who began to raise doubts in scientific circles last year, said the claim multiplies the rate at which glaciers have been seen to melt by a factor of about 25. ‘My educated guess is that there will be somewhat less ice in 2035 than there is now,’ he said.‘But there is no way the glaciers will be close to disappearing. It doesn’t seem to me that exaggerating the problem’s seriousness is going to help solve it.’ One of the problems bedevilling Himalayan glacier research is a lack of reliable data. But an authoritative report published last November by the Indian government said: ‘Himalayan glaciers have not in any way exhibited, especially in recent years, an abnormal annual retreat.’ 
No Warming – studies flawed

Global warming hoax – studies were manipulated 

Baker 7/19/10 (David R. staff writer for the San Francisco Chronicl, Climategate' fallout may impact legislation http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/07/19/MNNS1EFLDU.DTL)
But many environmentalists and climate researchers fear the damage has already been done.

The scandal spawned big headlines and heated blog posts when it erupted last fall after hackers released a stash of unflattering e-mails from a climate research lab in Britain. In one message, a scientist wrote of using a "trick" to "hide the decline" in temperature-proxy data from tree rings. Global warming doubters claimed vindication.

British and American investigations have now largely exonerated the scientists, saying they did not warp their studies to reach a pre-determined end. But the public may not buy it. Some polls show the public's belief in the reality of climate change has ebbed, although other surveys disagree.


Climate change data is wrong and excludes the work of skeptics

WSJ 7/ 16/10 (A Climate Absolution? The alarmists still won't separate science from politics, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703394204575367483847033948.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEADTop)

Climategate is media shorthand for the debate over the content of thousands of emails and documents that were released without authorization from the University of East Anglia's Climatic Research Unit (CRU). At its core, the scandal was as much about the integrity of the scientific process as it was about the quality of the science. Leading climate scientists were caught advising each other to delete potentially compromising emails, stonewall freedom of information requests and game the peer review process to exclude contributions from skeptical colleagues.

The Climategate emails also revealed a habit among climate scientists of trimming their scientific sails to the political winds, sometimes by emphasizing temperature and environmental trends at the alarmist end of the spectrum.

Warming claims have no scientific basis at all

WSJ 7/ 16/10 (A Climate Absolution? The alarmists still won't separate science from politics, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703394204575367483847033948.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEADTop)

For anyone who believes that science benefits from transparency, Climategate was a very good thing. The scandal prompted reporters, bloggers, independent scientists and parliamentary committees to take a closer look at the "settled science." A widely cited claim by the IPCC that Himalayan glaciers would all but vanish by 2035 was debunked. Another stunner about a potential 40% decline in the Amazonian rainforest "appears to have absolutely no scientific basis at all," according to Roger Pielke, Jr., an environmental studies professor at the University of Colorado. Other attention-getting IPCC assertions turn out to have been based on the work of environmental pressure groups and popular magazines.
Data supporting climate change is manufactured and one sided

Donelson 7/19/10 (Tom, chairman of Americas PAC, Climate science: Lies and Cover ups, http://www.texasgopvote.com/blog/climate-science-lies-and-cover-ups-07191)
Patrick Michaels, a climate specialist with the University of Virginia, stated, “Climate Research and several other journals have stopped accepting anything that substantially challenges the received wisdom on global warming perpetuated by the CRU. I have had four perfectly good manuscripts rejected out of hand since the CRU shenanigans, and I'm hardly the only one. Roy Spencer of the University of Alabama, Huntsville, has noted that it's becoming nearly impossible to publish anything on global warming that's nonalarmist in peer-reviewed journals.” We are told that climate change is a decided science, but we now know that much of the science supporting man made climate change and the world is going to end has been manufactured and that there have been serious attempts to silence critics by denying them access to prestigious jounrals or grant money to study the issues. It is a bullying attempt that ends debate while creating false premise among the general public that scientists are in agreement on climate change. A researcher friend of mine described climategate as the scientific Watergate, only ten times worse.
Yes Warming – generic

New evidence proves that climate change remains a lingering threat  

Jansen 07/15/2010 – staff writer at Tainted Green News (Matt Jansen: Hottest Record June makes ignoring global warming difficult at: http://taintedgreen.com/climate-change/hottest-recorded-june-makes-ignoring-global-warming-difficult/000714/mj-6 RC) 

A single data point does not a pattern make but this past June is the hottest month ever since we’ve started recording temperatures, and 2010 has also offset 1998 as the year with the most warmest months. Facts like that make it difficult to claim global warming is a figment of imagination, and it shifts the discussion more toward what causes it instead. Humans certainly are creating carbon dioxide (among many other waste materials) and pumping them into the atmosphere but so far scientists haven’t been able to prove the connection between that waste and global warming. At least not to the satisfaction of businesses and other entities that are profiting from said waste production. The NOAA says: The combined global land and ocean average surface temperature for June 2010 was the warmest on record at 61.1°F (16.2°C), which is 1.22°F (0.68°C) above the 20th century average of 59.9°F (15.5°C). It gets better though because temperature have direct impact on more than just human-inhabited areas. Arctic sea ice covered an average of 4.2 million square miles (10.9 million square kilometers) during June. This is 10.6 percent below the 1979-2000 average extent and the lowest June extent since records began in 1979. This was also the 19th consecutive June with below-average Arctic sea ice extent.

Overwhelming ev that climate change is real – fossil fuel emissions 

Suzuki 7/19/10 (David, Chair of the David Suzuki Foundation, is an award-winning scientist,Environmentalist, Science deals blow to deluded climate change deniers, http://www.bclocalnews.com/opinion/98758379.html)

It must be difficult, if not downright embarrassing, to be a climate change denier these days. After all, the scientists they’ve attacked have been exonerated, London’s Sunday Times newspaper ran a retraction and apology for an article deniers were using to discredit climate change science, and more and more denier “experts” are being exposed as shills for industry or just disingenuous clowns. (Naomi Oreskes’s excellent book Merchants of Doubt offers insight into how the deniers operate.)

Meanwhile, evidence that fossil fuel emissions contribute to dangerous climate change just keeps building. 

We use the term deniers deliberately. People who deny overwhelming scientific evidence without providing any compelling evidence of their own and who remain steadfast in their beliefs even as every argument they propose gets shot down do not demonstrate the intellectual rigour to be called skeptics.

Mean-while, evidence of the harm our fossil fuel addiction causes beyond climate change mounts every day, as oil spews into the Gulf of Mexico and as industry and governments spend huge sums of money to keep us hooked.

Of course, the deniers will ignore the evidence. Nothing would please us more than if they were right. Life really would be easier if fossil fuels like oil and coal did not cause environmental damage or pose risks to life on our small planet. But this is the real world, with real scientific evidence pointing to the urgent need to make changes in the way we live and get energy. We have many ways to confront the threat of catastrophic climate change, from individual efforts to conserve energy and pollute less to government initiatives to encourage research and development into clean energy technology.

And then we have the spectacle of the fossil fuel industry and petro-fuelled governments doing all they can to prolong our addiction to nonrenewable and polluting sources of energy as oil continues to gush into the Gulf of Mexico, threatening bird, marine, and human life, as well as local economies.

Yes Warming – risk high now

The risk of global warming is high now – new studies prove

Park 07/15/2010 – staff writer for the Stanford Daily (Nicola Park: Study suggests rise in heat waves by 2039 at: http://www.stanforddaily.com/2010/07/15/study-suggests-rise-in-heat-waves-by-2039/ RC) 

While skeptics brush off global warming as a distant catastrophe, a new Stanford study suggests that heat waves and extremely high temperatures could become commonplace in the United States by 2039.
After nearly two years of research analyzing computerized climate modeling, Noah Diffenbaugh, a professor of environmental Earth system science and a center fellow at the Woods Institute for the Environment, and former postdoctoral fellow Moetasim Ashfaq found that the number of heat waves per decade within the United States could rise within the next few decades. “We were trying to see the potential danger of climate change within the envelope that global leaders decided was the threshold,” Diffenbaugh said. In the 2009 Copenhagen Accord, global leaders agreed to consider action that would hold off the rise in global temperature to below 2 degrees Celsius. Despite this policy to limit global warming, the study indicates that even the two-degree limit on temperature increase does not avoid temporal extremes and heat intensification. “We should have an aggressive target,” said Ashfaq, now a researcher at Oak Ridge Climate Change Science Institute. “Two degrees centigrade is not enough. If [we] keep it as a protocol issue and do not reach any agreement, and if we do not have a cap on those emissions, then there’s going to be a very drastic effect and severe consequences.” The study also found data that supports an increase in exceedences — periods of warm weather hotter and longer than usual — throughout the next three decades. The study’s findings indicate that there will be three to four exceedences per decade over a large portion of the United States. The heat waves will also intensify, with up to eight exceedences per decade in the western United States and four per decade for the eastern United States from 2020 to 2029, according to the study. Heat waves will hit the country across the board, but the western region of the United States will have to bear with the severest effects. Diffenbaugh and Ashfaq conducted their study based on data from the last 50 years. “We did a high-resolution climate model experiment that’s not available for other regions of the globe with this kind of detail,” Diffenbaugh said, explaining why the study focused exclusively on the United States. An important aspect of their work, according to Ashfaq, was the prediction of changes that would happen in the short term. “What may happen in terms of temperatures and extremes is more important than what may happen by the end of the century,” he said, emphasizing the importance of answers to immediate events. The study’s findings surprised Diffenbaugh and Ashfaq.“I was surprised to see extreme hot events increase as much as they do so soon,” Diffenbaugh said.“If you’re looking 100 years from now it’s not a big surprise,” Ashfaq said. “We are showing that it is going to happen in the near future, and this was a big surprise for us because we were not expecting an increasing number in the next few decades.” Ashfaq added that the rise in heat waves could lead to what he calls “extreme” weather, which is “anything above normal, such as below or above normal temperature and a consistent anomaly for a long period [of time],” he said. “Extreme temperature is associated with extreme weather; anything beyond normal is going to have adverse effects on natural and human systems.” A rise in the number of heat waves has an impact on human health and gives rise to more widespread heat-related illness. “Severe temperatures and heat waves can cause excess mortality [as well as] many other effects,” Diffenbaugh said. In 2003, a heat wave in Europe killed at least 35,000 people, according to the New Scientist journal. Other effects could also have a drastic impact on the economy, including agriculture. “Heat waves usually occur when you have less precipitation, [and a] rise in heat waves indirectly means a decrease in rainfall,” Ashfaq said. “It puts direct pressure on the economy because heat waves use more energy — people would turn toward using energy in terms of cooling equipment. This is going to put a lot of pressure on the existing setup.” The recently published study was one that focused on heat waves and temperature, but is only one of a series of studies on global warming. “Right now we’re doing a couple more,” Ashfaq said. “One is focused on the western United States’ snow cover and another is on precipitation.” The duo is also studying potential changes to stream flow over the next 30 or 40 years. According to Diffenbaugh, the team is also “continuing to try to understand the reliability of predictions on these regional and local scales over the next few decades.”

Yes Warming – big threat

The dangers of climate change are dire - everyone will be effected

Fischer 07/12/2010 – award-winning journalist and editor of DailyClimate.org, including an Award of Merit from the inaugural Grantham Prize (Douglas Fischer: Scientists Quantify Global Warming's Threat to Public Health: From heat stress to sewage overflows, climate change promises to bring extreme weather that will challenge the ill-prepared U.S. public health infrastructure) at:  http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=scientists-quantify-global-warmings-threat-to-public-health RC) 

Extreme weather induced by climate change has dire public health consequences, as heat waves threaten the vulnerable, storm runoff overwhelms city sewage systems and hotter summer days bake more pollution into asthma-inducing smog, scientists say. The United States – to say nothing of the developed world – is unprepared for such conditions predicted by myriad climate models and already being seen today, warn climate researchers and public health officials. "Climate change as it's projected will impact almost every aspect of public health, both in the developed world and – more importantly – in the developing world," said Michael McGeehin, director of the Environmental Hazards and Health Effects division at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. "A flood is a major public health disaster," he added. "A flood takes us back to the 1890s as far as the public health system is concerned." Last week, as the East Coast stewed its way through the first heat wave of the summer, researchers at Stanford University published a study suggesting exceptionally long heat waves and extreme temperatures could be commonplace in the United States within 30 years – sooner than expected. "I did not expect to see anything this large within the next three decades," Noah Diffenbaugh, assistant professor of environmental Earth system science at Stanford and lead author of the study, said in a statement. "It was definitely a surprise." The report was published in the journal Geophysical Research Letters. Using some of the highest-resolution computer models to date, Diffenbaugh and Moetasim Ashfaq, a former Stanford postdoctoral researcher now at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, were able to simulate daily temperatures across small sections of the country. They found an intense heat wave – equal to the longest on record from 1951 to 1999 – could hit western and central United States as many as five times between 2020 and 2029.

Global Warming will diminish the existence of the entire human race. 

Jones 6-16 —Staff Writer (Jones Cheryl: “Frank Fenner sees no hope for humans”, The Australian, at: http://www.theaustralian.com.au/higher-education/frank-fenner-sees-no-hope-for-humans/story-e6frgcjx-1225880091722 RC)

FRANK Fenner doesn't engage in the skirmishes of the climate wars. To him, the evidence of global warming is in. Our fate is sealed. "We're going to become extinct," the eminent scientist says. "Whatever we do now is too late." Fenner is an authority on extinction. The emeritus professor in microbiology at the Australian National University played a leading role in sending one species into oblivion: the variola virus that causes smallpox. And his work on the myxoma virus suppressed wild rabbit populations on farming land in southeastern Australia in the early 1950s. He made the comments in an interview at his home in a leafy Canberra suburb. Now 95, he rarely gives interviews. But until recently he went into work each day at the ANU's John Curtin School of Medical Research, of which he was director from 1967 to 1973. Decades after his official retirement from the Centre for Resource and Environmental Studies, which he set up in 1973, he continued a routine established when he was running world-class facilities while conducting research. He'd get to work at 6.30am to spend a couple of hours writing textbooks before the rest of the staff arrived. Fenner, a fellow of the Australian Academy of Science and of the Royal Society, has received many awards and honours. He has published hundreds of scientific papers and written or co-written 22 books. He retrieves some of the books from his library. One of them, on smallpox, has physical as well as intellectual gravitas: it weighs 3.5kg. Another, on myxomatosis, was reprinted by Cambridge University Press last year, 44 years after the first edition came out. Fenner is chuffed, but disappointed that he could not update it with research confirming wild rabbits have developed resistance to the biological control agent. The study showed that myxo now had a much lower kill rate in the wild than in laboratory rabbits that had never been exposed to the virus. "The [wild] rabbits themselves had mutated," Fenner says. "It was an evolutionary change in the rabbits." His deep understanding of evolution has never diminished his fascination with observing it in the field. That understanding was shaped by studies of every scale, from the molecular level to the ecosystem and planetary levels. Fenner originally wanted to become a geologist but, on the advice of his father, studied medicine instead, graduating from the University of Adelaide in 1938. He spent his spare time studying skulls with prehistorian Norman Tindale. Soon after graduating, he joined the Royal Australian Army Medical Corps, serving in Egypt and Papua New Guinea. He is credited in part with Australia's victory in New Guinea because of his work to control malaria among the troops. "That quite changed my interest from looking at skulls to microbiology and virology," he says. But his later research in virology, focusing on pox viruses, took him also into epidemiology and population dynamics, and he would soon zoom out to view species, including our own, in their ecological context. His biological perspective is also geological. He wrote his first papers on the environment in the early 1970s, when human impact was emerging as a big problem. He says the Earth has entered the Anthropocene. Although it is not an official epoch on the geological timescale, the Anthropocene is entering scientific terminology. It spans the time since industrialisation, when our species started to rival ice ages and comet impacts in driving the climate on a planetary scale. Fenner says the real trouble is the population explosion and "unbridled consumption". The number of Homo sapiens is projected to exceed 6.9 billion this year, according to the UN. With delays in firm action on cutting greenhouse gas emissions, Fenner is pessimistic. "We'll undergo the same fate as the people on Easter Island," he says. "Climate change is just at the very beginning. But we're seeing remarkable changes in the weather already. "The Aborigines showed that without science and the production of carbon dioxide and global warming, they could survive for 40,000 or 50,000 years. But the world can't. The human species is likely to go the same way as many of the species that we've seen disappear. "Homo sapiens will become extinct, perhaps within 100 years," he says. "A lot of other animals will, too. It's an irreversible situation. I think it's too late. I try not to express that because people are trying to do something, but they keep putting it off. "Mitigation would slow things down a bit, but there are too many people here already." It's an opinion shared by some scientists but drowned out by the row between climate change sceptics and believers. Fenner's colleague and long-time friend Stephen Boyden, a retired professor at the ANU, says there is deep pessimism among some ecologists, but others are more optimistic. "Frank may be right, but some of us still harbour the hope that there will come about an awareness of the situation and, as a result, the revolutionary changes necessary to achieve ecological sustainability," says Boyden, an immunologist who turned to human ecology later in his career. "That's where Frank and I differ. We're both aware of the seriousness of the situation, but I don't accept that it's necessarily too late. While there's a glimmer of hope, it's worth working to solve the problem. We have the scientific knowledge to do it but we don't have the political will." Fenner will open the Healthy Climate, Planet and People symposium at the Australian Academy of Science next week, as part of the AAS Fenner conference series, which is designed to bridge the gap between environmental science and policy. In 1980, Fenner had the honour of announcing the global eradication of smallpox to the UN's World Health Assembly. The disease is the only one to have been eradicated. Thirty years after that occasion, his outlook is vastly different as he contemplates the chaos of a species on the brink of mass extinction. "As the population keeps growing to seven, eight or nine billion, there will be a lot more wars over food," he says. "The grandchildren of today's generations will face a much more difficult world." 
Yes Warming – big threat

Global Warming is an existential threat – empirical evidence proves.

Britt 05 - Managing Editor of LiveScience and Senior Science Writer for SPACE.com  (Robert Roy Britt: “Global Warming Likely Cause of Worst Mass Extinction Ever” at: http://www.livescience.com/environment/050120_great_dying.html RC)
The new study, reported Thursday in the online version of the journal Science, found no evidence for impacts. It indicates the culprit was probably atmospheric warming linked to greenhouse gases from erupting volcanoes. "Animals and plants both on land and in the sea were dying at the same time, and apparently from the same causes - too much heat and too little oxygen," said University of Washington paleontologist Peter Ward, lead author of the latest paper. It is the second study in less than two months to reach a similar conclusion. Ward and his colleagues examined Permian-Triassic vertebrate fossils, including 126 skulls from reptiles and amphibians. They found evidence for a gradual extinction over about 10 million years leading up to the boundary between the Permian and Triassic periods, then a sharp increase in extinction rate at the boundary that then lasted another 5 million years. That's not what you'd expect from a catastrophic asteroid impact, which theorists say could obliterate a lot of life instantly and set up a global winter that would kill off other species in mere months or years. A search for material expected to be left by an asteroid or comet impact in the same layers of Earth turned up nothing. If there was an impact, it was a relatively minor contributor to the extinction, Ward's team contends. The work provides a glimpse of what can happen when the climate heats up over long periods, Ward said. The evidence for a warming planet back then is pretty solid based on studies of continuous volcanic eruptions in an area known as the Siberian Traps. As the planet warmed, large amounts of frozen methane gas under the ocean might have been released to trigger runaway greenhouse warming, Ward said. "It appears that atmospheric oxygen levels were dropping at this point also," he said. "If that's true, then high and intermediate elevations would have become uninhabitable. More than half the world would have been unlivable." Atmospheric oxygen, now at about 21 percent of the content of air at sea level, dropped to around 16 percent during the Great Dying, evidence suggests. The effect would be like trying to breathe atop a 14,000-foot mountain. "It got hotter and hotter until it reached a critical point and everything died," Ward said. "It was a double-whammy of warmer temperatures and low oxygen, and most life couldn't deal with it." A study out of the University of Vienna, announced in December, also found no evidence for a large space rock collision near the time of the Great Dying.

Yes Warming – big threat

Global warming is real – 99.99% of scientists agree

Baker 7/19/10 (David R. staff writer for the San Francisco Chronicl, Climategate' fallout may impact legislation http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2010/07/19/MNNS1EFLDU.DTL)
"Despite multiple denials from people in the field, this has really hurt," said Daniel Kammen, a UC Berkeley professor who contributes to reports by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. The accuracy of the IPCC's reports, long considered the most authoritative on global warming, came under fire during Climategate.

"Even though the science of climate change hasn't changed, the public perception of it has," Kammen said. "You have less than 50 percent of people strongly believing in something that 99.99 percent of climate scientists agree on."

Overwhelming ev that climate change is real – fossil fuel emissions 

Suzuki 7/19/10 (David, Chair of the David Suzuki Foundation, is an award-winning scientist,Environmentalist, Science deals blow to deluded climate change deniers, http://www.bclocalnews.com/opinion/98758379.html)

It must be difficult, if not downright embarrassing, to be a climate change denier these days. After all, the scientists they’ve attacked have been exonerated, London’s Sunday Times newspaper ran a retraction and apology for an article deniers were using to discredit climate change science, and more and more denier “experts” are being exposed as shills for industry or just disingenuous clowns. (Naomi Oreskes’s excellent book Merchants of Doubt offers insight into how the deniers operate.) Meanwhile, evidence that fossil fuel emissions contribute to dangerous climate change just keeps building. We use the term deniers deliberately. People who deny overwhelming scientific evidence without providing any compelling evidence of their own and who remain steadfast in their beliefs even as every argument they propose gets shot down do not demonstrate the intellectual rigour to be called skeptics. Mean-while, evidence of the harm our fossil fuel addiction causes beyond climate change mounts every day, as oil spews into the Gulf of Mexico and as industry and governments spend huge sums of money to keep us hooked. Of course, the deniers will ignore the evidence. Nothing would please us more than if they were right. Life really would be easier if fossil fuels like oil and coal did not cause environmental damage or pose risks to life on our small planet. But this is the real world, with real scientific evidence pointing to the urgent need to make changes in the way we live and get energy. We have many ways to confront the threat of catastrophic climate change, from individual efforts to conserve energy and pollute less to government initiatives to encourage research and development into clean energy technology. And then we have the spectacle of the fossil fuel industry and petro-fuelled governments doing all they can to prolong our addiction to nonrenewable and polluting sources of energy as oil continues to gush into the Gulf of Mexico, threatening bird, marine, and human life, as well as local economies.

Warming causes a shift in oxygen levels threatening the existence of the human race 

Hoegh-Guldberg 6/19/10  - professor at The University of Queensland and the director of its Global Change Institute, (Hoegh-Guldberg: “Could unbridled climate changes lead to human extinction?”

http://www.shanghainews.net/story/649519 RC) 

'We may see sudden, unexpected changes that have serious ramifications for the overall well-being of humans, including the capacity of the planet to support people. This is further evidence that we are well on the way to the next great extinction event,' says Hoegh-Guldberg.  'The findings have enormous implications for mankind, particularly if the trend continues. The earth's ocean, which produces half of the oxygen we breathe and absorbs 30 percent of human-generated carbon dioxide, is equivalent to its heart and lungs. This study shows worrying signs of ill-health. It's as if the earth has been smoking two packs of cigarettes a day!,' he added.  'We are entering a period in which the ocean services upon which humanity depends are undergoing massive change and in some cases beginning to fail', he added.  The 'fundamental and comprehensive' changes to marine life identified in the report include rapidly warming and acidifying oceans, changes in water circulation and expansion of dead zones within the ocean depths.  These are driving major changes in marine ecosystems: less abundant coral reefs, sea grasses and mangroves (important fish nurseries); fewer, smaller fish; a breakdown in food chains; changes in the distribution of marine life; and more frequent diseases and pests among marine organisms.  Study co-author John F. Bruno, associate professor in marine science at The University of North Carolina, says greenhouse gas emissions are modifying many physical and geochemical aspects of the planet's oceans, in ways 'unprecedented in nearly a million years'. 


a2 climagate

Climagate was not a scandal – 3 independent investigations found

Suzuki 7/19/10 (David, Chair of the David Suzuki Foundation, is an award-winning scientist,Environmentalist, Science deals blow to deluded climate change deniers, http://www.bclocalnews.com/opinion/98758379.html)

Let’s take a look at some recent events. First, three independent investigations found that the unimaginatively named “climategate” was anything but the scandal or “nail in the coffin of anthropogenic global warming” that deniers claimed. Although the reports, the last of which was released in early July, found that East Anglia University climate scientists at the centre of the hacked e-mails brouhaha could have been more open about sharing data, their science was rigorous and sound. And a review of criticisms of the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s global assessment of climate change found that, despite “a very small number of near-trivial errors in about 500 pages,” the report contained “no errors that would undermine the main conclusions.” Yet another independent study supported Penn State University climatologist Michael Mann. Deniers have been attacking Prof. Mann’s research for years.

***PROLIFERATION***

Prolif High – China arm sale

Chinese sale of nuclear power reactors would undermine the NPT
Jay Solomon, 7/18/10 (July 18, “China's sale plan spurs U.S. concern”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704875004575375132608903988.html), 
ISLAMABAD—The U.S. State Department is voicing growing concern about China's proposed sale of two nuclear-power reactors to Pakistan, an issue that could complicate Washington's latest efforts to strengthen cooperation with Pakistan. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, who is visiting Islamabad for two days as part of a broader Asia trip aimed at buttressing U.S. alliances in the war in Afghanistan, is expected to unveil $500 million in new U.S. development projects for Pakistan in meetings with senior Pakistani officials Monday, U.S. officials said. She might also raise the expected nuclear sale with Pakistani officials, a deal that U.S. officials fear could undermine the Obama administration's broader nonproliferation campaign, senior U.S. officials said. These officials said the State Department has also intensified discussions with China about its proposed nuclear sale and whether it would violate Beijing's commitments to the major international body regulating nuclear trade, the Nuclear Suppliers Group. With Pakistan and China insisting the deal is legitimate and vowing to go through with it, the issue could prove an irritant in U.S.-Pakistani relations, as Mrs. Clinton and other senior U.S. officials gathered Sunday for the second U.S.-Pakistan strategic dialogue, which end Monday. China joined the Vienna-based Nuclear Suppliers Group, or NSG, in 2004. But Beijing has argued that the proposed sale by China National Nuclear Corp. of two 320-megawatt nuclear reactors to the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission wouldn't violate its NSG commitments, as the deal was brokered before 2004. China has developed two civilian reactors in Pakistan under this initial deal, Chinese and Pakistani officials said. The State Department is challenging China's use of the grandfather clause inside the NSG for the two new reactors. It says China would need a special waiver from the group's 46 member states to go ahead with the multibillion-dollar sale. "Based on what we know, the export appears to extend beyond those projects that were grandfathered when China entered the NSG," a State Department official said. "[It] would therefore require a special exception granted by the consent of the NSG, as was done for India in 2008." Neither Pakistan nor India is a signature to the United Nations' principal nonproliferation treaty, nor are these countries' nuclear facilities completely under U.N. safeguards. Any NSG member states seeking to sell nuclear technologies to these countries must get special waivers. In 2008, the Bush administration secured a waiver from the NSG to allow U.S. companies to sell nuclear technologies to India. Pakistani officials on Sunday said President Asif Ali Zardari's government remained committed to purchasing the two new Chinese reactors, despite Washington's concerns. One Pakistani official said the Chinese reactors were central to Islamabad's goal to generate 8,800 megawatts of electricity from nuclear power by 2030. He declined to say when the sale might be completed, but Mr. Zardari visited Beijing last week to discuss economic issues. "This cooperation isn't something new and has been going on for years," said the official. "We don't need additional approval from the NSG." During Mrs. Clinton's Pakistan visit, U.S. officials hope to highlight what they describe as significantly improved coordination between the two sides in the fight against al Qaeda, along with advances on other security and economic issues over the past year. In October, Congress passed legislation authorizing $7.5 billion in development aid for the South Asian nation over the next five years. U.S. officials on Sunday said this aid has allowed Washington to show Pakistani people that the U.S. was focused on more than just fighting al Qaeda and the Taliban. It is "producing a change in Pakistani attitudes, first within the government and gradually, more slowly, within the public," said Richard Holbrooke, the State Department's point man on Pakistan and Afghanistan. Development projects to be unveiled by Mrs. Clinton will focus on helping Pakistan address the country's chronic water and power shortages, as well as on strengthening Islamabad's educational and judicial institutions. In addition to President Zardari, Mrs. Clinton is scheduled to meet with Pakistan's foreign minister, Shah Mehmood Qureshi, and Army chief Gen. Ashfaq Kayani. U.S. officials remain wary of Pakistan's history of nuclear proliferation and the potential threat the Chinese reactor sale could pose to President Barack Obama's broader nonproliferation agenda. U.S. and U.N. officials allege that Pakistani scientist A.Q. Khan had run the world's biggest black market in nuclear technologies before his arrest in 2004. The U.S. views Pakistan as among the world's most-prolific producers of the nuclear fuels required for producing atomic weapons. Mr. Obama has pushed to tightly control the spread of nuclear technologies through the NSG and other global bodies. His administration has also pressed nations to better monitor and safeguard their fissile materials. U.S. officials worry that if China were to sell the reactors to Pakistan without the NSG's approval, it could further erode the ability of the international system to stanch the flow of nuclear technologies. They argue the system is already under stress due to alleged efforts by Iran, Syria and North Korea to clandestinely develop nuclear weapons. Pakistani officials counter that the U.S. is practicing a double standard by supporting the sale of nuclear technologies to India, but not Pakistan. Islamabad has been pressing the Obama administration to support a civilian nuclear-cooperation deal for Pakistan similar to India's, but has so far been rebuffed. "You shouldn't just make exemptions for certain countries," said the Pakistani official. "You need a criteria-based approach, not a country-specific approach."
Prolif High – Iran Sanctions

Iran refuses to disclose information about its nuclear program
David Kay , 7/17/10 – scientist best known for acting as weapons inspector in Iraq (JULY 17, “Weapons Inspectors Can't Disarm Iran”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704188104575083582467171848.html),  
Tehran's belligerent rhetoric about its nuclear program ratchets up daily, while the international community continues to push for tougher sanctions. The hope is that economic pressure can force Iran to the bargaining table, where it will agree to abandon its weapons capabilities—and that such disarmament will be verified by inspections. As a former weapons inspector, I have very bad news: A weapons-inspection regime in Iran will not work. Inspection and verification are often viewed as ways to prevent a country from developing nuclear weapons. This is well beyond the capabilities of any conceivable inspection regime, especially given Iran's status as an almost-nuclear-capable state. The fact that inspectors must let Tehran carry out its civilian-nuclear effort while policing the military program makes the task largely unachievable. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) would need access to all of the infrastructure that could possibly aid in fashioning a nuclear weapon and potential delivery systems. They also would need a full and complete declaration of all Tehran's nuclear components, all of its uranium enrichment, all of its plutonium-related activities, and all missile testing, production and deployment sites. This is just not plausible when inspectors confront a hostile regime. Tehran has kept hidden its nuclear activities and support networks, domestic and foreign. It has refused repeated IAEA requests for interviews with the scientists and engineers responsible for large areas of its secret atomic work, and it has refused to disclose the details of its involvement with North Korea and with Pakistan's A.Q. Khan nuclear smuggling network. The result is that Iran now has a broad capability in all aspects of the complex nuclear-weapons process—from converting natural uranium into enriched uranium using gas centrifuges, to designing and testing the components of a nuclear weapon, to working on the construction of a missile-deliverable warhead, to building and testing missiles capable of delivering that nuclear warhead over significant distances. 

Iran ignored sanctions and continues enriching uranium – possible cover for weapon development
Ladane Nasseri, 7/15/10 – Iran-based journalist.
 (July 15, “Iran Says Nuclear-Fuel Talks Should Open in September”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/15/AR2010071501788_pf.html)
July 15 (Bloomberg) -- Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki said that talks between his country and the world powers on a plan to supply fuel for a Tehran nuclear reactor should start around late September. Iran has said it is ready for negotiations with the five veto-holding members of the United Nations Security Council plus Germany on a deal brokered by Turkey and Brazil in May. It proposed supplying enriched uranium in a form usable in the medical-research reactor in exchange for part of Iran's supply of the material that has yet to be transformed into fuel. "Turkey and Brazil still adopt the same stance and we welcome their presence in talks," Mottaki said today at a Tehran news conference aired live by state-run Press TV. The two countries "will see that the negotiations be held in the proper way," he said. The five Security Council members and Germany have pressed Iran to agree to talks on its nuclear program since the council voted to impose a fourth round of UN sanctions last month. The U.S. and the European Union subsequently imposed their own restrictions on Iran. Mottaki said on July 12 that the world powers had agreed to let Turkey and Brazil participate in the talks, according to Press TV. Western nations last month rejected the plan for a fuel swap because Iran vowed to continue enriching uranium after it receives a supply of the material in a form needed to run the reactor. The facility makes isotopes for medical uses such as X- rays and radiation therapy. Iran has refused international demands to suspend uranium enrichment, saying it is entitled to produce the material under the terms of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which it has signed. The U.S. and its allies say Iran's nuclear development may be cover for a weapons program. The Persian Gulf country denies the allegation and maintains the work is necessary for civilian purposes such as power generation. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said on June 28 that Iran won't take part in the talks unless the six powers acknowledge that Israel already has nuclear-arms capability. Israel's policy is to neither confirm nor deny that it has such weapons. The U.S., U.K., France, China, Russia and Germany would be represented in the negotiations by the EU's foreign-policy chief, Catherine Ashton. 
Prolif High – Iran Sanctions

Iran could get nukes before the end of the year and trigger Middle East prolif
Charles Robb and Charles Wald, 7/9/10 - Robb is a former Democratic senator from Virginia, Walk is a retired general and air commander (July 9, “Sanctions alone won't work on Iran”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/08/AR2010070805070.html)
Even if they could put enough pressure on Iran to force a policy change, sanctions require time to take effect. Yet as Iran's stockpile of enriched uranium grows, the time for stopping its nuclear program rapidly dwindles. As we wrote in our just-released Bipartisan Policy Center report on Iran, two scenarios become increasingly likely in the coming months: First, current trends suggest that Iran could achieve nuclear weapons capability before the end of this year, posing a strategically untenable threat to the United States. Contrary to a growing number of voices in Washington, we do not believe a nuclear weapons-capable Iran could be contained. Instead, it would set off a proliferation cascade across the Middle East, and Iran would gain the ability to transfer nuclear materials to its terrorist allies. Meanwhile, even as it continued to threaten Israel's existence, Tehran would be able to dominate the energy-rich Persian Gulf, intensify its attempts to destabilize moderate Arab regimes, subvert U.S. efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan, violently oppose the Middle East peace process, and increase support for terrorism across the region. An Iran emboldened by nuclear weapons clearly might overstep its boundaries, pulling the Middle East and the United States into a treacherous conflict. An even more likely scenario, however, is that Israel would first attack Iranian nuclear facilities, triggering retaliatory strikes by Iran and its terrorist proxies. This would put the United States in an extremely difficult position. If we remained neutral in such a conflict, it would only invigorate Tehran, antagonize our regional allies and lead to greater conflict. On the other extreme, the United States could be dragged into a major confrontation at a time not of its choosing. 
Prolif High – Risk high

Burma has interest in nukes
Ploughshares Fund, 7/4/10 (June 4, “Burma and Nuclear Weapons”, http://www.ploughshares.org/news-analysis/news/burma-and-nuclear-weapons)

News broke today of a new report detailing Burma's potential nuclear weapons ambitions. The Guardian, The Washington Post, The Associated Press, and Financial Times covered the story. The report, commissioned by the expatriate group Democratic Voice of Burma and co-authored by former UN weapons inspector Robert Kelley, shows that Burma has taken steps to acquire technological components of nuclear weapons. Information in the report was provided by a defected Burmese military official, who had hundreds of documents and photos detailing Burma's progress. No news outlet's analysis, however, was as technical and detailed as Geoffrey Forden's in Arms Control Wonk. Arms Control Wonk is a Ploughshares Fund grantee and is a reliable source for explaining the implications of all the latest nuclear policy news, often from an inside perspective. Geoffrey Forden's post on the possible Burmese nuclear weapons program says: Last January, I was invited to join a group of experts in Oslo, Norway, to review a ton of electronic documents smuggled out of Burma to the Democratic Voice of Burma (DVB). We spent a significant fraction of our time in Oslo trying to authenticate the information and judging its significance. Since very little is known about what’s going on inside Burma, most of this consisted of looking for internal consistency. According to DVB’s source(s), both “Boxes” (suspect sites) are essentially the same: loaded with sophisticated milling machine and other equipment for precision engineering. Some of these images show non-Asians installing some of the sophisticated equipment. One is left with the impression that the higher-ups are interested in utilizing their foreign trained scientists and engineers for missile production but do not have a master plan for development. Burma also appears to be following another acquisition path: purchasing missile production lines and know-how from the North Koreans. According to DVB’s sources, North Korea had nothing to do with setting up the two machine shops inside the Boxes. Missile development is not causing as much harm to the Burmese people as many of the other activities of the Junta. Nevertheless, it is part of a military program that shows a remarkable disregard for the Burmese people.

Risk of prolif is real – Iran and North Korea
Louis Ciotola, 6/27/10 – historical writer for Military Heritage Magazine and an aspiring independent politician (June 27, “Nuclear rrrProliferation Among G-8's First Concerns”, http://www.examiner.com/blog/printexaminerarticles.cfm?section=examiners,examiners&blogtype=examiners&mode=alias&blogid=53956&blogURL=Baltimore-County-Independent-Examiner&byYear=2010&byMonth=6&byDay=27&byAlias=Nuclear-Proliferation-Among-G8s-First-Concerns)
The threat of nuclear proliferation was one of the major points of discussion among the G-8 nations Friday as they began their summit in Toronto. Of particular concern was the status of Iran and North Korea. The summit comes only weeks after the U.N. Security Council issued brand new sanctions against Iran while on the Korean peninsula tensions remain high as a result of allegations that North Korea sunk a South Korean warship back in March. One of the goals for the United States and Western Europe at the G-8 and the following G-20 summits is to increase international support for tougher sanctions against Iran, especially from Russia and China. At the G-20 summit, South Korea will present its case against North Korea to the rest of the world’s most powerful nations, hoping to obtain international condemnation against its northern neighbor. With Iran and North Korea foremost in mind, how do the G-8 nations halt nuclear proliferation? Inspections by the IAEA and international sanctions are today’s most popular solutions, but do they work? Sanctions (or the threat of sanctions) have thus far done nothing to halt Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear programs. Both countries have defied the best efforts of the world in this respect and vow to continue to do so. Compromise and military force are two other options for handling nuclear proliferation, neither of which is currently in vogue, however, they are arguable the most effective. Offering understanding and incentives to nations with nuclear ambitions is a peaceful and fairly effective solution. Many countries have accepted this route in the past, such as the Ukraine and South Africa. If the United States offered realistic economic incentives to Iran and North Korea, as well as a degree of protection for their territorial integrity, while at the same time refraining from making military or economic threats, results could be achieved. This would also require a deeper understanding of the perspectives of these countries, for example, the world’s hypocrisy concerning Israel’s nuclear program as perceived by Iran. 
Prolif High – US proliferating

Russia doesn’t agree with the US about Iran’s nuclear program
Mary Beth Sheridan, 3/19/10 – reporter with The Washington Post 
 (March 19, “U.S., Russian negotiators at the finish line on new START nuclear pact”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/03/18/AR2010031801805_pf.html)
But the optimism over the arms control talks contrasted with a fresh sign that Russia is not necessarily going to fall in line with U.S. priorities in other areas -- such as Iran's nuclear program. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin announced Thursday that Russia would fire up the reactor it is building at an Iranian nuclear power plant at midyear. Asked about the move, Clinton told reporters it was "premature," because "we want to send an unequivocal message to the Iranians" that they have to desist from developing a nuclear bomb. "If it [Iran] reassures the world [about its program], or if its behavior has changed because of international sanctions," then the country can go ahead with nuclear power plants, she told a news conference. Iran insists that its nuclear program is peaceful. Russia agreed to build Iran's first nuclear power plant near Bushehr 15 years ago, but the construction schedule has constantly slipped. Many analysts think Russia is using the delays as leverage. Putin's announcement actually appeared to mark a further setback in the plant's completion date, which had been set for the spring. But the timing of the announcement was awkward for Clinton and appeared to be a jab at her efforts to put together a tough international line on Iran. 

The US is helping proliferation
Howard LaFranchi 5/23/09 – staff writer of The Christian Science Monitor (May 23, “US nuclear accord with a Persian Gulf state raises concerns about proliferation”, http://www.csmonitor.com/layout/set/print/content/view/print/246704)
Washington — The Obama administration, anxious to demonstrate America's willingness to deepen relations with reliable partners in the Muslim world before the president's much-heralded speech to that community early next month, has signed a controversial nuclear cooperation agreement with the United Arab Emirates. The nuclear accord, negotiated by the Bush administration but left for President Obama's sign-off, is touted by the new administration – as it was by the former – as a model for future civilian nuclear cooperation with Arab countries. With Obama set to lay out his vision for America's cooperation with Muslim countries from Cairo June 4, the US-UAE accord is also seen as a counterpoint to Iran's nuclear program and its combative relations with the international community. In endorsing the accord, administration officials highlight the UAE's agreement to forego the production of nuclear fuel, which could eventually be used for production of a nuclear weapon – the issue at the crux of Iran's standoff with the US and other world powers. But opponents of the accord blast it as a short-sighted plan designed to secure lucrative contracts for US corporations that build nuclear reactors, yet one which may result in a string of plants producing nuclear fuel across a very volatile region. "The US does not have a strategy to deal with this very real issue of proliferation, all they have is a sale," says Joseph Cirincione, president of the Ploughshares Fund, an organization that promotes a nuclear-weapons-free world. "We shouldn't be sprinkling the Middle East with nuclear power reactors until we figure out how to stop them from turning out nuclear bombs."
Prolif Low – No arm sales

US refusal to give Pakistan nuclear deals prevent proliferation

Mark Landler, 7/19/10 – diplomatic correspondent of The New York Times (July 19, “Tension With Pakistan on Display as Clinton Visits”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/20/world/asia/20diplo.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print)

But the deep gulf of misunderstanding between Pakistan and the United States was still on vivid display on Monday, the second day of Mrs. Clinton’s visit to Islamabad, as she prodded Pakistanis to do more against Islamic militants and explained why the United States was reluctant to share nuclear technology with a country that has a history of proliferation. “It would be very helpful if we could get them,” Mrs. Clinton said of Al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden during an interview with Pakistani television journalists. “I believe they’re here in Pakistan.” Mrs. Clinton offered guarded support for peace negotiations with the Haqqani network and other insurgent groups as a way to end the war in Afghanistan. But she cautioned Afghans and Pakistanis to enter such talks with open eyes. From Pakistan, she was scheduled to fly to Kabul for the international conference on Tuesday. When she was asked at a town hall meeting in Islamabad why the United States has not offered Pakistan a civilian nuclear deal like the one it has with India, she delivered a stern reminder that the father of Pakistan’s nuclear program, Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan, sold nuclear secrets to Libya and North Korea. “The problems with Mr. A. Q. Khan raised red flags with people around the world,” she said. “They cannot be overlooked or put under the carpet.” 

China is pushing for resumption of the 6 party talks
Jack Kim, 7/10/10 (July 10, “North Korea shrugs off ship and calls for nuclear talks”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66900A20100710)
Six-way nuclear talks involving North and South Korea, the United States, Japan, Russia and China have been in limbo since 2007 and a 2005 disarmament deal appeared to lose relevance when Pyongyang tested a long-range missile and a nuclear device. "The DPRK will make consistent efforts for the conclusion of a peace treaty and the denuclearization through the six-party talks conducted on equal footing," the North's Foreign Ministry spokesman said in comments carried by the KCNA news agency. DPRK is short for the North's official name, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. "We take note of the ... statement saying that 'the Security Council encourages the settlement of outstanding issues on the Korean Peninsula by peaceful means to resume direct dialogue and negotiation through appropriate channels'," it added. A South Korea-led investigation concluded that a North Korean torpedo sank the Cheonan. Pyongyang has denied any involvement in the incident, saying it was a fabrication by the South aimed at politically damaging Pyongyang's leaders. The Security Council statement, by not identifying an attacker, was able to win consent from Pyongyang's ally China for unanimous approval. China, which had been the host of the six-way talks that began in 2003, urged regional powers to "flip the page of the Cheonan incident" and quickly resume those negotiations. "We call for an early resumption of the six-party talks and joint efforts to maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula," Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang was quoted as saying by Xinhua news agency.
North Korea wants back in on the 6 party talks – will denuclearize

Saeromi Shin, 7/9/10 (July 09, “North Korea Will Continue Six-Party Talks, KCNA Says”, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-09/north-korea-will-continue-six-party-talks-kcna-says.html)
July 10 (Bloomberg) -- North Korea will continue its efforts to achieve a peace agreement and denuclearization through the six-party forum, North Korea’s official Korean Central News Agency reported, citing the Foreign Ministry. The ministry commented after the United Nations Security Council adopted a statement yesterday that didn’t explicitly blame North Korea for the March 26 sinking of a South Korean warship that killed 46 sailors. A South Korea-led multinational team said on May 20 North Korea torpedoed the 1,200-ton Cheonan off the peninsula’s west coast near the disputed border. North Korea denies it had a role in the incident. The UN statement “clearly proves what a foolish calculation the U.S. and South Korea made when they were recklessly behaving in so great haste to do harm” to North Korea, KCNA reported, citing an unidentified Foreign Ministry spokesman. North Korea asked South Korea to control the scene of the incident until its inspection team reaches there, and said it will probe the truth about the incident to the last. The Security Council said it “condemns the attack which led to the sinking of the Cheonan” and that it “takes note” of North Korea’s denial of involvement in the incident. North Korea’s UN Ambassador Sin Son Ho called the statement “a great diplomatic victory.” The Security Council’s response will help ease tensions in the region, Li Baodong, China’s ambassador to the UN, said yesterday. China’s Foreign Ministry said earlier yesterday the UN statement represents an opportunity to “turn the page on the incident.” South Korea initially sought a Security Council resolution explicitly condemning North Korea for sinking the Cheonan, demanding an apology and a commitment there will be no repeat of the attack, and calling for a return to stability in the region.

Prolif Low – Start key

Russia and the US are almost finished with START
Mary Beth Sheridan, 3/19/10 – reporter with The Washington Post 
 (March 19, “U.S., Russian negotiators at the finish line on new START nuclear pact”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/03/18/AR2010031801805_pf.html)
MOSCOW -- U.S. and Russian negotiators are "at the finish line" in negotiating a major agreement to cut the number of nuclear warheads each side has deployed against the other, with just one or two issues left to resolve, officials said Thursday. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and the Russian foreign minister said after talks here that they awaited word soon from negotiators in Geneva who have been working 18-hour days to wrap up the agreement. The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) is a top priority of President Obama, who initially had pledged to finish it by last year. Obama spoke by phone with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev last weekend to iron out remaining obstacles, giving new momentum to the talks, officials said. 

***IMMIGRATION***

Immigration Rates Low 
Immigration Down 10% due to the economic recession 

Washington Post 6/18/10  ("Why strengthening the U.S.-Mexican border leads to more illegal immigration," The Washington Post, 18 July 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/16/AR2010071602720.html)

Americans have historically been ambivalent about new arrivals. Ever since colonial days, immigration and immigration restriction have been tightly wound around each other like a double helix. In the same polls in which Americans express support for Arizona's immigration legislation, they also say that by paying fines and back taxes (which most already pay) immigrants should have the right to be legalized. Some places accept, even welcome, illegal immigrants. Some try to expel them. My own state of California grants illegal immigrants relatively low in-state college tuition but denies them driver's licenses. In the past three years, the U.S. population of illegal immigrants has declined, perhaps by as much as 10 percent, from about 12 million to 11 million. Anti-immigration groups such as the Center for Immigration Studies credit tougher border and workplace enforcement for much of that decline. But some, if not most, has almost certainly been driven by the recession, beginning in the construction industry and continuing in many other sectors that employ large numbers of immigrants. During those three years, more immigrants returned to Mexico than came north. 

***TERRORISM***

terrorism impact – 3nr

Nuclear terrorism is an existential threat—it escalates to nuclear war with Russia and China.

Ayson ’10 – Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington (Robert, July, “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld)

A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation,  the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide. There is also the question of how other nuclear-armed states respond to the act of nuclear terrorism on another member of that special club. It could reasonably be expected that following a nuclear terrorist attack on the United States, both Russia and China would extend immediate sympathy and support to Washington and would work alongside the United States in the Security Council. But there is just a chance, albeit a slim one, where the support of Russia and/or China is less automatic in some cases than in others. For example, what would happen if the United States wished to discuss its right to retaliate against groups based in their territory? If, for some reason, Washington found the responses of Russia and China deeply underwhelming, (neither “for us or against us”) might it also suspect that they secretly were in cahoots with the group, increasing (again perhaps ever so slightly) the chances of a major exchange. If the terrorist group had some connections to groups in Russia and China, or existed in areas of the world over which Russia and China held sway, and if Washington felt that Moscow or Beijing were placing a curiously modest level of pressure on them, what conclusions might it then draw about their culpability? If Washington decided to use, or decided to threaten the use of, nuclear weapons, the responses of Russia and China would be crucial to the chances of avoiding a more serious nuclear exchange. They might surmise, for example, that while the act of nuclear terrorism was especially heinous and demanded a strong response, the response simply had to remain below the nuclear threshold. It would be one thing for a non-state actor to have broken the nuclear use taboo, but an entirely different thing for a state actor, and indeed the leading state in the international system, to do so. If Russia and China felt sufficiently strongly about that prospect, there is then the question of what options would lie open to them to dissuade the United States from such action: and as has been seen over the last several decades, the central dissuader of the use of nuclear weapons by states has been the threat of nuclear retaliation. If some readers find this simply too fanciful, and perhaps even offensive to contemplate, it may be informative to reverse the tables. Russia, which possesses an arsenal of thousands of nuclear warheads and that has been one of the two most important trustees of the non-use taboo, is subjected to an attack of nuclear terrorism. In response, Moscow places its nuclear forces very visibly on a higher state of alert and declares that it is considering the use of nuclear retaliation against the group and any of its state supporters. How would Washington view such a possibility? Would it really be keen to support Russia’s use of nuclear weapons, including outside Russia’s traditional sphere of influence? And if not, which seems quite plausible, what options would Washington have to communicate that displeasure? If China had been the victim of the nuclear terrorism and seemed likely to retaliate in kind, would the United States and Russia be happy to sit back and let this occur? In the charged atmosphere immediately after a nuclear terrorist attack, how would the attacked country respond to pressure from other major nuclear powers not to respond in kind? The phrase “how dare they tell us what to do” immediately springs to mind. Some might even go so far as to interpret this concern as a tacit form of sympathy or support for the terrorists. This might not help the chances of nuclear restraint.
High – India
Attack on India is imminent

Rachman 7/16 (Gideon, world respected commentator on international affairs. He has been a journalist for over 22 years, the last 16 years for two of the world's top business publications; The Economist and now the Financial Times, where he is now the Chief Foreign Affairs Columnist. Based in London, he comments on British, European and US foreign policy and embraces many of the word's key current affairs concerns, 7/16/10, " India, terrorism and the Commonwealth Games ", http://blogs.ft.com/rachmanblog/2010/07/india-terrorism-and-the-commonwealth-games/)
As we have all just seen at the World Cup, staging a major international sporting event can be a great way of advertising a country. But it also involves big risks: the minor risks involve logisitics, expensive stadiums and disappointed tourists. The biggest risk is terrorism. International security analysts are increasingly worried that the Commonwealth Games which will be staged in Delhi in October could be a very tempting target for jihadist terrorists, who have already struck India many times. The worry is not so much that somebody is going to be shot as they run the Marathon. The biggest risk is thought to be that, in the run-up to the games, terrorists will stage a series of attacks in India, in an effort to frighten off foreigners - and to create pressure for the games to be pulled out of India. The “success” in getting the high-profile cricket tournament, the IPL, moved from India to South Africa in 2009, because of security concerns offers an unfortunate precedent. Of course, it may never happen. And here's hoping it doesn't. But India has been subject to a string of terrorist attacks, including the Mumbai attacks, which were traced back to Lashkar-e-Taiba, a group with roots in Pakistan. The Indian government, led by Manmohan Singh, reacted with commendable restraint to the Mumbai provocations and to other attacks. But an assault on the Commonwealth Games would seriously empower the hawks in the Indian security establishment.
High – Afghanistan
Afghanistan war makes terrorist attack inevitable

NYT 6/26 (Scott Shane, 6/26/10, " Wars Fought and Wars Googled ", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/27/weekinreview/27shane.html)
THE country's attention was riveted last week by the drama of the generals: Stanley McChrystal, whose indiscretions in Rolling Stone got him cashiered, and his boss, David Petraeus, who stepped in to take direct command of the troubled Afghanistan counterinsurgency effort. But a startling scene in a Manhattan courtroom on Monday may have had more to say than the command shake-up about the larger fight to contain Al Qaeda and its allies, and the limits of any general's ability to affect its outcome. At a plea hearing, a defiant Faisal Shahzad admitted trying to blow up an S.U.V. in Times Square on May 1. Calling himself “a Muslim soldier,” he explained his motivation: “avenging” the war in Afghanistan and American interventions in Pakistan, Iraq, Yemen and Somalia. “I am part of the answer to the U.S. terrorizing the Muslim nations and the Muslim people,” Mr. Shahzad said. His candid confession raised two questions: Has the military's still-expanding fight against terrorism now become the fuel for terrorism, recruiting more militants than it kills? And where exactly does the Afghan war fit into the overall campaign against terror, when the enemy's cause can lure a man like Mr. Shahzad, a former financial analyst for the Elizabeth Arden cosmetics company in Stamford, Conn., and a naturalized American citizen? The questions take on particular urgency because Mr. Shahzad's flubbed bombing was the latest of a dozen plots since last year aimed at American targets. And in case after case, nine years after the Sept. 11 attacks, plotters have cited America's still-growing military entanglement in the Muslim world as proof that the United States is at war with Islam. “One major reason for these plots is that the war on terrorism has been going on as long as it has,” said Bruce Hoffman, a terrorism expert at Georgetown University. “After nine years, our enemies have become more adept and sophisticated at exploiting the sentiments and images of war.” President Obama has defined the United States' interest in Afghanistan in terms of protecting the American homeland. But General Petraeus's counterinsurgency credo — “clear, hold, build” — is difficult enough to pull off in the hostile terrain of Kandahar Province. It is impossible on the infinite landscape of the Web, where Mr. Shahzad found the ideology that led him to terror. “We're still focused on the nation and not the network,” said John Arquilla, professor of defense analysis at the Naval Postgraduate School. “You can do brilliantly in Afghanistan and still not deal with the Faisal Shahzads of the world.” The administration's Afghan strategy still commands broad support from Democrats and Republicans and from outside specialists, who offer a familiar catechism. Now that the Taliban have taken the initiative again, only a concentrated NATO effort can prevent their return to power, with a possible new base for Al Qaeda, officials say. True, the dwindling Qaeda core is over the border in Pakistan, but Mr. Obama has escalated drone strikes there to pick off some terrorist leaders and keep the rest on the run. “Even in an age of virtual reality, Al Qaeda can't do large-scale training and mobilization unless they control some terrain,” said Max Boot, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations who supports the current policy. If the terror network attracts young Muslims now, he said, imagine its appeal if NATO abandoned the field and the militants could claim victory. “It would be a huge symbolic defeat for the United States, as it was for the Soviet Union,” said Mr. Boot, who is writing a history of guerrilla war and terrorism. “It would greatly embolden Al Qaeda.” Proponents of the current escalation of troops and drones point out as well that even Mr. Shahzad was not turned into a terrorist solely by the Web. He met face-to-face with leaders and trainers of the Pakistani Taliban before crossing the line into violence. So allowing extremists more room to operate on either side of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border would be a dangerous mistake, officials say. Still, many scholars who study terror see the interplay of risks and benefits differently. “The more deeply we're involved in that region, the more likely it is that we'll have terrorist attacks here,” said Scott Atran, an anthropologist who interviewed many young Muslim men about the lure of terrorism for his new book, “Talking to the Enemy: Faith, Brotherhood, and the (Un)Making of Terrorists.” “These lost, young guys see the resistance as heroic and glorious,” Mr. Atran said. “Don't give them the thrill of fighting the greatest army in the world.” The accused in recent plots aimed at the United States are a diverse group, including an Army psychiatrist of Palestinian ancestry spraying gunfire at Fort Hood, Tex.; a popular coffee vendor from Afghanistan planning to blow up the New York subway; the son of a prominent Nigerian banker trying to take down an airliner over Detroit; and Mr. Shahzad, a Pakistani-American who loaded his Nissan Pathfinder with fertilizer, propane and gasoline in fortunately ineffectual combination. Yet they all appear to have imagined themselves as warriors against the enemies of their faith. Their national or ethnic loyalties had been supplanted by loyalty to their co-religionists, the global community of Muslims, known as the ummah. Maj. Nidal Hasan, accused of killing 13 people in the Fort Hood shooting spree last November, had quoted the Koran in a 2007 PowerPoint demonstration to explain why some Muslim American soldiers might feel conflicted: “And whoever kills a believer intentionally, his punishment is hell.” “If Muslim groups can convince Muslims that they are fighting for God against injustices of the ‘infidels,' ” Major Hasan wrote, “then Muslims can become a potent adversary; i.e. suicide bombing.” But the path to violence appears to involve less scripture than solidarity. “We Muslims are one community,” Mr. Shahzad told the judge at his plea hearing, explaining why he felt obliged to defend strangers in Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan, Yemen, Somalia and Gaza — as well as the United States, where he suggested that Muslims were singled out for government scrutiny. Even as the Obama administration smoothly handled the McChrystal flap and regrouped behind its Afghanistan policy, word came in a report in The New York Times on Friday of diplomatic maneuvering between Afghan and Pakistani leaders that could result in a separate peace, potentially leaving the American generals with 100,000 troops and no one to fight. Managed deftly, such a deal conceivably might allow Mr. Obama to exit Afghanistan without fear of a Qaeda haven. But since the notion of an American-led war on Muslims has gone viral, the virus would take years or perhaps decades to burn out. The trouble with terrorism is what the theorists call asymmetry. Hundreds of billions of dollars, hundreds of thousands of troops, and the best generals on the planet can be undercut by a disgruntled accountant, commanding the world's attention with a bomb that didn't even explode. 
High – cyberterrorism

Risk of cyber terror high

WSJ 6/29 (Patience Wheatcroft, 6/29/10, " Cyber Terrorism Seen as Threat ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704103904575336703726142746.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)
Fast-evolving technology is affecting both the spying game and potential terrorist tactics. Cyber terrorism is now perceived as a real threat. The U.K. parliament's Intelligence and Security Committee, in its 2009/10 annual report, cited evidence it had received from the Chief of the Secret Intelligence Service, otherwise known as MI6. He had said that "The whole question of cyber security is shooting up everybody's agendas" and that it is "a major new challenge to the intelligence community." The fear is that modern nations are so dependent on technology that widespread interference with systems could wreak havoc. Remember the dire warnings that preceded the dawning of the new millennium? Scare-mongers assured us that computers would be unable to cope with the change of digit involved in passing from the 1990s into the year 2000. Unless the "millennium bug" was fixed, they claimed, elevators would freeze, cash machines would refuse to pay up and, in the most extreme scenarios, there would be "blood on the streets." In the event, the warnings, some of which emanated from people keen to expensively rectify the bug, proved unfounded. However, deliberate concerted attacks on a nation's technology could engender real chaos. In the words of the MI6 director-general: "At the moment my under- standing is that there will be considerable impact if a state, be it Russia or China, and probably those are the most likely, decided to do serious damage to us one way or another." There are already believed to have been state-sponsored cyber attacks. In 2007, during a diplomatic row between Estonia and Russia, Estonia found many of its government, banking and media Web-sites disrupted. Russia denied any involvement although Estonia insisted that it could trace some of the million or more computers it estimated were used in the attack to addresses in Russia. More recently, Dennis Blair, the U.S. director of national intelligence, told the Senate Intelligence committee that "Malicious cyber activity is occurring on an unprecedented scale with extraordinary sophistication." He added that: "Sensitive information is stolen daily from both government and private-sector networks, undermining confidence in our information systems and in the very information these systems were intended to convey." Mr. Blair was talking as Google had accused the Chinese authorities of hacking into its computers in the escalating dispute over Chinese users being denied unfettered access to the service. However, his remarks indicated that his fears were of a much graver threat. Some see the potential for damage to be inflicted by attacking a country's technology infrastructure as so great that they have dubbed it a "cyber Pearl Harbor". There are other, less apocalyptic, motives behind much of the cyber-espionage that is currently taking place. Certain countries are keen to gather up any commercial and scientific information that they can reach and are doing so through the use of battalions of smart hackers. Companies keen to protect themselves against such spying have to be constantly vigilant about Internet security, but that may prove no match for the sophisticated spies. Security experts are clear that potential aggressors are now amassing detailed information with which they could launch a cyber-terrorism attack. Since last year, the U.K. has a Cyber Security Strategy but it will struggle to beat those that have a cyber terrorism strategy. 

Low – generic
No risk of global terrorism – Somalia’s attack meant nothing

Washington Post 7/19 (Fareed Zakaria, 7/19/10, " The failed-state conundrum ", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/18/AR2010071802734.html?hpid=opinionsbox1)
"What happened in Kampala is just the beginning!" So warned Abu Zubeyr, the leader of al-Shabab, which claimed responsibility for the bombings in the Ugandan capital that killed more than 70 people who had gathered to watch the World Cup soccer finals. In the bombings' wake, al-Shabab has drawn renewed attention for its murky links to al-Qaeda, and analysts once again are warning that failed states are a mortal threat to American national security. In fact, the case of Somalia and al-Shabab proves precisely the opposite. That Somalia is a failed state is beyond dispute. Foreign Policy magazine just published its annual Failed States Index, and for the third year running Somalia ranks No. 1. Somalia has had no functioning government since 1992, longer than probably any other present-day state. This is a tragic situation, but U.S. policymakers seem convinced it's also one that poses a grave danger to American national interests. "Dealing with such fractured or failing states is, in many ways, the main security challenge of our time," Defense Secretary Robert Gates has said. Hillary Clinton has voiced strong support for this view. When Condoleezza Rice was secretary of state, she used to call failed states the worst threat to American security, as did a host of scholars, U.N. officials and pundits. The chief exhibit for this far-reaching claim was, of course, Afghanistan, which descended into chaos in the 1990s and became a staging ground for al-Qaeda as it prepared to attack America. But Afghanistan's story is a bit more complicated. The Taliban came to power there with support from the Pakistani military, which had long supported radical Islamists. The group also received private and public support from Saudi Arabia, which viewed it as a convenient dumping ground, far from home, for its radicals. Today there are very few al-Qaeda members in Afghanistan -- 60 to 100, says CIA head Leon Panetta -- and al-Qaeda operates out of Pakistan. As scholar Ken Menkhaus has pointed out, global terrorism seems to profit less from failed states and more from weak ones, such as Pakistan, where some element of the regime is assisting the terrorists. After all, many drastically failed states (Burma, Congo, Haiti) pose no global terrorist threat. The trouble with trying to fix failed states is that it implicates the United States in a vast nation-building effort in countries where the odds of success are low and the risk of unintended consequences is very high. Consider Somalia. In 1992, after the government's collapse, U.S. troops were sent into the country as part of a U.N. mission to avert famine, but they soon became entangled in local power struggles, ending in a humiliating withdrawal. About a decade later, worried by the rising strength of a radical movement called the Islamic Courts Union, Washington began funding rival Somali factions and finally gave tacit backing to an Ethiopian intervention. The Islamic Courts Union was destroyed but regrouped under its far more radical, violent arm, al-Shabab, which is on the rise. Somalia highlights the complexity of almost every approach to failed states. If Washington goes after the militants aggressively, it polarizes the political landscape and energizes the radicals, who can then claim to be nationalists fighting American imperialism. If it talks to them, it is accused of empowering jihadis. The real answer, many argue, is to strengthen the state's capacity so that the government has greater legitimacy and the opposition gets discredited. But how easy is it to fast-forward political modernization, compressing into a few years what has taken decades, if not centuries, in the West? All these dilemmas are on full display in Afghanistan. What to do in Somalia? In a thoughtful report, Bronwyn Bruton of the Council on Foreign Relations makes the case for "constructive disengagement." The idea is to watch the situation carefully for signs of real global terrorism -- which so far are limited. Al-Shabab's "links" with al-Qaeda seem to be mostly rhetoric on both sides. But if they become real and deadly, be willing to strike. This would not be so difficult. Somalia has no mountains or jungles, making it relatively hospitable for counterterrorism operations. Just be careful not to become a player in the country's internal political dynamics. "We have a limited capacity to influence events in Somalia, to influence them positively," says Bruton. "But we have an almost unlimited capacity to make a mess of things." 

Terrorist scares don’t mean anything – the risk of attack is still low

CNN 7/8 (Paula Newton, Stephanie Halasz, 7/8/10, " Terror suspects arrested in Norway and Germany ", http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/europe/07/08/norway.terror.arrests/)

(CNN) -- Norwegian authorities announced the arrests of three suspects Thursday in connection with an ongoing investigation into terrorist plots in New York and the United Kingdom. Their apprehension was made possible through international cooperation, including information from U.S. authorities, they said. The suspects had been under surveillance for several months, the Norwegian authorities said. The three are suspected of plotting terrorist attacks and having connections to al Qaeda, the Norwegian prime minister's office said earlier. All three of the suspects are in their 30s and of foreign descent, the Norwegian Police Security Service said. One is a Norwegian citizen and the other two are permanent residents. The Norwegian citizen is of Uyghur origin, police said. He went to Norway at the end of the 1990s as a resettlement refugee and obtained citizenship in 2007. The second is an Iraqi-Kurdish man who went to Norway at the end of the 1990s and was granted a residence permit on humanitarian grounds. The last man is an Uzbek who went to Norway as an asylum seeker at the beginning of the 2000s. His application for asylum was rejected, but he was later granted a residence permit in Norway based on family reunification, police said. The ethnic Uyghur and the Uzbek were arrested in Oslo, Norway, the prime minister's office said. The Iraqi citizen was arrested Thursday morning in the western German city of Duisburg, the general prosecutor's office in Frankfurt said. The office said officials there are now working with Norwegian authorities on his extradition. Police said they had "sufficient control" of all three suspects while they were under surveillance and that the public was never in any danger. Authorities had considered arresting the men before now, but they decided to apprehend them Thursday because parts of the case became known in the media. "This would result in a considerable risk of destruction of evidence and evasion in the further investigation of the case," the police service said. "Hence, (we) chose to apprehend the individuals today." The police service said any groups in Norway that may constitute a threat to national security are small and primarily involved in supporting activities abroad, so Thursday's arrests will not change the current threat level in the country, which remains low. 
***DEFORESTATION***

High – general 

Forests declining significantly. 

World Resources 99 (World Resources Institute, “Deforestation: The global assault continues”, http://www.wri.org/publication/content/8368)

Although public awareness of the impact of global deforestation has increased in recent years, it has not slowed the rate of deforestation appreciably. A comprehensive assessment of the state of the world’s forests, recently released by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), indicates that total forested area continues to decline significantly. According to the FAO analysis, deforestation was concentrated in the developing world, which lost nearly 200 million hectares between 1980 and 1995. This loss was partially offset by reforestation efforts, new forest plantations, and the gradual regrowth and expansion of forested area in developed countries. The result was a net loss of some 180 million hectares between 1980 and 1995, or an average annual loss of 12 million hectares [1].

High – illegal timber

Deforestation is still a huge problem—US buys a large bulk of illegal timber.

Hood 7/15/2010 (Marlowe, writer for the AFP news agency, “Illegal logging of tropical forests in decline: study”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5i3Li728IS3PEC4gScciObjHVrN0w)

Overall, illegal logging remains a serious challenge. In 2009, a total of 100 million cubic metres were illegally harvested in these countries alone.  The stakes are high, said lead author Sam Lawson.  "Up to a billion of the world's poorest people are dependent on forests, and reductions in illegal logging are helping to protect their livelihoods," he said.  The findings also highlight the critical role of forests as a bulkhead against global warming: deviation from 'business as usual' has kept at least 1.2 billion tonnes of heat-trapping CO2 from leaking in the atmosphere, he said.  Further efforts on forest preservation are being pursued under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).  Loss of forestry accounts for between 12 and 20 percent of annual greenhouse-gas emissions.  But illegal logging remains a relatively small part of the problem -- conversion of forest land to crops, cattle ranching and urban construction are bigger factors.  Globally, about 130,000 square kilometres (50,000 square miles) of mainly tropical forests were lost every year over the last decade, according to the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO).  The Chatham House study estimates that five consumer nations -- the United States, Japan, Britain, France and the Netherlands -- together purchased 17 million cubic metres of illegal timber in 2008 worth about 8.4 billion dollars (6.7 billion euros).

Deforestation high- Illegal logging. 

Stokstad 7/15/2010 (Erik, Writer for Science Magazine, “Illegal Logging Has Dropped Dramatically—Or Has It?”, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2010/07/illegal-logging-has-dropped.html)

Everyone agrees that illegal logging remains a problem. Lawson and MacFaul estimate that 100 million cubic meters of timber were harvested illegally last year, and the activity is becoming harder to trace. China remains a huge market, turning the wood into furniture and other products, which are then exported. "China has become a black hole for the tropical timber market," says Laurance. Addressing these problems, the authors conclude, will require "a more profound overhaul of government policy and regulation than has so far occurred."

High – carelessness 

Deforestation is rampant—illegal and commercial logging, and carelessness are all major factors

Dawn 6/26/2010 (Editorial, “Rampant deforestation”, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/the-newspaper/editorial/21-rampant-deforestation-660-sk-07)

The latest findings of the World Wide Fund for Nature reveal that Pakistan’s already meagre forest cover is being depleted by 2.1 per cent, the highest annual deforestation rate in Asia. Much of this reduction can be attributed to the official policy of changing the status of forest lands and allowing their use for other purposes. According to the WWF, more than 150,000 acres of forest have been lost in this way since the country’s inception in 1947. Encroachers and commercial harvesters, often called the timber mafia, have also played havoc with their authorised as well as illegal felling.  Pakistan’s once lush mangrove stands, which serve as natural hatcheries and offer protection against tidal surges, have taken the biggest hit with an annual depletion rate of nearly 2.3 per cent. Estimates vary but it is believed that the mangrove cover along the coast has fallen from nearly 1.5 million acres in 1966 to just about 420,000 acres today, and even this shockingly low count is seen by some as generous. Deforestation, be it in the Indus delta or the mountains, carries severe socio-economic costs. The livelihoods and way of life of local communities that use forests in sustainable ways — collecting fallen branches for fuel, grazing livestock, etc — can be ruined beyond repair by rampant logging. Deforestation is also associated with climate change while Pakistan has already seen an increase in deadly landslides, flash floods and the silting of major dams. All this is preventable and reforestation is the need of the hour. But for that to happen we need rulers who actually care. 

AT: Chatham Report

The Chatham report only details the good parts of deforestation; it is actually high despite that report. 

Mahr 7/15 (Krista, Reporter for Time and Ecocentric, “Report: Global Illegal Logging on Downswing”, http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2010/07/15/report-global-illegal-logging-on-downswing/)

From the department of (mostly) good news, a major study released today by London-based NGO Chatham House offers one of those rare beasts in the jungle of environmental reports: improvement.  The report finds that the collective efforts of government, civil society and the private sector in 12 countries have yielded big reductions in illegal logging in the last 10 years. According to “Illegal Logging and Related Trade: Indicators of the Global Response,” the total global production of illegal timber has dropped 22% since 2002. That reduction was particularly dramatic in three supply countries — Cameroon, the Brazilian Amazon and Indonesia — where illegal activity has dropped an impressive 50 to 75%, saving some 17 million hectares of forest and avoiding the release of at least 1.2 billion tons of carbon dioxide if those tropical forests been cut down.  The report examines a large chunk of the food chain of illegal timber, looking at five producer countries (Brazil, Indonesia, Cameroon, Malaysia and Ghana), five consumer countries (U.S., U.K., Japan, France and the Netherlands), and China and Vietnam as transit countries.  A lot of the report's good news, not surprisingly, is tempered with the bad news that illegal logging is hardly a thing of the past. Of the producing nations, the reports credits Indonesia as making the greatest gains since Jakarta's major crackdown on the practice in 2005, though the southeast Asian archipelago continues to be dogged by illegal logging, as we've written here before.  On the consumer end, the report lauds Japan for halving its own illegal timber imports, but notes that it still imports significantly more illegal timber than the U.S. or European consumer nations, which have more stringent import laws in place. China moves the most illegal timber in the world, importing 20 million cubic meters a year.  As co-author Sam Lawson writes in the report's summary:  Although increased enforcement has reduced the more blatant forms of illegal logging, more persistent and less easily detected forms are becoming increasingly important, including illegal harvesting by licensed companies within concessions, and the illegal issuance of licences to clear forest for agricultural plantations. Addressing these forms of illegality will require a more profound overhaul of regulations in producer countries.  

Deforestation high—the Chatham report is misleading.

Even with declines there is still deforestation now. The Chatham report fails to report his. 

The Ecologist 7/15/10 (Environmental magazine, “Campaigners dispute reports of a decline in illegal logging”, http://www.theecologist.org/News/news_round_up/539977/campaigners_dispute_reports_of_a_decline_in_illegal_logging.html)

Claims of a decrease in illegal logging mask a growing amount of illegal harvesting by licensed companies and a lack of confidence in methods of measuring logging activity  Activists have disputed the conclusions of a new analysis suggesting that quantities of illegally logged timber have dropped by between 50 and 75 per cent in Brazil, Cameroon and Indonesia.  A report by Chatham House analysed five timber producing countries and while no improvements could be shown in Ghana or Malaysia, significant decreases in illegal timber exports were estimated in three other countries, in which a combination of government action and NGO campaigning had resulted in more efforts to tackle the problem.  However, even with these declines, illegal harvesting was still estimated to make up 35–72 per cent of logging in the Brazilian Amazon, 22–35 per cent in Cameroon, 59–65 per cent in Ghana, 40–61 per cent in Indonesia, and 14–25 per cent in Malaysia.

Corrupted figures—figures are underestimated because the government supports these practices. 

The Ecologist 7/15/10 (Environmental magazine, “Campaigners dispute reports of a decline in illegal logging”, http://www.theecologist.org/News/news_round_up/539977/campaigners_dispute_reports_of_a_decline_in_illegal_logging.html)

Forest campaigners suggest even these figures may underestimate the scale of the problem because of the growth in government-supported illegal practices.  'The perception is that illegal logging has decreased but the reality is it has not,' said Samuel Nguiffo, director of the Center for Environment and Development (CED) in Cameroon and former Goldman Environmental Prize winner.   'The companies involved have got clever and have been able to adapt to a different system. It's now a political issue for generating cash from licensing from which companies can then gain political protection for their illegal activities. It's very difficult to eradicate when some of those responsible for cutting it out are also benefiting,' he said. 

 Government policies aren’t strict enough so a lot of the illegal logging has gone unreported. 

The Ecologist 7/15/10 (Environmental magazine, “Campaigners dispute reports of a decline in illegal logging”, http://www.theecologist.org/News/news_round_up/539977/campaigners_dispute_reports_of_a_decline_in_illegal_logging.html)

The Chatham House report used two methods to calculate the size of the illegal logging sector. First, it compared total consumption with licensed logging, with the difference assumed to be illegal. Secondly, it assessed the countries on a number of policies, including timber tracking, law enforcement, government policy and legislation.  Brazil scored well in this assessment but enforcement of new regulations there remains poor. For example, the total value of fines increased eight-fold between 2003 and 2007 but only 2.5 per cent of them have been successfully collected.  The report says reductions in illegal logging in Cameroon and Indonesia over the last decade have occurred despite poor policies in both countries and acknowledgements that there is a growing problem of companies abusing their licences and going unpunished.  It concluded that addressing corruption and lack of enforcement would require a 'profound overhaul of government policy and regulation'.  Nguiffo said a stronger legal framework to allow local communities to challenge illegal logging would make a bigger impact on government corruption

Low – general 

Deforestation is decline now 

Hance 7/15/2010 (Jeremy, writer for Mongabay, an environmental news agency, “Illegal logging declining worldwide, but still 'major problem'”, http://news.mongabay.com/2010/0715-hance_illegal_logging.html)

Looking at five of the world's largest tropical timber producers, the study found that the majority of them had seen a significant drop in illegal logging over the last decade.  In the Brazilian Amazon, illegal logging plunged by 50-75 percent. According to the report, improved laws and regulations, along with increased enforcement had a major impact in Brazil. The number of enforcement officials dealing with illegal logging in Brazil jumped from 400 in 2003 to 3000 in 2007. However, even with this massive decline, 34 percent of Brazil's timber output is still illegally sourced.  Indonesia has seen a 75 percent drop in illegal logging. According to the report improved governance, increases in plantation wood production, and pressure from NGOs have all improved the nation's illegal logging problem, yet 40 percent of Indonesia's wood production is still thought to be illegal. Following through on policies and regulations, as well as lack of enforcement, remain major stumbling blocks in Indonesia.  Cameroon has reduced illegal logging by half since 1999. According to the report, the Independent Observer of Forest Law Enforcement and Governance—which monitors the trade—has had a big impact on reducing illegal logging in Cameroon. Pressure from European consumers has also had an impact. As with other nations, enforcement of regulations and laws remains a problem. In addition, the report recommends that Cameroon strengthen its laws.  According to the report, the decline in illegal logging in Brazil, Indonesia, and Cameroon has resulted in saving some 17 million hectares of forest from degradation (twice the size of Austria) and saved 1.2 billion tons of carbon from being released into the atmosphere. On the other hand, if these areas had been logged legally they could have brought in over $6 billion in revenue. 

Low – studies 

Deforestation is declining, new studies prove.

McDermott 7/15/2010 (Matthew, Writer for the Treehugger, Masters Degree at NYU's Center for Global Affairs, “Good News-Bad News: Illegal Logging Declining - But Still a Huge Problem, New Report Says”, http://www.treehugger.com/files/2010/07/illegal-logging-declining-but-still-huge-problem-new-report.php)

Good news and bad news coming out of the think tank Chatham House today: According to their new report, Illegal Logging and Related Trade, the amount of timber chopped down and produced illegally has fallen 22% since 2002 globally--with some nations seeing as much as a 75% decline. That said, the report also notes that illegal logging remains a major problem, with illegal activities occurring in ways that are less obvious and easy to detect.  Indonesia, Brazil, Cameroon All See Big Declines Some of the highlighted improvements: A 50% reduction in illegal timber in Cameroon, a 50-75% drop in Brazil, and a 75% decline in Indonesia (which remains though the world's third-largest greenhouse gas emitter, thanks to rampant deforestation, illegal and legal). In total this level of crime reduction has meant that some 17 million hectares (42 million acres) of forest has been preserved from deforestation and forest degradation. 
Low – private sectors 

Deforestation is low now, checked by the private sector, and even if it wasn’t, it is good for the US economy.

Lawson 7/15/2010 (Sam, Associate Fellow, Energy, Environment and Development Programme, “The Global Response to Illegal Logging”, http://www.chathamhouse.org.uk/media/comment/illegal_logging0710/-/1123/)

Over the last two years, Chatham House has carried out an in-depth study of the response to illegal logging and related trade in twelve producer, processing and consumer countries. Our findings demonstrate that actions taken by governments, civil society and the private sector over the last ten years have been extensive and had a considerable impact.  Illegal logging is estimated to have fallen by between 50 and 75 per cent during the last decade in Cameroon, the Brazilian Amazon and Indonesia, while imports of illegally sourced wood to the seven consumer and processing countries studied are down 30 per cent from their peak in 2004. As a result, we estimate that up to 17 million hectares of forest have been protected from degradation and at least 1.2 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide emissions avoided. Alternatively, if the trees saved were legally logged this could bring in US.5 billion in additional revenues to the countries concerned - twice what the world gives in aid for primary education each year. 

Low – opposition 

Deforestation declining—tightened regulations and international opposition

NY Times 7/19/10 (John Collins Rudolf, “Is the Tide Turning on Deforestation?”, http://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/07/16/is-the-tide-turning-on-deforestation)

Now signs are growing that international efforts to clamp down on illegal logging and strengthen timber harvesting regulations are succeeding in slowing the destruction of these forests.  In Brazil in particular, an overhaul of logging laws and a new zeal in enforcement have led to a significant drop not only in illegal logging but also in overall deforestation rates in the Amazon, according to satellite data from Brazil’s National Institute for Space Research.  Bob Walker, a professor of geography at Michigan State University and an expert on deforestation in the Amazon, witnessed the crackdown on illegal logging during a recent trip into an area of once-rampant deforestation – Brazil’s so-called soy highway, where large swaths of forest have been transformed into soybean fields in recent decades.  “You had tens of thousands of loggers who were out of work — people were not happy,” Mr. Walker said in an interview. “A lot of the sawmills went broke. I was amazed to see it.”  The decline in illegal logging and total deforestation is also being witnessed in major timber-producing countries like Indonesia, Cameroon, Malaysia and Ghana, according to a new report by Chatham House, a British think tank.  “Illegal logging” remains a somewhat nebulous term in many producer countries because of weak or limited regulations. Yet international pressure on nations like Cameroon, where an independent regulator financed by a coalition of donor countries now oversees the timber trade, have resulted in tighter controls over logging in general and reductions in overall deforestation and clear-cutting. 

Low – global warming
Efforts to tackle deforestation have worked, successfully helping the fight against global warming.

Guardian 7/15/10 (David Adam, “Illegal logging of tropical rainforests down by up to 75%”. http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/jul/15/illegal-logging-decline)

Efforts to tackle illegal destruction of the world's rainforests have been a success, according to a new report that details a significant fall in unauthorised logging.  The Chatham House study, released today, says that illegal logging has dropped by between 50 and 75% across Cameroon, Indonesia and the Brazilian Amazon over the last decade; globally it has dropped by one-fifth since 2002.  The study credits actions taken by governments and pressure groups for the improvement, as well as greater responsibility across the private sector.  Sam Lawson, associate fellow at Chatham House and lead author of the report, said: "Up to a billion of the world's poorest people are dependent on forests, and reductions in illegal logging are helping to protect their livelihoods."  The fall in illegal logging, if continued, could save billions of tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions and help the fight against global warming, the report says.  The change over the last decade has seen 17m hectares of forest saved from degradation, preventing the release of 1.2bn tonnes of CO2 emissions. Viewed another way, if the trees saved were legally logged and sold, this could bring an extra US$6.5bn in additional income to the forest nations. 

